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FOREWORD

It is a matter of great pleasure for me to offer to the scholars
of Indian logic and philosophy the present work entitled 'A study
of Jayanta Bhatta's Nyayamaifijari - A Mature Sanskrit Work on
Indian Logic Part II' as the third book of Sanskrit-Sanskriti
Granthamala. '

Jayanta Bhatta was a-Kashmiri pundit deeply learned in the
traditional systems of Indian philosophy. He flourished in the
reign of king Sankaravarman (885-902 A.D.). His Nyayamaiijari
occupies a unique place among the Sanskrit works on Indian logic
and philosophy.

The present work is a study of its second and third Ahnikas
(chapters). So it deals with perception, inference, analogy, verbal
testimony, validity of cognition - intrinsic or extrinsic, theories
of error (khayativada), existence of God, nature of a word. In
Jayanta’s times a triangular contest among the Nayaya, Buddhist
and Mimarisa schools of dogic dominated the Indian philosophi-
cal scene, and of this contest one can form a very precise idea
from Jayanta’s treatment of various problems. His presentation
creates a clear picture of the problems of Indian logic and
philosophy and their solution offered by the said schools. His
discussions - are penetrating, pregnant and profound. As -for
example; his criticism of the Buddhist theory of perception and
the Mimarisa theory of intrinsic validity of cognition is deep and
searching. His explanation of the import of each and every term
occumng m the Nyﬁyasutra definition of perception is lucid and
revealing. . oo

This study. is mtelhglble and clear presentation of the
discussions conducted by Jayanta. Again, it is impartial in its
assessment of each and every theory, whoever be its propounder .
— the Nyaiyayika, the Buddhist or the Mimamsaka. It'
demonstrates its strong and weak points all right. It attempts to
bring out the contribution that the three schools made to Indian
logic: :
The two appendlces are valuable. The first explams ’
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Dharmakirti's theory of knowledge and the second. clearly
demonstrates as to how the concept of God as world-creator and
nitya-mukta is a later introduction into the Nyaya-VaiSesika
school by Prasastapada in the second half of the sixth century
A.D.

I hope this work, since it is a study of the two very important
chapters of Nyayamafijari, will be of considerable value to the
scholars of Indian logic. I have no doubt that the scholarly world
- will receive it with delight. B

Sanskrit-Sanskriti Granthamala ‘Nagin J. Shah
23 Valkeshvar Sqciety : Genera] Editor
Ambawadi T
Ahmedabad-380 015

India

- June 9, 1995



INTRODUCTION

The present work is a study of the second and third Ahnikas of
Jayanta Bhatta's Nyayamaiijari, one of the maturest texts produced by
the Nyaya school of Indian philosophy. The second Ahnika is devoted
to perception, inference and analogy while the third to verbal
testimony, validity of a cognition — extrinsic or intrinsic, theories of
error, existence of God and nature of a word. Thus these two chapters
are immensely important for the students and scholars of Indian logic.
In these two Ahnikas Jayanta has so conducted his discussions that
he has been able to include within their scope some of the most burning
philosophical problems of his times. Here his principal adversary is
the Buddhist logician.

The first chapter (a study of the second Ahmka) is divided into
three natural sections — the first devoted to perception, the second
to inference and the third to analogy. The first section deals with four
definitions of perception—one by the author of the Nyayasutra,
another by the Buddhist, the third by Kumarila and the fourth by the
Sankhya. While explaining the Nyayastutra definition Jayanta consid-
ers various issues and his discussion of them is highly competent. The
definition runs as follows : PerCeptlon (pratyaksa) is that cognition
(jiiana) Wthh is born of a sense—object contact (indriydrthasannikar-
sotpanna), is non-verbal (avyapadesya), is non-erroneous (avyabhicarin),
is certain (vyavasayatmaka). Jayanta takes up one by one the different
words occurring in the definition and considers their precise import-
While corsidering the significance of the word 9§Aana’ he states that
since the mental states like pleasure etc. too are possibly born of a
sense-object contact they will not be excluded from the purview of
the present d definition unless it explicitly describes perception as a type
of cognition.- This gives rise to an important discussion primarily
because the Buddhist maintains that pleasure etc. are of the nature
of cognition. Again, Jayanta's consideration of the significance of the
word ‘avyapadesya’ is noteworthy. The precise import of the word is
obscure but this very circumstance led to a lively controversy as to -
what it means; this controversy Jayanta reports in considerable details
and is truly revealing in its own manner. The divergent views cited
in this connection are four. All these views commonly maintain that
the word 'avyapadesya (non-verbal)' is aimed at eliminating from the
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purview of the definition something that is born of sense-object contact
and yet somehow verbal; but as to what this something is they differ
widely. Jayanta's criticism of the Buddhist definition of perception is
penetrating. According to the Buddhist, perception is that type of
cognition which is devoid of all thought while thought is a cognition
capable of being associated with words. For him thought is no pramana
(valid cognition). Jayanta asks him, "Granted that thought is that type
of apprehension-of-an-object which is capable of ‘being. associated
with a word, why should it be denied the status of pramana ?" The
whole reply the Buddhist gives is somewhat strange. For what it is
able to prove is that sensory experience and thought are two distinct
types of process, each produced by its own distinct type-of causal
aggregate, so that even when the two are produced together a éensory
experience is a sensory experience, a thought is a thought. Not that
to prove this was a mean performance, for thus to distinguish between -
sensory experience and thought was in a way high water-mark of the
Buddhist's speculation on logical problems; certainly, the distinction
is not only very important but is also drawn correctly.

The second section deals with inference. Therein Jayanta
discusses fivefold nature of a probans, the problem of invariable
concomitance, possibility of inference, the Nyayastitra definition of
inference and cognition of time and space. Jayanta defends his school's
thesis on the fivefold nature of a probans against the Buddhist thesis
on its threefold nature; but it is a weak defence. Regarding invariable
concomitance, Jayanta maintains that it should suffice to say that the
relation between the probans and . probandum is the relation of
invariable concomitance while the Buddhist further demands that one
must precisely define the conditions that make possible this relation
of invariable concomitance. The Buddhist is of the view that x can
act as a probans for inferring y only in case either x is identical with
yor x is produced by y. When the Buddhist says that the probans and
probandum are identical with each other what he means is that they
are two features of an identical object. This happens in what the
Buddhist calls svabhava-anumana. In the cases of svabhava-anumana
the concerned invariable concomitance is established not on the basis
of a causal experimentation but on the basis of a conceptual analysis.
Jayanta's polemic against svabhava-anumana is a good example of an
anti-Buddhist logician's blindness to great discovery made by the
Buddhist while positing svabhava-anumana as a-distinct type of
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inference. While discussing the Nyayasttra definition of inference
Jayanta offers two sets of interpretations of the terms. viz. pirvavat,
Sesavat and samanyatodrsta occurring in the definition and standing
for the three types of inference.

The third section is devoted to the exposition of upamana
(analogy). According to the Naiyayika a case of upamana arises when
an expert tells a novice that such and such an unfamiliar thing is similar
to such and such a familiar-thing and the latter later on coming across
this unfamiliar thing recognizes it as similar to that familiar thing and
says to himself : "So this is what the word concerned stands for."
Jayanta criticises the Mimarnsaka's view of upamana. According to
the Mimarhsaka a case of upamana arises when an expert tells a novice
that such and such an unfamiliar thing is similar to such and such a
familiar thing and the latter later on coming across this unfamiliar
‘thing recalls that that familiar thing is similar to this unfamiliar thing
now encountered. Jayanta contends that this is a case of simple
memory. *

The second chapter (a study of the third Ahnika) first deals with
verbal testimony. Jayanta states and explains the Nyayasutra definition
of verbal testimony which runs as follows : ‘Verbal testimony (sabda)
is the teaching (upadesa) of an autharitative person (apta).” In the
course of his discussion he makes two pertinent refutations, both
directed against the Buddhist. Thus it is first argued that the Buddhist
is wrong to maintain that verbal testimony is a case of inference, then
that he is wrong to maintain that a word has nothing to do with things
real. In connection with the question as to how verbal testimony is
a pramana, the Mimarsakas have raised the question as to whether
the validity of a cognition is intrinsic or extrinsic. So, Jayanta next
begins his discussion of this question. The Mimarnsa thesis that all
cognition is Mtrinsically valid is defended by the Kumarilite and the
Prabhakarite in two very different ways; so Jayanta first presents and
criticises its Kumarilite version and then the Prabhakarite version.
While presenting his own case the Prabhakarite criticises rival theories
which somehow or other grant the possibility of a false cognition and
elaborates his own theory which grants no such possibility. Jayanta's
criticism of both the versions is sustained. penetrating and brilliant.
He strongly demonstrates that no cognition whatsoever has a right to
be declared valid without being tested through the application of the
criterion of successful practice. Having completed his discussion of
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the question whether the validity of a cognition is intrinsic Jayanta
has to make transition to his discussion of the question whether God
exists and to his discussion of the question whether a word is an eternal
verity. This transition is made by way of arguing that a cognition born
of verbal testimony is valid not intrinsically but only in case. the
speaker concerned is an authoritative person. More particularly it is
argued that a Vedic testimony is valid because the author of Vedas
is God. Hence the need for demonstrating the existence of God. Again,
- the Mimarhsaka has argued that Vedic testimony is valid because
Vedas are an authorless text existing since ever, and he has sought
to buttress his argument by maintaining that all word is an eternal
verity. Hence the need for demonstrating that a word is no eternal
verity. Jayanta’s demonstration of God's existence should not be
dismissed off-hand. But as things stand, this demonstration is
considerably fallacious. Regarding eternity of a word, according to
the Mimarihsaka when a letter is heard on two occasions it is one and
the same letter that is made manifest twice. Jayanta tells him, “‘On
your logic one can as well say that there exists one eternal cow, while
two particular cows appear to be different because two different
manifesting agents make manifest the one eternal cow.” Jayanta is
right in pointing out that this Mimamsaka view runs counter to his
acceptance of the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of universal. '

The two appendices—one on Dharmakirti's theory of knowledge
and the other on the conception of Isvara in the early Nyaya-Vaisesika
school—given at the end of the work enhange the value of the work
as they critically expound two important topics. '

Every care has been taken to see that the study is objective,
authoritative and critical. The author will deem his labour repaid and
rewarded if the work succeeds in arousing the interest of its readers
- in Indian logic.

Nagin J. Shah
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PERCEPTION INFERENCE ANALOGY

As has been noted in details, Ahnika I is devoted to a commentation
on the single Nyayasttra aphorism which simply lays down that the
four pramanas are perception, inference, analogy and verbal testimony.
And in this connection Jayanta has so conducted his discussion that
he has been able to include within its scope some of the most burning
phnlosophlcal problems of his times. Essentially the same is his-
procedure in Ahnika II where he comments on the three Nyayasutra
aphorisms formulating a definition of the three pramanas perception,.
inference and analogy. As a gesult, this Chapter (a study of Ahnika II)
gets divided into three natural sections each devoted to one pramana;
and these sections we take up for examination one by one.

SECTION ONE : PERCEPTION

The section on perception can be conveniently divided into four
subsections as follows : (a) On the Nyayasutra definition of perception
(b) On the Buddhist definition of perceptlon (c) On the Kumarilite
definition of perception (d) On the Sankhya definition of perception.

Below they are considered in this very order.

(a) On the Nyayasiutra definition of Perception

The followmg is how Nyayasiitra defines perception :

Perceptlon (pratyaksa) is that cognition (jiiana) which is born of
a sense-Object contact (indriyarthasannikarsotpanna), is non-verbal
(avyapadesya), is non-erroneous (avyabhicarin), is certain
(vyavasdyatmaka). By way of elaborating and deferiding this definition
Jayanta successively tells us why it includes the word
‘indriyarthasannikarsotpanna’. why the word jfiana, why the word
‘avyapadesya’, why the word ‘avyabhicarin’, why the word

‘vyavasdyatmaka’; but before all he considers the question as to what

the word ‘pratyaksa’ here stands for. The question arises because the
present one is supposed to be a definition of the pramanpa called
pratyaksa while by the word ‘pramana’ the later Nyaya authors
understand ‘something that causes valid cognition’. Jayanta’s own
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understanding being that the word means ‘the total causal aggregate
that produces valid cognition’; but this definition says that pratyaksa
is the cognition of such and such a description, and that at once creates
a difficulty which Jayanta seeks to obviate in his own manner. Thus
he in essence considers three alternatives, viz.
(i) the word ‘pratyaksa’ here means somethmg that causes
perceptual cognition;
(ii) it means the total causal aggregate that producqe pelceptual
cognition;
(iii) it means perceptual cognition itself:!

Against the first alternative Jayanta’s first objection is that on
adopting it we should be left in the dark dbout so many other things
— €.g. a sense-organ or a cognition not covered by. the description in
question — that certainly go to produce valid cognition (in fact. about
the whole of the concerned causal aggregate except the cognmon here-
described); to this is added that the cognition here described mnght go
to produce a mnemonic cognition, a doubtful cognition, an erroneous
cognition. or it might even go to produce no cognition at all, and that
in none of these cases will it deserve to be catled pramana (=something
that causes valid cognition)’.> Against the second alternative Jayanta's
objection is that on adopting it the words actually employed here will
have to be subjected to a tortuous interpretation (for as they naturally
stand they hardly yield a description of the total causal aggregate that
produces perceptual cognition.)> Against the third alternative Jayanta's
objection is that on adopting it the definition in- question fails to
become, as it should, a definition of something that causes perceptual
cognition ( for now it will be a definition of perceptual cognition itself).*
And Jayanta’s way out of the difficulty is to place a forced
interpretation on the original aphorism so that instead of meaning
“perception is that cognition which is etc.” it should mean “perception
is what goes to produce that cognition which is etc.”; (in Sanskrit the
result comes about by treating as understood a single word ‘yatah
(=from which)").> As a matter of fact, unlike the later Nyaya authors
the original aphorist understood by the word ‘pramana’ not something
that causes valid cognition but just valid cognition; and Jayanta’s
solution of a difficulty which is virtually his own creation is nothing
short of verbal jugglery.® However. the solution of the same-difficulty
was sought for in another direction also, and the search is highly
revealing though not for the reasons actually addoiced by the Nyaya
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authors. Following Jayanta let us see how.

Thus it was argued that the definition in question is a definition
of perceptual cognition and yet a definition of something that causes
perceptual cognition, the rpason being that the epithet ‘perceptual
cognition’ can be attributed not only to the cognition which results from
a sense-object contact but also to the subsequent cognition which is
to the effect that the object concerned is worthy of acquisition or
avoidance’; the suggestion was that the definition in question defines
the former cognition in its capacity as something that produces the latter
cognition. This new solution of the problem was almost as much foreign
to the intention of the original aphorist as that earlier solution proposed
by Jayanta, but the endeavour to work out the former solution gave
rise to an interesting inner family controversy which Jayanta reports
in some details. The broadly common understandmg was that following
events take place following the order given : (i) a sense-organ coming
in contact with an object; (ii) the perceptual cognition concerning this
object; (iii) the recollection that in past an object of this sort produced
pleasure etc.; (iv) the cognition that this. object is likely to produce
pleasure etc.; (v) the cognition that this object is worthy of acquisition
etc.; and since the further understanding was that the step (ii) is itself
of the form of perceptual cognition as also something that produces
the step (v) which too is of the form of perceptual cognition the problem
was how the step (ii) causes the step (v) which comes so much later
on? As is reported by Jayanta, the problem was sought to be solved
by two parties in two different ways; ( they differed not on any material
point but on certain very minor points; but we are told a lot about their
difference). In essence the solution was that here each step was pramana
in relation to the immediately succeeding step and pramanaphala
(=valid cognition caused by a pramana) in relation to the immediately
preceding one. but since it was believed that what causes memory does
not deserve to be called pramana the step (ii) was not treated as pramana
(moreover, the second party combined into one the steps (iv) and (v));
again, both parties admitted that the passage from the step (ii) to the
step (iv) is an inferential process like inferring fire on the ground of
perceiving smoke (however, the first party posited in between the step
(iii) and step (iv) an additional one to the effect ‘the realization that
this present object is akin to that past object’, a trivial point about which
Jayanta’s report makes so much fuss ).°

[The first party justified the positing of a new step in between (ii1)
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and (iv) on the ground that otherwise the step (iv) should be a step
referring to a past object, not one referring to a present one'?; the second
party feared no such contingency!'. In fact, since it is commonsense
that the memory concerned is not evoked for its own sake the latter
attitude is as much understandable as the former. However, the second
_party next resorts to a lengthy frivolous argumentation and submits that
an intermediate step as here suggesed is in principle impossible where
the step (ii) is of the form of an inferential cognition rather than
perceptual cognition, his point being that in that case nothing
corresponds to the step (i)'*; really, the passage from the step (ii) to
(iv) takes place in an essentially similar fashion irrespective of whether
the passage from the step (i) to step (ii) is an inferential or a perceptual
process.}

In any case, Jayanta next offers certain points Wthh should hold
good. in the eyes of both the parties in question. Thus the opponent
objects : “The topic under discussion is perceptual cogmtxon but on
your own showing the step (iv) is of the form of inferential cogmtlon '
How then is all this presently r,elevant 77; Jayanta replies : “:In the
case of this inferential cognition too the relation of invariable
concomitance is established with the help of perception; so at the time
of establishing that relation the step (iv) is “of the form of perceptual
cognition.”*®* The difficulty with this reply is that on the occasion
envisaged there arises no question of the step (v) taking place. Jayanta
actually considers this difficulty in a somewhat different form, viz.
“Why should the step (iv) not always. be of the form of perceptual
cognition ?”; to this he in essence replies : “When the step (iv) is
obviously of the form of inferential cognition it would be improper to
treat it as being of the form of perceptual cogmnon 74 (In the
meanwhile Jayanta has argued that the relation of invariable
concomitance between the thing perceived and the pleasure etc.
produced by this thing is established through mental perception, one
of the relata being a mental state.)"

Viewed as a whole Jayanta's present discussion throws light on
a question of most fundamental importance. Thus when a living
organism physically encounters an object it finds the experience either
comforting or discomforting in a specific way; and a result of this
experience is that when on another occasion this organism has even
a superficial observation of this object it is reminded of the past comfort
or discomfort, a-memory which in turn generates in this organism a

-
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tendency to acquire this object or to avoid it. Thus a distinction has
to be drawn between a fullfledged experience of an object and a
superficial observaton of it and, as a matter of fact, the essence of
_cognizing an object lies in treating the superficiai features of this object
as a signal for the presence of this object. Jayanta has much of this
in mind when he tells us that at the time of a first encounter with an
object one has perception of pleasure etc., at the time of a later
encounter one infers the possibility of pleasure etc. But he leaves us
in doubt as to wherein according to him lies the essence of cognizing
an object. For he just takes it for granted that an object is cognized
and then argues that the cognition evokes a memory of past pleasure
etc. Really, an evocation of past pleasure etc. takes place only after
the object concerned has been identified, for which identification the
superficial features of this object act as a signal. True, in the case of
all organism other than man tlte fact that an object has been identified
is to be gathered from the post-identification behaviour of the type
Jayanta has in mind, but in the case of man this fact can also be gathered
from the words uttered on the occasion; however, in both cases the fact
makes its appearance in an essentially similar fashion and that makes
clear as to wherein lies the essence of cognising an object. The
distinction between having the sensory experience of an object and
identifying this object as belonging to this class or that is neatly made
by the Buddhist who, attributing the epithet ‘pratyaksa (=perceptidn)’
to the former process and the epithet 'vikalpa or kalpana (=thought)’
to the latter, emphasizes that all perception is devoid of thought. But
such a fundamental twofold distinction of factors within the knowledge-
situation ever remained foreign to the Nyaya and Mimarisa authors
even after they, drawing upon the performance of the Buddhist, began
to say that there takes place first nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa (=perception
devoid of vikalpa) and then  savikalpaka-pratyaksa (=perception
possessed of . vikalpa). Little wonder. in his present distinction Jayanta
makes just no use of his own school’s concept of a twofold perception
thus formulated. Even so, his making room for certain inference-like
steps within the body of perceptual process is noteworthy, for it was
the detecuion o1 such steps that enabled the Buddhist to distinguish those
two fundamental tactors within the knowledge-situation. Certainly, to
observe certain sensory teatures in an object and then to identify it as
belonging to this class or that is the same sort of process as to identify
an objéct and then to recognize it as a source of pleasure etc. But the

1L-2-
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fact remains that in Jayanta’s Nyaya school perceptual cognition proper
was always looked upon as a process of bare passive inspection while
the inference-like steps here under consideration were noticed in the
context of solving a rather secondary problem, viz. in the context of
looking for a process in relation to which perceptual cognition proper

~ could be said to act as a cause. : )
Jayanta has been discussing the question as to what in perceptual
cognition constitutes pramana and what pramanaphala; he is, therefore,
reminded of a Buddhist position maintained in this connection, a
position only briefly touched upon by him while treating the problem
of pramana in general. The noteworthy point is that both Jayanta and
the Buddhist hold broadly the same view as to how perceptual cognition
is generated; for according to both it is generated when the cbject
concerned acting on a sense-organ enables the cognizer ¢oncerned to
identify this object as of this type or that (i.e. as belonging to this class
or that). Both also agree in supposing that a cognition is a mental state
generated under the conditions just described, again in supposing that
a cognition is of the form of an apprehension of the object concemned.
But to the question as to what acts as karana (=instrumental cause) in
relation to a cognition - i.e. as to what constitutes pramana - the two
give very different.answers because they view the matter from very
different angles. The Buddhist emphasizes that the karana of a
cognition ought to be what is engaged in producing the apprehension
of the object concerned, just as the karana of a cut-in-the-tree is the
axe which is engaged in producing this cut; but then realizing that a
cognition is itself of the form of the apprehension of the object
concerned he feels that the karana of a cognition cannot be anything
other than this cognition-itself, which in turn means that the alleged
karana of a cognition must be a karana just in appearance. Hence his
thesis that a cognition in so far as it is apparently engaged in producing
the revelation (=apprehension) of the object concerned is a karana, the
same in so far as it is of the form of the apprehension of this object
is the resultant.'® However, even while thus virtually recognizing the
exceptional nature of the notion of karana as applied to the case of
a cognition, the Buddhist goes on to add that his explanation has an
advantage in that according to it a pramana and the concerned
pramanaphala are not located in two different seats (they being in fact
one and the same thing viewed from two sides).'” This entire
argumentation of the Buddhist is thoroughly foreigp to Jayanta's mode
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of thinking. Thus to the latter it makes absolutely no sense that the
karana of an dct and this act itself are one with each other; so citing
an illustration he points out that just as in the act of reaping a paddy-
plant the reaper is the agent, the paddy-plant the object, the sickle the
instrument so also in the act of visual perceptual cognizing a jar the
cognising soul is the agent, the jar the object, the eye the instrument.'®
Similarly is found senseless the Buddhist insistence that a pramana and
the pramanaphala eoncerned cannot be located in two different seats.
To make some sense out of this insistence Jayanta first interprets it
to mean that a pramana and the pramanaphala concerned cannot have
to do with two different objects, something which he concedes as
plainly understandablé inasmuch as a karana of perceptual cognition
like eye works on the same object which happens to be the object of
this cognition itself.® But then taking the words in question in their
usual meaning the Buddhist’s position is refuted on three grounds, viz.
(1) on the Buddhist’s showing nothing acts as seat to anything, (2) fuel
acts as karana in the act of cooking but the seat of fuel and the seat
of the act of cooking are abviously different, (3) when one cognition
acts as karana in relation to another inasmuch as the former is a member
of the causal aggregate that produces the latter the concerned cognizing
soul is a common seat of both these cognitiens, but this consideration
is irrelevant for the present purpose, there being nothing corresponding
to it when (for example) a sense-organ acts as karana in the act of
perceptual cognition * Lastly it is argued that the different members
of the causal aggregate that produces a cognition might be said to have
the same ,seat inasmuch as they produce the same result, but that it
will be senseless to say that such a member and this resulit itself produce
the same result.?! At this stage Jayanta is naturally reminded of the
Buddhist’s contention that a cognition produced by the concerned
causal aggregate apparently undertakes an operation in order to produce
a result (the operation being only apparent inasmuch as the instrument
and the result are one and the same thing). The Buddhist bases himself
on the consideration that on the one hand a cognition apparently
undertakes an operation in the form of grasping its object (apparently
because the object is actually no more there when the cognition is there)
while on the other hand this cognition is of the form of an apprehension
of its object; thus it is that a cognition which is itself a result produced
through the operation of a causal aggregate apparently undertakes an
operation called ‘grasping its object’ in order to produce the result
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called ‘apprehending its object.’* Jayanta objects to this Buddhist
position on the simple ground that an operation and the result concerned
ought to be different from one another and that the former should
temporally precede the latter, neither being possible in the case under
consideration on the Buddhist’s own showing; ‘(Jayanta feels justified
to ignore the Buddhist’s supposition that the operation in question is
just an apparent operation, for then there will be nothing worthwhile
for the former to argue against).?> Hence Jayanta’s.final conclusion that
a cognition is a result produced by the karana -concernéd (=the
concerned causal aggregate) but not itself a karana;** (that one cognition
can act as karana to another Jayanta grants, what he -objects to is that
a cognition can act as karana to itself). Appealing to popular usage
Jayanta argues : “We say ‘one cognizes through eye’, ‘one cognizes
through probans’, we never say ‘one cognizes through cognition’.”?
The opponent pleads : “But a karana is never called karana unless it .
is actually producing a cognition”; Jayanta retorts : “That is true, but
this does not mean that when a karana is actually producing a cognition
what happens is that this cognition is acting as karana in relation to
itself.”* In conclusion the Buddhist is advised to concede that karana
is what produces a cognition and that therefore one and the same
cognition cannot be a karanaas also the result produced by this karana.”
(In passing Jayanta here refers to the idealist position according to
which a cognition acts not only as a pramana as well as pramanaphala
but also as its own object, but the refutation of this position is just
. promised.)® , ‘

Here closes Jayanta’s consideration of the preliminary question as
to how the Nyayastitra aphorism under consideration is to be understood
as yielding a definition of what causes perceptual cognition, not a
definition of perceptual cognition itself. As can be seen, this question
is apparently unimportant and the various issues discussed by Jayanta
in this connection make their appearance in a rather unexpected
manner, but these are important issues and Jayanta’s discussion of them
is highly competent. He next takes up one by one the different words
occurring in the aphorism in question and considers their precise
import. This too was a common practice of Indian commentators but
Jayanta’s pursuance of it has an attraction of its own, for here again
we find him discussing rather unexpectedly so many important issues
in so competent a fashion.
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- (1)

Jayanta first of all considers the significance of the word
indriyarthasannikarsotpanna (=born of a sense-object contact) occur-
ring in the present description of perceptual cognition. In this
connection he gives thought to the following seven questions :

(1) What is a sense-organ ?

(2) What is an object ?

(3) How many types of sense-object contact are there 7

(4) Why is sense-object contact necessary for perceptual
cognition ?

(5) How s perceptual cognition caused by a sense-organ and an
object ?

(6) How to cover under this descnptlon the perception of a
mental state ?

-(7) How many conjunctionsbetween cognitive organs take place

in a process of perception ?

All these questions are of a most fundamental importance, but the
noteworthy thing is that Jayanta’s treatment of them is extremely
summary (it taking up hardly two pages of the printed text). About the
first two questions it might 1égitimately be pleaded that they are later
on answered while covering the second Nyaya topic prameya (which
includes both a sense-organ and an object), but the remaining questions
deserved a detailed treatment here and now. True, certain aspects of
the remaining questlons too will be incidentally touched upon in the
course ofthe ‘commentation that immediately follows and is fairly
lenthy, but the point is that they deserved a more than incidental
treatment. Be that as it may, it is very necessary to be clear as to what
the Nalyaylka understands by ‘perceptual cognition of an object’. In
one word, it means that cognition of an object which takes place as
a result of this pbject coming in contact with an appropriate sense-organ
(of which there are five, viz. eye, ear, nose, tongue, skin). Here by
‘object’ is to be understood a physical substance or a property of it
while a property is supposed to be of several sub-types, viz. quality.
action, ‘universal’, ‘absence’; (a ‘universal’ or an ‘absence’ might reside
in a physical substance but it might as well reside in a quality or an
action which itself resides in a physical substance). Thus, for example,
when an eye comes in contact with a jar, the ‘object’ of perceptual
cognition is the substance jar; when with the colour of this jar, it is



12 . INDIAN LOGIC

colour; when with the ‘universal’ jarness residing in this jar, it is this
jarness; when with ‘absence of cloth’ residing in this jar, it is this
‘absence of cloth’; when with the ‘universal’ colourness residing in the
colour of the jar it is this colourness; when with ‘absence of cloth’
residing in the colour of the jar it is this ‘absence of cloth’. Then it
is maintained that one substance gets related to another substance by
way of the relation called conjunction; a quality, an action or ‘universal’
resides in its locus by way of the relation called ‘inherence’; an
‘absence’ resides in its locus by way of the relation called ‘qualifier-
and-qualificand’. Now a sense-organ is itself a physical substance and
so it can get related to a physical substance by way of conjunction,
but its relation to a quality, action, ‘universal’ or ‘absence must be
mediated through the relation of conjunction that obtains between it
and the substance concerned. The various types of sense-object contact
posited by the Naiyayika are the various types of r'elation" — direct or
mediated — obtaining between a sense-organ and an ‘object of
perception’. These are the most vital points covered by Jayanta’s
extremely brief report on the matter.> Then the opponent asks “Why
at all posit a ‘contact’ between a sense-organ and an object 7, Jayanta
replies : “A sense-organ cannot grasp an opject that lies separated by
a distance.’’* The opponent asks : *“Then why not simply say that a
sense-organ and the object lie close to each cther ?°’; Jayanta replies
: ““A sense-organ and an object are two members of the causal aggregate
that produces perceptual cognition while the different members of a
causal aggregate must not just lie close to each other but be in contact
with each other (in the case of touch and taste the contact concerned
is all too obvious)’’.*! The opponent pleads : ‘“‘But then merely to say
that a sense-organ and an object produce perceptual cognition should
imply that the contact concerned takes place’’; Jayanta replies : “‘An
explicit mention of contact has to be made so that one might learn that
there are six types of it.”’* The opponent asks : “‘But how are we to
be sure that the object that is a member of the causal aggregate produces
perceptual cognition ?’°; Jayanta replies : ‘‘The concomitance in
presence and concomitance in absence prove that perceptual cognition
is never produced unless the object concerned is present there just as
a mat is never produced unless the needed raw fiber is present there;
(in no other way can it be explained why perceptual cognition of x
relates to x, e.g. not on the ground that this cognition bears the form
of x as the Buddhist will have us believe).”*** The opponent asks : ‘“‘How
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can the relation of concomitance be established between a perceptual
cognition and its object when the two are never grasped apart from
one another ?°’ Jayanta replies : ‘“To notice that a perceptual cognition
never arises unless its object is present there is to grasp the two apart
from one another; (this idealist objection will be considered in details
later on).”’* To this is added that an object is proved to be a cause
of perceptual cognition exactly in the same manner as a sense-organ
is proved to be such a cause, that is, on the basis of concomitance-
in-presence and concomitance-in-absence.> Lastly the opponent
objects : ‘‘But this definition of perception fails to cover the cases of
perception having pleasure etc. for its object’’; Jayanta replies :
“‘Pleasure-etc. are grasped through. manas which .too is a sense-organ
though not of the physical type.’’* The topic is closed by observing
that in the case of the perception of a physical object there take place
three conjunctions, viz. . '

(1) that of the cognizer soul with its manas,

(2) that of this manas with a sense-organ,

(3) that of this sense-organ with its object.

‘In the case of the perception of pleasure etc. there take place the
first two of these conjunctions; in the case of a yogin’s perception of
his soul there takes place just the first of these conjunctions. This
introduces us to the basic circle of ideas,that interested a Naiyayika
in connection with the problem of pérceptual cognition; an assessment
of these ideas remains to be made.

As can be easily seen, the Naiyayika chiefly concentrates on
describing as to how many types of object there are to be perceived
and how many types of contact there are to take place between a sense-
organ and an object. But this virtually amounts to expressing in the
technical terminology of the Nyaya school (rather, that of the Vaisesika
school whose specialized findings in the field of ontology the Naiyayika
borrows almost™ wholesale) the simple fact that a thing becomes an
object of perceptual cognition as a result of coming in contact with -
an appropriate sense-organ. That is to say, here there is involved no
deeper analysis of what perceptual cognition consists in, an analysis
which should reveal that it consists in first observing certain sensory
features of a thing and then using these features as a signal to identify
this thing as belonging to this class or that. Of such an analysis
rudiments at least are clearly formulated by the Buddhist with his
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distinction between what he calls perception and what he calls post-
perceptual thought. This way we are enabled to see that perceptual
cognition, like all cognition, is an active thought-process rather than
a process of bare passive inspection: as the Naiyayika would have us
believe. Paradoxically, a certain short-coming of the Buddhist's
technical terminology goes to create just the opposite impression. For
the Buddhist gives the name 'perception’ to what is in fact the passive
process of bare sensory experience. while on the other hand the
Naiyayika contends that perception essentially consists in a full-fledged
identification of the object concerned. But the point is that’ the Buddhist
clearly distinguishes between the bare sensory experience produced by
a thing and the identification of this thing on the part of thought ; on
the other hand, the Naiyayika talks as if to identify a thing through
perception is just to inspect it in a passive fashion. Thus accordmg to
the latter when an eye comes in contact with a jar it sees this jar (as
a substance), when it comes in contact with the colour of this jar- it
sees this colour, in the former case the contact being of the form of
'conjunction’, in the latter case it being of the form of 'inherence-in-
a-thing-conjoined’; as a matter of fact, to notice the colour of a jar is
a passive process of bare sensory experience, to identify this jar-as a
jar is an active thought-process, a distinction made by the Buddhist
with tolerable clearness. However, the Buddhist was also involved in
another confusion. For he believed that perception (bare sensory
experience) and thought being two independent cognitive processes the
two cannot have to do with one and the ,same object, a belief which
led to an essentially misconceived search for what might act as an object
in one case and what in the other; as a matter of fact. the same thing
which produces bare sensory experience is identified by means of the
immediately following thought. But the Buddhist's strong point was that
his description of perception (= bare sensory experience) was a
tolerably clear description of bare sensory-experience, his description
of thought a tolerably clear description of thought. On the other hand,
the Naiyayika ever failed to appreciate this vital distinction made by
the Buddhist so that even when he, in obvious imitation of the Buddhist.
began to say that in perception a nirvikalpaka ( = thought-free) stage
is followed by a savikalpaka ( = thought-possessed ) stage he was in
no position to identify the former stage with bare sensory experience,
the latter with thought. As a matter of fact, how the twb stages in
question are to be distinguished is an enigma of the Nyaya theory of

-
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_perception. Had this distinction of stages any major significance in
Jayanta's eyes, he should have talked about it by now, but has chosen
to keep silent on the matter. True, he will soon discuss a point where
much incidental reference will be made to the nirvikalpaka -
savikalpaka distinction and stray incidental references will be made to
" it subsequently too, but the point remains that all these are incidental
references and ones which leave us virtually in the dark as to where
the distinction in question actually lies. This much by way of a basic
assessment of Jayanta's present discussion. Then we might note his
endeavour to prove that the object concerned constitutes a member
of the causal aggregate which produces a perceptual cognition. The
point was conceded by the Buddhist too, but he went on to add that
unless this cognition bears the form of this object it cannot refer to
this object, a requirement Jayanta deems superfluous ; again, arguing
from the idealist standpoint the Buddhist repudiated the reality of
external objects, a repudiation which stands rejected by Jayanta's
presé’lt argumentation. To both these aspects of the question Jayanta
refers all right. but he also adds that they have been properly dealt with
elsewhere. Really, the question as to how a cognition is produced by
its object is an important question deserving an independent treatment.
Thus it was a Buddhist contention that perception is a cognitive process
which is produced by its object, thought g cognitive process which is
not so produced liberally understood, it meant that perception ( = bare
sensory expenence) is a cognitive part-process in which the cognizer
plays a passwe role the object an active role, thought one in which
the opposite happens. Naturally, this mode of argumentation was
foreign to the Naiyayaka but Jayanta has made some use of it too. Thus
we have- found him distinguishing memory from non-mnemonic
cognition on the ground that the latter is and the former is not produced
by its object in fact, it is difficult to see how any cognitive process
save bare sensory experience can be said to be produced by its object.
Certainly, if perceptual cognition consists in identifying an object on -
the basis of its observed sensory features then it is misleading to say
that this cognition is produced by this object ( for what has been
produced by this object is the bare sensory experience which constitutes
just the starting-point of this cognition); to say that an inferential
cognition or the like is produced by its object is even more misleading.
In any case, the consideration whether a cognition is or is not produced
by its object is not a consideration of major significance even in
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Jayanta, as it certainly is in Buddhist logic. Lastly comes what Jayanta
says about the perception of pleasure etc. Really. the question as to
what constitutes pleasure etc. and what the perception of pleasure etc.
is another important question deserving an independent treatment.
Fortunately, for a certain reason Jayanta is going to take up this question
immediately afterwards, and so we might make only preliminary
observations just now. The Naiyayika, the Buddhist, the Kumarilite as
well as the Prabhakarite sharply distinguished between a living
organism's physical states and its mental states. Thus the colour, touch.
smell, movement etc. of an organism were supposed to constitute its
physical states, its pleasure, pain, desire, effort, cognition etc. its mental
states ; the chief distinction between the two sets was that the former
was supposed to be noticeable to an outside observer, the latter not
so noticeable. The Buddhist explained all this by -maintaining that a
living organism's mental states constitute an unintertupted series
running parallel to the series of its bodily states, the Naiyayika etc.
by maintaining that they are, of the form of occasional qualities
produced in the soul which is allotted to this organism along with a
body. Then it was realized that for a mental state (barring cognition
whose status was somewhat exceptional) if is impossible that it should
arise and yet not be noticed by-the organism concerned: so the Buddhist
maintained that a mental state necessarily perceives itself. the
Naiyayika etc. that it is necessarily perceived by a cognition arising
immediately afterwards. As regards a_cognition, the Buddhist and the
Prabhakarite maintained that it necessarily perceives itself, the
Naiyayika that it might possibly be perceived by a cognition arising
immediately afterwards, the Kumarilite that it can never be perceived
but can be inferred by-a cognition arising any time afterwards. The
precise import of these observations will become clear when we follow
Jayanta’'s enquiry that is soon forthcoming. So for the present we might
only note his consideration of the question as to how the definition of
perception under examination covers the case of a perception of
pleasure etc. On Jayanta's showing pleasure etc. are just a particular
type of objects of perception, they being the qualities of a substance
called soul just as colour, touch etc. are the qualities of a substance
called jar. Then he has to explain as to how pleasure etc. are perceived
as a result of a sense-organ coming in contact with them; his position
is that the needed sense-organ is manas which is of the form of a non-
physical organ allotted to each organism so that pleasure etc. are
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perceived when the manas concerned comes in contact with them.
Again, the manas is 4lso assigned a role in external perception; for the
supposition is ‘that even when a sense-organ is in contact with an
external object, the soul concerned will not percecive this object unless
the manas concerned is in contact with this sense-organ on the one hand
and this soul on the other. Lastly, the manas is supposed to be not only
the organ of perceiving pleasure etc. but also the organ of producing
pleasure etc.; for the position is that pleasure etc. are produced in a
soul only after the 'manas concerned has been appropriately active.
Really, pleasure etc. are supposed to be produced only after the object
concerned. has been cognized and in all cognition - perceptual or
otherwise - manas has a role to play; however, what cognition will be
followed (if at all) by what pleasure, pain etc. depends on some further
activity on the part of the manas (a non-perceptual cognition itself must
be a result of some full activity. on the part of the manas). Thus it is
that the Naiyayika has made the phenomenon of 'internal perception’
correspond the phenomenon of external perception. Obviously, the
correspondence in question is merely a formal correspondence, that is,
a correspondence ‘that just shows how the Nayaya notions of 'object-
of-perception’ and ‘contact’ are valid not only in the case of the
perception of a physical body but also in the case of the perception
of a mental state. A material probe into the nature of a mental state
Jayanta undertakes in the course of ‘the enqu1ry he conducts next.
2y

Jayanta has finishéd his consideration of the significance of the.
word ‘indriyarthasannikarsotpanna’' occurring in the definition of
perception under examination; he now considers the significance of the
word ‘jfiana.(=cognition)’ occurring there. He first submits that this
definition includes so many adjectives which must be attributed to some
noun and this noun is the word jiana’*’ But the question is why jAana’
? So it is next argued that -since the mental states like pleasure etc.
too are possibly bom of a sense-object contact they will not be excluded
from the purview of the present definition unless it explicitly describes
perception as a type of cognition.”® This gives rise to an important
discussion primarily because the Buddhist has maintained a rather odd
position on the question, that is, the position that pleasure etc. are of
the nature of .cognition ; thus he argues that pleasure, pain, desire,
aversion, effort etc. are so many types of cognition itself because
whatever causal aggregate produces cognition produces pleasure etc.
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too.* It is difficult to see the precise point of the Buddhist's argument;
for after all he does distinguish between pleasure etc. on the one hand
and cognition on the other. As a matter of fact, one of his most crucial
consideration is that it is impossible for cognition to arise and not be
- perceived just as it is impossible for pleasure etc. to arise and not be
perceived. However, the Buddhist’s insistence on the point is so
emphatic and Jayanta cannot be accused of misunderstanding him in
this respect at least. In any case, Jayanta counters the Buddhist by
submitting that pleasure etc. cannot be of the nature of cognition
because the former are directly perceived as being of the form of
enjoyment etc.. the latter as being of the form of apprehension of an
object.* The Buddhist pleads that cognition itself appears in the form
of subspecies like pleasure, pain etc. ; Jayanta retorts that cognition
is and pleasure etc. are not of the form of apprehension of an object.*!
The Buddhist argues that pleasure, pain, etc. are subspecits of cognition
just as doubtful cognition, erroneous.cognition etc. are; Jayanta retorts
: “Doubtful cognition, erroneous cognition, etc. are certainly, subspe-
cies of cognition because they are so many sorts of apprehension of
an object; on the other hand, pleasure, pain, etc. are not at all of the
form of apprehension of an object. As a matter of fact, pleasure etc.
are certain internal qualities which are exclusively an object of
cognition just as a jar is exclusively an object of cognition, neither being
of the nature of cognition in the manner doubtful cognition, erroneous
cognition, etc. are.”’** The Buddhist argues that pleasure, etc. are not
exclusively an object of cognition because being self-revelatory they
grasp themselves by themselves and whatever grasps itself by itself is
of the nature of cognition; Jayanta retorts : “So far as the character
of being self-revelatory is concerned it is not exhibited even by a
cognition, to say nothing of pleasure etc.; but in any case, nobody
experiences a pleasure as something that grasps an object in the manner
a cognition grasps an object.”’** The Buddhist argues that if pleasure
etc. are not something self-revelatory then it should be immaterial
whether they are born or not, so that one must either always experience
them or never ; Jayanta retorts : “‘It is the very nature of pleasure etc.
that as soon as they are born a cognition arises to grasp them. Rather,
if they are something self-revelatory then one man's pleasure, etc.
should be experienced by everybody, just as a lamp which is something
self-revelatory reveals itself to everybody.”’* Here Jayanta elaborately
reiterates his earlier point that in cognition of pleasure pleasure plays
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the same role as jar plays in cognition of jar, his point being that a
pleasure is mad@ an object by a cognition which is something different
from this pleasure just as a jar is made an object by a cognition which
is something different from this jar.** Then Jayanta argues as follows
against the Buddhist's contention that pleasure, etc. are of the nature
of cognition because both are produced by the same causal aggregate

“Yes, both do have the same samavayikarana and the same
asamaviyikarana, the former being the soul concerned, the latter the
conjunction of this soul with the manas concerned. But they have got
different nimittakaranas, -e.g the nimittakarana of pleasure is the
universal ‘pleasure-ness’, that of cognition the universal 'cognition-
ness’’’.* Lastly Jayanta works out another difference between pleasure,
etc. on the one hand and cognition on the other; this as follows: “All
pleasure, etc. necessarily presuppose a cognition, a cognition does not
necessarily presuppose a cognition. Even in case there takes place no
perceptual cognition to produce pleasure, etc. “there does take place
memory — or anticipation — to secure that purpose. Nor will it do
to say that a cognition too necessarily presupposes a cognition, for a
cognition that arises after the state of sleep. swoon, etc. has ended does
not do that.”’¥ This controversy deserves a most careful examination.
Thus the Buddhist is emphasizing the following four points :

(1) Both pleasure, etc. and a cognition are a mental state.

2 A cognmon must be perceived necessarily just as a mental
state like pleasure, etc. must be perceived necessarily.

3 A mental state like pleasure etc. as also a cognition must
be percelved by itself, otherwise the perception of pleasure
etc. as also the perception of a cognition must lead to an
infinite regress. .

(4) The same causal aggregate which produces a cognition also
produces the concerned pleasure, etc.

As against these Jayanta empbhasizes the following four points :

(1) Both pleasure, etc. and a cognition are a mental state.

(2) An external object is cognized first and the concerned
pleasure, etc. are produced in the wake of this cognition.

(3) Pleasure, etc. are necessarily perceived and by a cognition
arising in the wake of these pleasure etc. just as an external '
object is possibly perceived and by a cognition that is
something different from this object.
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(4) A cognition is possibly perceived and by a cognmon arising
in the wake of this cognition.

As a matter of fact, a cognition is the only type of state deserving
to be called ‘mental’ and its essence lies in identifying an object on
the basis of certain observed sensory features; on the other hand,
pleasure, etc. are of the nature of a physiological state generated in
a living organism just as is the bare sensory experience which
constitutes the starting point of a cognition proper. Hence both the
Buddhist and Jayanta are wrong when they maintain that both pleasure,
etc. and a cognition are a mental state. Again, Jayanta is wrong when
he contends that pleasure, etc. arise in the wake of a cognifion, for the
opposite is what happens; on the other hand, the Buddhist is wrong
when he contends that pleasure, etc. arise along with a-cognition, for
what arises along with pleasure. etc. is not a cognition but the bare
sensory experience which constitutes the starting-point of this
cognition. Then Jayanta is right to maintain that pleasure. etc. are as
much exclusively an object of cognition as an external object. neither
being of the nature of cognition; but he is wrong to concede to the
Buddhist the point that pleasure etc. are necessarily- an object of
perception. As a matter of fact. in their capacity as a physiological state
pleasure, etc. are so complex an object that a cognition of them can
hardly be called perceptual. Similarly. Jayanta is right to refuse to
concede to the Buddhist the point that a cognition is necessarily an
object of perception; but he is wrong to ‘concede that it is possibly an
object of perception. For in this respect what is true of pleasure, etc.
is still more true of a cognition which in its capacity as a mental state
is so much more complex an object that a cognition of it can hardly
be called perceptual. In view of all this it can easily be seen that when
the Buddhist says that pleasure, etc. are of the nature of a cognition
he virtually only means that both pleasure, etc. and.a cognition are of
the nature of a mental state, a point which Jayanta himself readily
concedes, though wrongly. Again, when the Buddhist contends that the
same causal aggregate which produces pleasure. etc. also produces a
cognition, he is identifying cognition with bare sensory experience that
actually arises along with pleasure, etc. and is of the nature of a
physiological state as are pleasure, etc. Similarly, when Jayanta
contends that a cognition is and pleasure, etc. are not of the nature of
apprehension of an object he is identifying cognition with cognition
proper which is actually of the nature of a mental state and is to be
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distinguished from pleasure, etc. that are of the nature of a physiological
state. Lastly, Wwhen both the Buddhist and Jayanta contend that pleasure,
etc. must be perceived necessarily they are identifying the concept
'undergoing the physiological state called pleasure, etc.’ with the
concept 'perceiving the physiological state called pleasure, etc.’ so that
the very being of pleasure, etc. means their being perceived; similarly,
when the Buddhist contends that a cognition must be perceived
necessarily he is identifying the concept 'undertaking a cognition’ with
the concept 'perceiving a cognmon so that the very being of a cognition
means its being perceived. Really, the concept 'perception’ should be
reserved for the cases of perceiving an external object, it being
understood that neither pleasure, etc. (that is, a physiological state) nor
a cognition (that is, a mental state) can be perceived though both can
be cognized in the sense that a causal analysis can be undertaken in
prder to reveal how the two come into being. Let it however be noted
that historically our philosophers got interested in the problem of
physiological and mental phenomena by way of seeking to show how
their respective definition of perception apply to the cases of perceiving
these phenomena which they indiscriminately  called ‘mental
phenomena’ even w hile often drawing a line of distinction that was
actually a line dividing what is physiological, from what is mental. Some
interesting light on the problem is thrown by a curious discussion which
Jayanta next undertakes, a discussion which another opponent soon
ridicules as ‘children’s -quarrel’. ‘
Jayanta's problem was to justify the employment of the word
jiiana’ in the definition of perception under examination, and he solved
it by submitting that this way pleasure, etc. which too are something
born of a sense-object contact are eliminated from the purview of this
definition. Now the opponent says that this definition already contains
the adjective ‘nonerroneous’ which can be attributed to cognition but
not to pleasure, etc. so that the very employment of this adjective
eliminates pleasure, etc. from the purview of the definition in
question.*® Jayanta replies that the adjective ‘non-erroneous’ can be
attributed to pleasure etc. as well,* and this gives rise to a controversy.
The opponent's point is that a cognition is non-erroneous when it
identifies its object correctly, it is erroneous when it identifies it
incorrectly. a distinction to which nothing corresponds in the case of
pleasure. etc.; Jayanta retorts that a pleasure is non-erroneous when it
is generated by a scripturally non-prohibited object, it is erroneous
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when it is generated by a scripturally prohibited objec:.* Jayanta’s point
is really childish, for the fact that a pleasure is generated by a
scripturally prohibited object in no way affects the essential character
-of this pleasure as a physiological state which the organism concerned
finds comforting. But the point is pursued relentlessly and in the course
of doing so certain important revelations are made unwillingly as it
were. The following is a bare report of the duel. _

Opponent : What is erroneous about a pleasure ?-

Jayanta : What is erroneous about a cognition ?

Opponent : To identify an object as it is in fact not,

Jayanta : ‘To treat as pleasure what is no pleasure. 1s a case of
erroneous pleasure.

Opponent : Is the pleasure produced by a prohlblted object no
pleasure ?

Jayanta : Is the cognition of x-as not-x no cogmtlon 2.

Opponent : It is a cognition but wrong cognition.

Jayanta : That too is pleasure but wrong pleasure.

Opponent Even this wrong pleasure is of the form of enjoyment

Jayanta : Even wrong cognition is of the form of apprehension of
an object. '

Opponent : Even if it is of the form of apprehension of an object
it is false of its object. »

Jayanta : That too is of the form of enjoyment but is false of its
object.

Opponent : Is that pleasure generated by what is not a source of
pleasure ?

Jayanta : Is wrong cognition generated by what is not a source of
cognition ?

Opponent : It is generated by what is a source of cognition but
by a false such source which stands contradicted by perception.

Jayanta : That too is generated by a source of pleasure but by a
false such source which stands contradicted by a scripture.

Opponent : Is that source of pleasure not something real ?

Jayanta : Is that source of cognition not somethiﬁg real ?

Opponent : Yes, it is not real inasmuch as it stands contradicted
by perception. '
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Jayanta : That source of pleasure too is not real inasmuch as it
stands contradicted by a scripture.

Opponent : But what is contradicted here by the scripture?
Jayanta : What is contradicted there by perception ?

Opponent : Perception decides that the object of that cognition is
false.

Jayanta : The scripture decides that the source of this pleasure is
false.

Opponent : Is this no source of pleasure.

Jayanta : Just as that object produces a defiled.cognition this source
of pleasure produces a defiled pleasure conducive to disaster.’!

Inspite of Jayanta's own endeavour to the contrary this dialogue
makes it amply clear that ‘erroneous’ and ‘non-erroneous’ are
adjectives that are appropriate attributes to a cognition but not to
pleasure, etc. Really, what Jayanta calls erroneous and non-erroneous
pleasure, etc. are what might be called improper and proper pleasure,
etc. Thus it is the essential nature of a cognition that it identified its
object in this manner or that so that it is non-erroneous in case this
identification is correct, erronedus in case otherwise. On the other hand,
it is the essential nature of pleasure, etc. that they as produced by an
object are undergone by a living organism’, they being deemed proper
in case their acquisition is socially approved, improper in case
othefwise. Jayanta, on the other hand, speaks as if both a cognition
and pleasure, etc: might be erroneous or otherwise, and both produced
by the object concerned. In fact, it makes no sense to say that a
cognition is produced by the object concerned just as it makes no sense
to say that pleasure, etc. might be erroneous or otherwise. For to cognize
an object means to identify it on the basis of certain observed sensory
features, and this means that a cognition is produced not by this object
but by the cogmzer concerned; what the object produces is the bare
experience of the concerned sensory features, an experience which is
not a cognition proper but just the starting-point of a cognition. Thus
when the Buddhist says that perception is the type of cognition which
is produced by its object he is correct simply because he in effect
- identifies perception with bare sensory experience; on the other hand,
when Jayanta says that all cognition which is not of the nature of
memory is produced by its object his statement makes no sense simply
because non-mnemonic cognition as understood by him can in no sense

IL-3
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be identified with bare sensory experience. Hence when Jéyanta
presently argues that even erroneous pleasure is pleasure because it is
produced by an object capable of producing pleasure just as even
erroneous cognition is cognition because it is produced by an object
capable of producing cognition he is doubly mistaken ; for a pleasure
cannot be called erroneous or otherwise and a cognition is not produced
by its object. Then a word about how according to the Buddhist and
Jayanta pleasure, etc. are produced. Really, pleasure, etc. are of the
nature of a total reaction of the organism concerned that.takes place
at the time when this organism is experiencing certain sensory features
of an object. Hence the Buddhist is correct when he contends that an
object produces pleasure, etc. along with a perceptual cognition
concerning itself, provided it is remembered that he in effectidentified
perceptual cognition with bare sensory experience. But,when Jayanta
says that an object produces pleasure, etc. only after it has been
cognized — by way of memory or anticipation if not by way of
perception — his statement makes no sense simply because an object
produces pleasure, etc. irrespective of whether it is cognized or not and
even in case it is cognized it produces pleasure, etc. before it is
cognized. We have found Jayanta emphasizing that perception of an
object evokes the memory of pleasure, etc. this object produced in past;
but for certain reasons the opponent asked him to show how perception
of an object is accompanied by a perception of pleasure, etc. Jayanta
then contended that when-an object-is encountered for the first time
a perception of this object and a perception of the concerned pleasure.
etc. take place together. But as a matter of fact, to perceive an object
is to identify it on the basis of certain observed.sensory features and
perception as thus understood does not take place ini relation to an object
when this object is encountered for the first time. For what then takes
place is an all-round sensory experience of this object along with an
experience of the concerned pleasure, etc.; at the same time, depending
on the specifics of the circumstance certain sensory features of this
.object are particularly noticed so that when this object is encountered
for the second time it is identified on the. basis of an observation of
these very sensory features, an identification which evokes a memory
of those pleasure, etc. that were experienced at the time of the first
encounter. It is in this sense that at the time of the first encounter
pleasure, etc. are produced but there takes place no perceptual
cognition, at the time of the second encounter there takes place a
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perceptual cognition but no pleasure. etc. are produced (barring those
produced along with the signalizing sensory experience). As Jayanta's
account shows, perceptual cognition of an object might evoke a
memory of pleasure, etc. produced by this object in past; but this will
not be a case of this object producing pleasure, etc. as a result of being
perceptually cognized. As a matter of fact, memory of pleasure, etc.
- produced by an object in past might be evoked in so many ways, e.g.
through a perceptual cognition or memory or anticipation of this object,
through a perceptual cognition or memory or anticipation of another
object somehow got related to this object by way of association of ideas;
but in all such cases whalt is produced is memory of pleasure, etc., not
pleasure. etc. themselves. True, in some sense ( important for certain
considerations) even memory of pleasure etc. might become a
derivative source of pleasure, etc. but the primary source of pleasure
etc. remains a physical object at the time of actually producing a certain
ensemble of sensory experience; in any case, it is pleasure, etc.
produced by such an object under such a circumstance that the Buddhist
as well as Jayanta exclusively have in mind while investigating into
the nature of pleasure, etc. Coming to the original point, Jayanta should
have realized that his insistence that pleasure, etc. can be erroneous
or otherwise in the same manner as a cognition can be so would play
into the hands of the Buddhist with his thgsis that pleasure etc. are of
the nature -of cognition. This thesis was countered by Jayanta by
submitting that a cognition is and pleasure etc. are not of the nature
of apprehension-of an object, a submission which will get strengthened
if it is pointed out that a cognition can and pleasure, etc. cannot be
erroneous or otherwise; for apprehension of an object can be erroneous
or otherwise in so natural a sense while forced maneuvering of the type
just met with must be resorted to if one were to demonstrate that
pleasure, etc. too can be erroneous or otherwise.

Be that .a_s it may, another opponent of Jayanta now comes to
dismiss as ‘children’'s quarrel” the disputation just reported, his point
being that the definition of perception under examination contains
another word which really applies to a cognition but not to pleasure,
etc. ; the word in question is vyavasayatmaka (=certain) and it is his
contention that a cognition can and pleasure, etc. cannot be certain or
otherwise.>*- It was not impossible for Jayanta to enter into another
‘children’s quarrel’ on this new score, but mercifully, he concedes the
opponent's point while reiterating his own original submission that
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definition in question must after all contain a noun to which must be

attributed the so many adjectives here inserted.”® The submission as

such is trivial but it has occasioned an important discussion as to what

constitutes cognition and what does not. Even so, it would have been

more straightforward for Jayanta to simply say that the word jfana’

* occurring in the definition in question means this and does not mean that.
3) - '

Jayanta next considers the significance of the word ‘avyapadesya
(=non-verbal)” occurring in the proposed deflmtlon of perception. The
precise import of the word is obscure but thlS very circumstance led
to a lively controversy as to what it means ; this controversy Jayanta
reports in considerable details and is truly revealing in its own manner.
The divergent views cited in this connection are four i all, the first
attributed to a body of persons called 'old Naiyayikas',: -the second to
one called ‘Acaryas’, the third to one called ‘Vyakhyatr—cum -Pravaras’.
the fourth to no one in particular. All these views commonly maintain
that the word ‘avyapadesya (—non verbal)’ occurring here is-aimed at

eliminating from the purview of the proposed definition something that
is born of sense-object contact and is yet somehow verbal; but as to
what this something is they differ widely. The precise points of
difference are in brief as follows :

(1) The upholders of the first view note that a perceptual cognition
born of sense-object contact is often given the designation ‘cognition
of colour’,‘cognition of taste’ or the like. And it is their contention that
this perceptual cognition as thus verbally designated is what the word
‘non-verbal’ seeks to eliminate from the purview of the proposed
definition.

(2) The upholders- of the second view note that when a thmg is
shown to a novice and its name told the resulting cognition, even if
born of sense-object contact, is of the nature of verbal testimony. And
it is their contention that this cognition is what the word ‘non-verbal’
seeks to eliminate from the purview of the proposed definition.

(3) The upholders of the third view note that sense-object contact
immediately produces a cognition which involves no employment of
words but that this cognition is followed by another one which does
involve employment of words. And it is their contention that this latter
cognition is what the word ‘non-verbal’ seeks to eliminate from the
purview of the proposed definition.
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(4) The upholders of the fourth view note that a perceptual
cognition might involve no employment of words or it might involve
it; again, it might involve employment of words in one of so many
ways; but they emphasize that in all cases a perceptual cognition is
something different from verbal testimony. And it is their contention
that the word ‘non-verbal’ occurring in the proposed definition is aimed
at emphasizing this very point.

Also noteworthy is Jayanta's manner of reporting. Thus first of
all the first view is mentioned briefly. Then the upholder of the second
view criticizes the first view and presents his own, then the upholder
of the third view criticizes the second view and presents his own, then
the upholder of the second view criticizes the third view, then the
upholder of the third view answers this criticism, lastly the upholder
of the second view criticizes this answer. After this the second view
is criticized independently and the first view defended as a better
alternative; then the fourth view is mentioned briefly. The whole
enquiry closes with a request made to the reader that he may choose
from among the traditionally current authoritative views in question
whichever one sounds plausible to him.>* A consideration of certain
details of Jayanta's report should go some way to account for his
procedure. Thus he begins by observing that since the Buddhists
contend that words have nothing to do with things real and since his
school counters’ them by demonstrating that certain types of valid
cognition involve employment of word, the present aphorism, by using
the word ‘non-verbal’, .intends to emphasize that there is also a type
of valid cogriition that involves no employment of words. But to his
chagrin Jayanta finds that both the second and the third views, which
seem to have been most widely current, play into the hands of the
Buddhist, one in one manner the other in another. Hence his inclination
to support the'first view which is in fact most odd, as also his coverage
of the fourth view which too is odd enough and in any case does not
seem to have been much current; for both these views allow one
freedom to pay just lip-service to the concept of nirvikalpaka-
pratyaksa, the type of perceptual cognition supposed to involve no
employment of words. Really, Jayanta's problem was to explain away
the word ‘non-verbal’ occurring in the proposed definition of
perceptual cognition, for his own understanding was that for all
practical purposes the only type of perceptual cognition is one that
involves employment of words. As he flamboyantly remarks
“Savikalpaka-pratyaksa is the very life-breath of the Naiyayikas”;*
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he could even say that the Naiyayikas have no use for nirvikalpaka-
pratyaksa, but he did not say that because by his time the concept of
nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa had after all become a recognized concept of
the Nyaya school. Nevertheless, ‘the tendency to underplay the
importance of nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa is obviously there in Jayanta,
a tendency which was in no way hindered if the first or the fourth
view was endorsed. But then there arises another question, this time
a question of history. For if the concept of nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa was
late to gain recognition in the Nyaya camp, why does the Nyayasutra
definition of perceptual cognition says that- this type of cognition is
non-verbal ? For it seems odd to say about savikalpaka-pratyaksa that
it is a type of cognition that involves no employment of words. The
solution of the anomaly is at hand if close attention be ‘Ppaid to the
first view which Jayanta attributes to old Naiyayikas..That Jayanta's
‘old-Naiyayikas’ are actually early Nyaya authors is proved from the
fact that Vatsyayana upholds a view. like the present first view as also
from the fact that the present second and third views which ‘were the
fashionable views of later times take no serious note of this first view.
That Vatsyayana on his part misunderstood the intention of the original
aphorist is not impossible but not much likely, in this connection an
interesting grammatial evidence adduced by Jayanta being significant.
Thus on Jayanta's showing the word ‘vyapadesya’ means ‘that which
is designated by a word’ and so the phrase ‘avyapadesyam JjAanam’
should mean ‘that cognition which is not designated by a word’; but
this phrase has this meaning naturally only in the case of the first view,
not in the case of the rest.5 Of course, even when proved to be the
actual view of the aphorist and the early Nyaya authors the first view
does not cease to be an odd view. For this view makes a gratuitous
distinction between perceptual cognition as such and perceptual
cognition given the designation ‘cognition of colour’, ‘cognition of
taste’ or the like while contending that the former is and the latter
is not covered by the proposed definition of perceptual cognition.’’
The upholder of the second view asks in bewilderment : “If this latter
cognition is not perceptual cognition, what is it ? Is it a fifth type of
cognition besides perception, inference, analogy and verbal testi-
mony 7”5 Jayanta, pleading on behalf of the first view, submits that
the latter cognition is not a fifth type of cognition because it is being
viewed not at all as a type of cognition but as an object of cognition.>®
The plea is palpably weak; for the definition of a type of cognition
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should seek to eliminate from its purview a type of cognition, not a
type of object of cognition. As a matter of fact, Jayanta should be
the first person to realize the weakness of his plea, but he lends support
to the first view because he is disgusted with the second and third
views and here is a view with a hallow of ancientness about it. Even
so. the question remains as to why the original aphorist maintained
the odd view that perceptual cognition is that cognition which is born
of sense-object contact but one which is not given the designation
‘cognition of colour’, ‘cognition of taste’ or the like. In all probability
the man has confusedly borrowed a contemporary Buddhist position
that was destined to play a tremendous role in days to come. Thus
early enough the Buddhist began to distinguish between ‘cognizing
blue (=nilam janati)’ and ‘cognizing blue as blue (=nilam iti janati)’,
a distinction which ultimately crystallized in the form of the famous
distinction between pratyaksa and vikalpa, the former identified with
some sensory experience, the latter with thought. Thus the Buddhist
distinction between nilami janati and nilam iti janati — the former
involving no employment of words, the latter involving it — must have
been in the air when the Nyayasutra aphorism under consideration was
composed the aphorist adopted this distinction but gave it a curious
meaning. For instead of saying that nilam janati is a bare sensory
experience of blue and hence involves no gmployment of words while
nilam iti jZnatI is a thought-based ascertainment of blue and hence
involves an employment of words, he said that nilarh janati is having
a cognition of blue while nilam iti janati is designating this cognition
‘cognition of blue’. It-was a really curious statement and in any case
contained no answer to the question whether a cognition of blue does
or does not involve an employment of words. Hence it was that the
upholders of the second and third views who were genuinely interested
in this question — a question forced on them by the Buddhist
speculation on the problem — took no serious note of the first view;
but for this very reason Jayanta who somehow found this question
embarrassing took a serious note of it. Jayanta’s own position was that
savikalpaka—pratyaksa is the type of perceptual cognition that really
matters, and the first view, being actually silent on the question,
allowed him full freedom to maintain that position; the fourth view
too did the same but difficulty with it was that it was not an old
established view and so Jayanta did not think prudent to make much
of it. However, inspite of his own misgiving about the propriety of
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the second and third views Jayanta reports them at due length because
they were the views so much current in his times. So we might now
follow him in his account of these two views.

The upholders of the second view, called ‘Acaryas’, submit that
- when an elderly person shows to a novice the entity possessing
branches, etc. of a certain type and says to him ‘here is a jack-fruit
tree’ the cognition had by the novice is certainly produced through
the instrumentality of a sense-organ but since it is also produced
through the instrumentality of a word it is classified a3 a verbal
cognition; thus on their showing, it is such a cognition which though
born of a sense-object contact is in fact verbal is elimipated from
the purview of the proposed definition of perception through the
insertion of the word ‘non-verbal’.*® To this they add that the verbal
cognition in question is a plain case of verbal testimony — a
recognized pramana — inasmuch as the novice in question tells others
: ‘“Through the words of that person have I learnt that here is a jack-
fruit tree’; thus on their showing, had it been a case of peiceptual
cognition he would have said : ‘Through my eyes have I learnt that
here is a jack-fruit tree’.®' Lastly they argue that.this is why. the
Nyayasttra definition of verbal testimony does not say that a sense-
organ must not have been eémployed in itS case while the present
definition of perception says that a word must not have been employed
in its case.*’

The upholders of the third view; here called ‘Vyakhyatrs’ (they
being later called ‘Pravaras’), oppose the second view on the ground
that a cognition which is produced through the instrumentality of a
sense-organ as well as a word should be called either both perception
and verbal testimony or neither, their point being that since both the
alternatives are absurd the line dividing perception from verbal
testimony should be drawn somewhere -else.® On their part the
Vyakhyatrs submit that the proposed definition of perception contains
the word ‘non-verbal’ with a view to repudiating the suggestion that
all cognition born of a sense-object contact, since it necessarily
involves an employment of words, is verbal, a suggestion implying
that there is nothing called perceptual cognition; the opponent’s point
is that whenever an object is cognized as x or y it is always cognized
as accompanied by the word ‘x’ or ‘y’, the word concerned being either
actually heard or just recalled; and then he goes on to argue that even
when eyes are employed to see the thing and ears to hear the word
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concerned the resulting cognition is not perceptual because two sense-
organs cannot go to produce one perceptual cognition, this time his
point being that the cognition in question is verbal inasmuch as its
instrument is a word also acting as an object.®* The Vyakhyatrs
concede the opponent’s point that sense-object contact might produce
a cognition where the object concerned as accompanied by the word
concerned is cognized in the manner described, but they submit that
in between sense-object contact and this cognition there takes place
another cognition where no words are employed, their point being that
it is this intervening cognition which is defined by the proposed
definition and called ‘non-verbal’; (since this non-verbal cognition is
expressly characterized as avikalpaka — whatever it might mean —
the clear implication is that savikalpaka perception is an impossibil-
ity). . ’

Then comes the criticism Acaryas level against Vyakhyatrs. In
order to appreciate it, certain things might be noted. As can be seen,
taking shelter behind the obscure word ‘avyapadesya’ Vyakhyatrs have
formulated a theory of perception that is essentially Buddhist.
Certainly, equating the words ‘avyapadesya’ and ‘avikalpa’ and
submitting that all perception i$ necessarily avyapadesya they have
virtually endorsed the Buddhist thesis that all perception is necessarily
nirvikalpaka.. However, unlike the Buddhists the Naiyayikas had no
fixed tradition of- understanding what vikalpa is; hence it is that the
shell of their essentially Buddhist theory of perception Vyakhyatrs
have filled up with an ad hoc material that makes strange reading. -
The most menstrous is their contention that in post-perceptual
cognition what is cognised is the object concerned along with the word
concerned, a contention assailed by Acaryas in the early major part
of their present criticism. The contention being so absurd its refutation
too is not of a fundamental importance and so we might note just the
salient points of this refutation which stand as follows : “In post-
nirvikalpaka cognition there is cognized no word concerned — this
even if it is conceded -that the object concerned is here cognized
- through the instrumentality of the word concerned; for here nothing
can possibly act as an instrument for the cognition of the word
concerned.®® It cannot be said that the word concerned acts both as
an instrument and as an object just as when the sun is seen it acts
both as an instrument and as an object; for the sun acts as an instrument
and not as an object in the cognition of other things, it acts as an object
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and not as an instrument in the cognition of itself.®” And if the word
concerned is actually cognized why not grant that the instrument of
this cognition is a sense-organ like eye; it cannot be said that an eye
cognizes just a coloured object with which it comes in contact, for
in illusory perception it cognizes an object with which it does not come
in contact while it cognizes time, etc. which are no coloured object.”*®
However, in the course of this refutation one important objection has
been made, and that deserves serious notice. Thus Acaryas taunt
Vyakhyatrs : “If the cognition which necessarily requires the services
of a sense-organ you treat as a verbal cognition simply because the
services of a word too have been drawn upon, then you must be a
great Naiyayika.”® Really, the Naiyayikas had no tradition of dividing
sense-born cognition into an early stage of the form of bare sensory
experience and a late stage of the form of word-based identification
and then saying that the former stage alone is what constitutes
perception; for this was a characteristic Buddhist procedure which
Vyakhyatrs in essence borrowed wholesale. Hence the ridicule to
which they were subjected by Acaryas. However. even Acaryas did
not dare say that the Naiyayikas had no tradition of instituting the
present twofold division of stages itself, for by their time this division
had become an established practice of this school. We do not know
how Acaryas themselves conceived nirvikalpaka perception, for we
are only told how they understood the word ‘avyapadesya’, an
understanding according-to which-this word has nothing to do with
the question of nirvikalpaka-savikalpaka. But in the later minor part
of their present criticism they say something which throws light on
this question too. For they argue : “The meaning of a word must be
learnt through a non-verbal type of cognition, otherwise there will
result the fallacy of mutual dependence. But nirvikalpaka perception
has nothing to do with words so that if this be the only type of
perception then the learning of word-meaning ought to be impos-
sible.”” The difficulty is that Acaryas have themselves maintained that
when an object is shown to a novice and the corresponding word
introduced to him the resulting cognition is not perceptual but verbal,
so that on the present logic they should themselves find it impossible
to explain how word-meaning is learnt. As a matter of fact, at the time
of learning word-meaning the novice is told that certain sensory
features he is observing are the characteristic sensory features of the
object denoted by the word concerned so- that it is a case of
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nirvikalpaka perception and verbal testimony combined; on the other
hand, perceptual cognition of this object takes place when at a later
occasion this novice comes across this object and identifies it on the
basis of having observed the sensory features in question. Acaryas
vaguely felt that sensory experience and a word play one sort of role
at the time of learning word-meaning. another sort of role at the time
of perceptual cognition proper; but certainly they lacked a clear
realization of this distinction, a lack of clarity which led Jayanta to
complain that on their understanding too savikalpaka perception
becomes an impossibility. We shall come to that point later on, but
here too Acaryas once more resort to their old criticism against
Vyakhyatrs and contenid that post-nirvikalpaka cognition does not
cognize the object concerned as accompanied by the word concerned.
They first argue that a word 1s just an instrument of cognizing the
object - concerned while an instrument of -cognition is not itself
cognized at the time of cognizing the object concerned just as in an
inference the probans is not cognized at the time of cognizing the
probandum.” Then they submit that if 'being denoted by the word
concerned’ were a property of the object concerned then just like the
sensory features of this object this property too should be noticed at
the time of nirvikalpaka perception itself.”” Both points are valid so
far as they.go, but the exact role played by a word in the knowledge-
situation remains to be positively determined. Lastly Vyakhyatrs are
charged with being in no position to criticise the Buddhist and with
treading the slippery path that should lead to word-monism. Thus the
Buddhists argue that words have nothing to do with things real because
perception has nothing to do with words, an argument which on the
showing of Acaryas cannot be countered by Vyakhyatrs who them-
selves hold that perception has nothing to do with words. 7 Really,
the basic error of the Buddhist is to hold that perception has one type
.of things for its object, thought another type of things, as compared
to which the error of regarding the former type of things as real the
latter type as unreal is rather secondary. And so when Vyakhyatrs share
the first error, it is a rather secondary consideration whether they do
or do not share the second. In fact, Vyakhyatrs have their own version
of the second error in the form of the monstrous thesis that perception
grasps an object as such, post-perceptual cognition an-object-as-
denoted-and-accompanied-by-the-word-concerned. It is the monstros-
ity of this thesis that Acaryas have in mind when they submit that
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Vyakhyatrs are treading the slippery path that should ultimately lead
to wordmonism.™ Certainly, the word-monist begins by saying that
an object is never cognized except in the company of the word
concerned and he ends by saying that there exists no object besides
~ the word concerned, just as the idealist begins by saying that an object
is never cognized except in the company of the cognition concerned
and ends by saying that there exists no ob]ect besides the cogmtlon
concerned. -

The case of Vyakhyatrs is next defended by Pravaras Thus they
argue that nirvikalpaka cognition cannot at all differ from post-
nirvikalpaka cognition unless the two have two different types of
things for their respective objects.” This is a famous. Buddhist
argument and is thoroughly misconceived. For the fact of the matter
is that the same thing which produces sensory experience is identified
by post-experiential thought; and since it is the identificatjion of a thing
on the part of post- experiential thought that is properly. called
cognition, it is a misleading Question as to what type of things are
cognized by sensory experiece and what type by post-experiential
thought. But since both the Buddhist and Pravaras are of the view that
sensory experience is one type of cognition and post-experiential
thought another type of it, it was natural for them to enquire as to
how the two types of cognition deal with their respective objects. Even
so, it was not inevitable that they should come out with the view that
one type of things are exclusively an object of sensory experience,
another type of things -exclusively an object of post-experiential
thought. But as a matter of “fact both did come out with a view like
that, a view opposed by the orthodox Naiyayikas like our Acaryas who
too would somehow distinguish between nirvikalpaka cognition and
post-nirvikalpaka cognition. The Buddhists contended that a unique
particular is cognized by sensory experience. a class character by post-
experiential thought ; Pravaras contended that an object as such is
cognized by the former, an object-as-denoted-and-accompanied-by-
the-word-concerned by the latter. Both were mistaken in an essentially
similar fashion but the two argued their case in their own ways. So
our Pravaras here argue that when two cognitions differ from one
another they must have two different things for their object ; e.g. a
man becomes staff-holding man as a result of getting associated with
a staff.”® The point is buttressed by speaking of entities like space,
time, samavaya-relation whose very existence is controversial” but
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in fact no weight is added to the point by this sort of talk; for even
granting that all these entities exist it does not follow that a thing as
such is grasped through sensory experience, a thing-as-associated-
with-the-name-concerned through post-experiential thought. Nor does
this conclusion follow from the fact — cited last of all — that more
and more particulars become apparent in the same thing as it
approaches closer and closer.”® The suggestion that the same thing is
cognized differently under different conditions is rejected by Pravaras
on the ground that that would require that at the time of cognizing
an object the cognition concerned too should be cognized, a position
that a Naiyayika cannot grant.”” As a matter of fact, the question
whether at the time of cognizing an object the-cognition concerned
is cognized or not has nothing to do with the problem under
consideration, this being the central point urged by Acaryas by way
of dismissing the argumentation here indulged in by Pravaras.®* But
then Acaryas are themselves faced with the question as to what is the
precise import of the word ‘non-verbal’ occurring in the proposed
definition of perception. They have already answered the question by
saying that when an elderly person shows a thing to a novice and tells
him its name the cognition generated in the novice is born of sense-
object contact and is yet a-case of verbal testimony, this being the
type of cognition eliminated from the purview of the proposed
definition-through inserting in it the word ‘non-verbal’ ; to this is now
made a clarificatory addition that ‘there are also other possible ways
of learning word-meaning, an addition whose significance will
become clear in a moment.®' For now a new opponent appears on the
scene who -takes exception to the position maintained by Acaryas
themselves and ultimately lends support to the first view; (in view of
this somewhat anomalous re-appearance of a view attributed to old
Naiyayikas we have been saying that this opponent is Jayanta himself).
This opponent argues that if the cognition had by a novice at the time
when a thing ‘was first introduced to him and its name told is of the
form of verbal testimony then so also must be the cognition had by
him when this thing is encountered another time, the reason being that
on this later occasion too the novice after all recalls that this thing
along with its name was introduced to him by such and such a person
at such and such a time.?* The plea that at the later occasion what
acts as an instrument of cognition is not a word itself but memory
of this word is rejected on the ground that on the first occasion too
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memory plays a big role when the word is heard.** The suggestion that
at the later occasion a single word acts as an instrument of cognition
while on the first occasion a whole sentence does so is réjected on
the ground that on both occasions a whole sentence does so.** The
opponent's final conclusion is that-on the logic adopted by Acaryas
all savikalpaka perception becomes a case of verbal testimony, while
a Nyaya position with no scope for savikalpaka perception is
something anomalous.®* As for learning word-meaning his submission
is that it can take place through the instrumentality “of-perceptual
cognition as through that of verbal testimony. so that when a thing
is first introduced to a novice and its name told it is a case of learning
word-meaning through perceptual cognition rather than- verbal
testimony .2 [ At this stage the opponent says that the view maintained
by old Naiyayikas seems to be a better alternative.®” The two new
points raised by him here in this connection we have already covered
earlier incidentally.] This criticism of the view maintained by Acaryas
raises certain issues that are of a fundamental importance. For here
under consideration are three questlons viz. (1) what role a word plays
in the knowledge-situation ? (2) what are the ways of learning word-
meaning ? (3) what constitutes perceptual cognition ? Really speaking.
words are an instrument of -acquiring knowledge concerning things
even without physically encountering things. Thus through words can
a human being be informed as to how a thing will behave when
physically encountered And the perceptual cognition of a thing
consists in identifying this thing on the’basis of having observed in
it certain characteristic sensory features about which information has
been earlier gathered somehow or other. So Acaryas are correct in their
submission that when a thing is shown tQ a novice and its name told
he is learning the meaning of a word through-verbal testimony; and
by adding that there are also other ways of learning word-meaning
they have made a major correction in their position, For the cases of
learning word-meaning through the method just described are
relatively few, in most cases words being introduced to a novice
through words uttered in the absence of the things talked about. But
the essential point is that all cases of learning word-meaning are cases
of verbal testimony, a point correctly grasped by Acaryas. The present
opponent, on the other hand, wrongly thinks that the cases of learning
word-meaning through the method just described are cases of
perceptual cognition, he being strengthened in his convition by the
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fact that cases of this type are relatively few. As a matter of fact, these
cases are not gases of perceptual cognition simply because perceptual
cognition consists in identifying an object on the basis of having
observed in this object sensory features about which information has
been gathered earlier,a point which too is correctly grasped by Acaryas
though not expressed in this language. Certainly, it is the present
opponent's failure to realize this point that is responsible for his talking
as if a word plays the same role in the case when the concerned sense-
object contact takes place for the first time and in the case when it
takes place another time; in fact, in the former case the meaning of
this word is understood, in the latter case the understanding thus
acquired is put to use. This point too Acaryas grasp most clearly of
all; but here was a point whose significance was often missed by our
logicians for the simple reason that their attention was exclusively
confined to the cases of human cognition where employment of words
plays so crucial a role. For otherwise it can easily be seen that the
essence of perceptual cognition lies not in recalling the word that
denotes the thing concerned but in recognizing that certain observed
sensory features are the characteristic features of the thing concerned,

the recollection of the word concerned being but a means of recalling
these sensory features. Only the Buddhist had some inkling into the
true posmon when he described thought not as an actual case of
employmeént of words but a potential such case. However, even he
had no mind t_é extend his analysis to the cases of animal-cognition
(what he had in mind was the cases of child-cognition). Even so,
Acaryas were essentially correct when they drew distinction between
the cases when on the occasion of sense-object contact the meaning
of a word is learnt and the cases when on such an occasion this word
is applied, a distinction the present opponent seeks to obliterate.
Lastly, a word about the present opponent’s so much concern for
savikalpaka'perception..Really, the distinction between nirvikalpaka
perception and savikalpaka perception has sense only in case the
former is equated with bare sensory experience, the latter with a
thought-based identification of the object concerned, an equation
which somehow clearly emerges only in Buddhist logic and one which
the Naiyayika always failed to appreciate. However, Acaryas by
drawing particular attention to the cases when on the occasion of
sense-object contact the meaning of a word is learnt somehow did
justice even to this equation; for on their clear showing what happens
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on this occasion is that certain sensory featurss are noticed as
constituting the characteristic mark of the object concerned which on
later occasion of sense-object contact is identified on the basis of these
sensory features. Not that Acaryas themselves would equate nirvikalpaka
perception with a bare noticing of sensory features. For they will adopt
some such definition of nirvikalpaka perception as should not cover
the cases when on the occasion of sense-object contact the meaning
-of a word is learnt, cases which according to them are not cases of
perception but those of verbal testimony; but-certainly sensory features
are noticed even on such an occasion. The present opponent on his
part puts such an interpretation on the position maintained by Acaryas
that what they consider to be cases of perception turn out to-be cases
of verbal testlmony, and then he laments that on this logic savikalpaka
perception is no more. But on this logic nirvikalpaka . perception too
is no more, for it is commonsense with the Naiyayika that nirvikalpaka
perception is what immediately precedes savikalpaka perception. In
fact what nirvikalpaka perception is according to the Naiyayika is a
veritable enigma. Be that a$ it may, Acaryas have hit upon certain
ideas that are truly pregnant; only we have to remember that these
ideas have been developed in the course of i inventing a meaning for
the word ‘non-verbal’ occurring in the Nyayasttra definition of
perception, a word which in all probablhty originally meant not what
they say but what old Naiya‘lyikas of Jayanta say. To this extent the
present opponent is justified in’ lending support to the way old
Naiyayikas understand this word, but this is a relatlvely secondary
consideration. For the -tragic implication of his stand is that on the
logical problems under discussion he is endorsing a rather primitive
view which was as much innocent of the nirvikalpaka-savikalpaka
distinction evolved by the Buddhist as of the distinction Acaryas drew
between learning the meaning of a word and applying this word.
Lastly, let us examine the fourth view reported by Jayanta. On
this view the proposed definition of perception includes
the word ‘non-verbal’ with the intention of emphasizing that
perceptual cognition is not a case of verbal testimony, the need for
this emphasis arising because savikalpaka perception after all involves
an employment of words.®® The point is that savikalpaka perception
is a case of perceptual cognition, not a case of verbal testimony,
because the former does and the latter does not invariably require the
services of a sense-organ.®® By way of elaboration it is added that in
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savikalpaka perceptxon the memory of a word comes to the assistance
of a sense-organ just as a lamp comes to the assistance of an eye. 90
Lastly, it is argued that to say all this is not to keep silent about
nirvikalpaka perception because the point is implicitly made that
nirvikalpaka perception, since it involves no employment of words at
all, is not a case of verbal testimony.®' It is almost certain that this
way of looking at the problem could not be the way of the original
aphorist. For the question whether all perception or just a sub-type
of it involves an employment of words was forced on the Naiyayikas -
in later times and by the Buddhist with his contention that perception
is that type of cognition which is devoid of all element of thought
and hence devoid of all employment of words. So far as the early
Naiyayikas were considered they would simply say that to perceive
a thing is to perceive this thing while the consideration that this thing
happens to be denoted by a word is an irrelevant consideration in this
connection. It was with a view to' meeting the Buddhist challenge that
the later Naiyayikas began to speak of a nirvikalpaka perception that
involves no employment of words and a savikalpaka perception that
involves it. But as we have seen, the precise manner in which
perceptual cognition involves an employment of words remained a
debated question. And on-this question the fourth view of Jayanta is
silent, its attention having been shifted to another question as was also
somehow the case with the first view of Jayanta. True, the upholder
of the fourth: view does say that a word is an accesory cause in all
production of savzka]paka perception just as a lamp is in the production
of visual perceptlon but how to understand the phenomenon is the
real question. Among the Naiyayikas Acaryas maintained on the
question a position that came neare'st to being correct but even they
had their limitations. As for the Buddhist, he exhibited still keener
insight than they but his speculation was much marred by his pro-
idealist proclivities.
| C) |

Jayanta next considers the significance of the word ‘avyabhicarin

(=non-erroneous)’ occurring in the proposed definition of perception.

Quoting the instance of desert-sands which. when seen from a distance

* in summer sunshine, are mistaken for water Jayanta submits that a
mistaken. cognition like this which, though born of sense-object
contact, is erroneous inasmuch as it is not true of the object concerned
is eliminated from the purview of the proposed definition of perception
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by inserting in this definition the word ‘non-erroneous’.* Here Jayanta
incidentally refutes two contentions made by the Buddhist, viz. (1)
that all nirvikalpaka cognition is necessarily non-erroneous and 2)
that post-nirvikalpaka cognition, which might doubtless be erroneous
or otherwise, is not of the form of perception inasmuch as it is not
immediately born of sense-object contact; against the former
contention Jayanta remarks that even nirvikalpaka cognition might be
erroneous or otherwise, against the second that post-nirvikalpaka
cognition is of the form of perception.”* Jayanta's point is that all
cognition born of sense-object contact, whether nirvikalpaka or
savikalpaka, is erroneous in case it is not true of its object.>* It can
easily be seen that the Buddhist is identifying nirvikalpaka cognition
with bare sensory experience, post-nirvikalpaka cogpition with
thought-based identification of the object concerned; and his one
mistake lies in calling the former ‘perceptual cognition:, his another
mistake lies in not calling the later ‘perceptual cognition’. On the other
hand, it is difficult to see what Jayanta understands by nirvikalpaka
pratyaksa, for on his showing it too must somehow identify the object
concerned; even so, he is correct in maintaining that a cognition born
of sense-object contact which identifies the object concerned is
perceptual cognition.
, Then Jayanta opens another big question. For the opponent
submits that since the sense-born mistaken cognition of x as not-x is
not born of a sense-organ’s contact ‘with not-x this sort of cognition
is already eliminated from the purview of the proposed definition
through its including the word ‘born of sense-object contact’; Jayanta
replies that even a mistaken cognition of this sort is born of a sense-
organ’s contact with x and so cannot be eliminated that way.” In this
connection Jayanta makes a distinction between what produces a
sense-born mistaken cognition and what is referred to in such a
cognition; and he informs us that the latter has been conceived by the
Nyaya authors in three ways.*> Thus some maintain that the referent
in question is ‘x which has concealed its own form and assumed the
form of not-x"*’, some that it is ‘not-x recalled owing to its similarity
with x’*, some that it is x itself but that what is reflected in this
cognition is not x but not-x.® These are all highly important
considerations but Jayanta promises to fake up them in details later
on;'® so we also postpone our examination of them. i
Lastly, Jayanta concedes that there are certain cases of mistaken
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cognition which is not at all born of a sense-object contact; he
obviously has in mind the cases of hallucinatory vision and his point
is that they well stand eliminated from the purview of the proposed
definition through its including the word ‘born of sense-object
contact’.'®! Jayanta’s general understanding is that in such cases the
object appearing there is an object recalled in memory, while the
concerned memory itself might be generated through all sorts of
causes.!?
. (5)

Jayanta lastly considers the significance of the word ‘vyavasayatmaka
(=certain)’ occurring in the proposed definition of perception. Thus
on his showing when a thing coming in contact with a sense-organ
is found to exhibit what happen to be the common features of x and
v but not either what are the specific features of x or what are the
specific features of y then there arises a doubtful cognition to the effect
‘this thing might be x or it might be y’; this sort of cognition, though
born of sense-object contact, is not certain and so is eliminated from
the purview of the proposed definition of perception by inserting-in
this definition the word ‘certain’.'®® Jayanta concedes that there might
be cases of doubtful cognition which is not born of sense-object
contact but informs that there are also cases when such a cognition
is actually so born; e.g. when one sees,a distant thing and says ‘this
thing might be a stump of tree or it might be a man’ the cognition
concerned is certainly sense-born.!® But then the opponent submits
that a case of doubtful cognition is in fact a case of erroneous
cognition; for here too a thing which is either ‘x not y’ or ‘y not x’
is identified ‘as ‘either x or y° (something like identifying x as not-
x).'% Jayanta replies that the distinction between a doubtful cognition
and an erroneous cognition is too marked to be missed; for in the latter
one definitely says about x ‘this thing is not-x’, in the former one
hesitantly says about x ‘this thing might be x or it might be y’.'* Then
the oponent raises a point whose consideration is revealing for some
reason. Thus he says that on the view maintained by Pravaras all
perception being necessarily nirvikalpaka there is no question of
perception being either erroneous or doubtful; Jayanta tersely replies '
that that view has been already refuted by demonstrating that a post-
nirvikalpaka cognition involving employment of words is also of the
form of perception.'” This at once shows how heretically crypto-
Buddhist the view maintained by Pravaras was. Moreover, Jayanta
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says that this view has been already refuted; but in his presentation
this view has been refuted by Acaryas. But then the view maintained
by Acaryas was itself refuted by somebody who ultimately. came out
in support of the alternative veiw maintained by old Naiyayikas; the
conclusion is almost inescapable that Jayanta would sympathize with
~ this somebody whose favourite view alone is what stands unrefuted.
Be that as it may, the opponent persists in his objection and argues
that since sense-object contact is followed by a relevant memory which
in turn is followed by a doubtful or erroneous-cognition ‘(as the case
might be) this cognition is not something born of sense-object contact;
this again is an essentially Buddhist argument and Jayanta tells the
opponent as he would tell the Buddhist that all cognition, which
emerges while sense-object contact persists will have to be treated as
a cognition born of sense-object contact.'®

- Here practically closes Jayanta’s con51derat10n of the Nyayasutra
definition of perception. By way of concludmg he raises certain
grammatical points with a view to deciding what the word ‘pratyaksa’
means; his net conclusion is that the word is an adjective meaning
‘something that has to do with (=something that is born of) a sense-
organ.'” .

(b) On the Buddhist Definition of Perception

Jayanta first presents the Buddhist’s case on the question of
perception and then refutes it. On the Buddhist’s showing perception
is that type of cognition which is devoid of all thought and is non-
illusory; Jayanta finds fault with both these elements of the definition
but his discussion is largely concerned with the first.! Kalpana
=vikalpa) is the Buddhist’s word for thought and Jayanta asks him
. “Granted that kalpaniz is that type of apprehénsion-of-an-object,
which is capable of being associated with a word, why should it be
denied-the status of a pramana (=valid cognition) ?”? The Buddhist
replies : “A true cognition is that which does not deal with things
unreal but what a word stands for is not something real. For a word
stands for a definite class of objects, but a unique particular. which
alone is real, is diifferent from everything else - whether belonging
to its own class or belonging to an alien class.”™ This reply is most
crucial for an understanding of the strong as well as weak points of
the Budhist's position. Thus even while granting that there are classes
to which a unique particular belongs and classes to which ‘it does not
he speaks as if there is something fictitious about granting that there
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are classes and that a unique particular belongs to them. Now to
identify a unique particular as belonging to a class is to observe in
this unique particular certain sensory features that are characteristic
of this class. Naturally therefore a living organism, in order to identify
a unique particular as belonging to a class, must observe in this unique
particular certain sensory features and recall the past understanding
that these sensory features are the characteristic features of this class.
In human beings this recollection is facilitated through the employ-
ment of words, for with the help of words a thing can be defined in
terms of certain sensory features even in case there takes place no
simultaneous observation of these sensory features; thus a human
being is in a position to identify a unique particular as belonging to
a class (= as denoted by the word concerned) even in case he had not
earlier observed a unique particular belonging to this class but in case
he was earlier informed that such and such sensory features are the
characteristic features of this class. The Buddhist's kalpana is the
process of identifying a unique particular as belonging to a class, and
since all class can be assigned a corresponding word even if there are
classes which are not assigned - or are not known to be assigned -
a corresponding word he defines kalpana as that type of apprehension-
of-an-object. which is capable of being associated with a word ( the
emphasis being on ‘capable’). And his praiyakga is the process of bare
sensory experience through whose instrumentality sensory features are
observed in a unique particular. Thus it should be a very correct
proposition that pratyaksa followed by kalpana is the sole instrument
of cognizing objects. For all practical purposes the Buddhist even says
Jjust that, buat_he involved himself in a highly misconceived theory
according to which pratyaksa is the type of cognition that cognizes
unique particulars which are the only type of real things there are,
while kalpana is the type of cognition that cognizes class-characters
which are something unreal and are somehow falsely superimposed
on unique particulars. And all sorts of misleading arguments have been
concocted with a view to buttressing this misconceived theory. Of all
that we have a fore-taste in the two-sentence reply given by the
Buddhist to Jayanta's simple query as to why kalpana (= thought)
should be denied the status of a pramana (= valid cognition). Thus
we are here being told that kalpani is no case of valid cognition
because it has to do with words while a word stands for something
unreal, the point being that a word stands for a class-character which
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is something unreal superimposed on a unique particular which is
alone real and is something different from everything else whether
belonging to its own class or belonging to an alien class. Then comes
the following piece : “A cognition of the form of kalpana does not
invariably follow in the wake of sense-object contact. For it might
possibly arise even in the absence of sense-object contact, and even
" in case it arises in the wake of sense-object contact it invariably
requires the memory of an earlier learnt word ; certainly, if it were
a product of sense-object contact it would have arisen as soon as this
contact took place. The conclusion is that the cognition,in question
is not at all a product of sense-object contact.* Certainly, if even after
encountering the object concerned a sensory cognition must require
the services of the memory of an earlier learnt word, there will arise
a gap between this cognition and this object.’ Nor can it be said that
the memory of an earlier learnt word-meaning conies to the assistance
of a sense-organ in cognizing its object; for apart from the
consideration that the concept of an assistant cause is untenable, the
fact remains that this memory, its application to the present case and
all that is a time-consuming process while a sense-organ cognizes its
‘object through a nirvikalpaka cognition as soon as this sense-organ
encounters this object.” The whole argumentation makes strange
reading. For what it is able to prove is that.sensory experience and
thought are two distinct types of process, each produced by its own
distinct type of causal aggregate, so that even when the two are
produced together a sensory experience is a sensory experinece; a
thought is a thought. Not that to prove thi$ was a mean performance,
for thus to distinguish between sensory experience and thought was
in a way the high water-mark of the Buddhist's speculation on logical
problems; certainly, the distinction is not only very important but is
also drawn very correctly. The difficulty rather is with the insinuation
— nay, open declaration - that sensory experience has to do with
something that is real, thought to do with something. that is unreal.
So using the standard terminology of Indian logic it was proclaimed
that pratyaksa (= bare sensory experience) is a pramana (= valid
cognition), kalpana (= thought) is no pramana. His old question as
to why kalpani is no pramana Jayanta repeats, this time elaborating
it a bit; thus he says : “May be kalpana is of two sorts - one that is
of the form of building castle in the air, the other that grasps a present
object like a blue patch. Nobody cares if the former is said to be no
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pramana, but why should the latter be no pramana when it does not
arise except in the presence of the object concerned ?” The query is
very pertinent not only because a thought might possibly be true of
its object, but because the question of being true or otherwise arises
only in the case of a thought, not in the case of a bare sensory
experience. On the other hand, the Buddhist's position is that a bare
sensory experience is all pramina, a thought is no pramiana even when
true. So let us see how he answers Jayanta's present question; thus
he argues : “Really, no thought whatsoever has anything to do with
things real which are cognized in all fullness by nirvikalpaka
cognition. The point is that a thing has but one nature and when this
nature has been grasped by perception there remains nothing to be
done by another pramana. As for the circumstance that in certain cases
a thought appears to be grasping things real and to be lucid in
character, that is because ‘this- thought -arises in the wake of a
nirvikalpaka cognition and so gets coloured by this cognition, not
because this thought really grasps things real which in fact are grasped
by a nirvikalpaka cognition alone.”” This again is a crucial
pronouncement of the Buddhist, and again a highly misconceived
pronouncement. For to cognize a thing means to identify it on the basis
of its observed sensory features and in this sense a bare sensory
experience is not at all a case of cognizing a thing (though certainly
an indispensable starting point for cognizing a thing) while a thought
alone is a case of cognizing a thing (though on the basis of features
observed in thie course of the preceding sensory experience). And here
the Buddhist is saying something just the opposite. Thus on his
showing bare sensory experience not only cognizes a thing but
cognizes it in all fullness so that nothing remains to be cognized by
the forthcoming thought; hence even while distinguishing between a
thought arising in a baseless fashion and one arising in the wake of
a sensory experience with a view to identifying the object concerned
he would not admit that the latter is a case of truly cognizing this
object, it being according to him a case of something mistakenly

appearing to be a true cognition of this object on account of its

proximity to the preceding sensory experience which is really a true
cognition of this object. In this connection the Buddhist has also
worked out a fivefold classification of kalpana and his contention is
that each type of kalpana either mistakenly differentiates things which
are in fact identical or mistakenly identifies things which are in fact
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different. Thus on his showing when a class-character, a quality or
an action is attributed to a thing it is a case of differentiating things
which are in fact identical (a class-character. a quality or an action
being nothing different from the thing concerned) and when a name
or the possession of another thing is attributed to a thing it is a case
of identifying things which are in fact different (a name or a thing
possessed being in fact different from the thing concerned).® This too
is a considerably confused thesis. Really, all thought identifies a thing
as belonging to a class and this it does through’ observmg in this thing
features that are characteristic of this class, these features being called
a quality if they stand for some statlc aspect of the nature of this thing,
an action if they stand for some dynamic aspect of it; in fact, even
to attribute a quality or an action to a thing is to identify it-as belonging
to a relatively simple class, but there is some point in distinguishing
between an individual quality or action and a class-claracter which
is essentially an ensemble of certain qualities and actions. And all
names attributed to a thing are attributed to it either because of its
possessing a class-character Or because of its possessing a quality or
an action; even a proper name attributed to-a thing becomes a reminder
of the qualities and actions characteristic of this thing. Lastly, the case
of one thing possessing another is a case of these two things entering
into a relation where each has its own distinctive role; and a name
attributed to a thing might also be a name attributed to it because of
its entering into a relation with another thing. All these aspects of the
true situation are at the back of the Buddhist's mind when he works
out his thesis on a fivefold kalpana, but his misguided conviction that
a kalpana must somehow falsify the nature of things real has played
havoc with all this. A detailed comparison betwéen what is the case
and what he says is the case is futile, but a point or two might be
noted profitably. Since all kalpana is to be conceived as a case of
attributing - potentially if not actually - a name to a thing the fourth
kalpana-type is to be understood as a case of attributing a proper name
to a thing. Again, the Naiyayika posits a class-character, a quality or
an action as an independent real existing besides the thing to which
it belongs, and the Buddhist's impatience with this sort of proliferation

of independent reals is scmewhat understandable; but the latter's own
understanding that a class-character, a quality or an action is a false
imposition on the thing to which it allegedly belongs is a remedy worse
than the disease. In any case, Jayanta lastly puts another pertinent
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question to the Buddhist as follows : “If the attribution of a class-
character, etc.~to a thing is a case of false cognition, then why does
this cognition not get cancelled as does the mistaken cognition of nacre
as silver 7° The Buddhist's reply is again revealing even if again
misconceived. For the following is what he says : “The mistaken
cognition of x as not-x gets cancelled in case not-x is something apart
from x, but a class-character, etc. are nothing apart from the unique
particular to which they allegedly belong. That is why the mistaken
cognition of a class-character, etc. is not cancelled, and that is why
a thought is neither a case of true cognition (=pramana) nor a case
of false cognition but a third sort of something.”'® Really, this
argument is neither here nor there. The Buddhist realizes that a corréct
identification of a thing on the part of thought cannot be dismissed
as a case of false cognition, but he has also persuaded himself that
bare sensory experience is alone pramana. He therefore says that a
thought is neither a case of pramana nor a case of false cognition but
a third something, a statement which as it stands is senseless. It is
correct to argue that a thought as such is neither a case of true cognition
nor a case of false cognition, because a thought might be either of
the form of true cognition or-of the form of false cognition; but what
is thus argued is very different.from what the Buddhist actually says.
After -thus presenting the Buddhist case as defended by the
Buddhist himself Jayanta begins his own criticism of this case. He
first enumerates the several grounds on the basis of which the Buddhist
has declared kalpana to be no pramana and then considers them one
by one. He begins by assailing the Buddhist's argument that kalpana
is no pramana because it has for its object what a word stands for,
that is, something unreal; on Jayanta's showing what a word stands
for, viz. a ‘universal’, is cognized by nirvikalpaka perception as much
as by savikalpaka perception.”’ Really, on the question as to what is
cognized by- nirvikalpaka perception both the Buddhist and Jayanta
are wrong; for nirvikalpaka perception being, in fact, the physiological
process of sensory experience and not cognition proper, there arises
no question as to what is cognized by nirvikalpaka perception.
Moreover. Jayanta's position that a ‘universal’ exists in the form of
an independent real by the side of particular things is of doubtful
validity. But liberally understood his present contention is that
whatever object produces nirvikalpaka perception is the object
cognized by savikalpaka perception, and that is substantially sound;
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for there are not two sorts of object, one producing nirvikalpaka
perception and the other cognized by savikalpaka perception. In this
connection Jayanta reminds the Buddhist that on the latter's own
showing kalpana is not a case of false cognition in the manner the
mistaken cognition of nacre as silver is.'?. Then it is submitted that
savikalpaka perception does not cease to be a cognition born of sense-
object contact simply because it requires the services of a word learnt
in past, Jayanta's point being that the concerned sense-object contact
persists even while the services of a word are bemg availed of."’ This
submission too is substantially sound, for if anything can be called
perceptual cognition it is what the Naiyayika calls savikalpaka
perception, and it is called perceptual cognition precisefy because it
consists in the identification of an object with which a sense-organ
is in contact; by the same token, essentially mistaken is the Buddhist's
counter-submission that it is not this cognition (which he calls ‘post-
perceptual thought’ and treats as no pramana) but the preceding
sensory experience that is to be called perceptual cognifton. The
Buddhist has elaborately argued that a word can render no services
to a sense-organ in the production of perceptual cognition, but this
argument is valid only because he has arbitrarily chosen to equate
perceptual cognition with bare sensory experience; certainly, in the
production of bare sensory experience a sense-organ does not need
the services of a word. Jayanta's refutation of the argument in question
is equally elaborate but its details cease to be much noteworthy once
the basic fallacy vitiating this argument is kept in mind. Thus he
contends that there is nothing incongruous about the causal aggregate
of savikalpaka perception.including a word recalled, that the memory
of a word creates no gap between a sensory cognition and its object,
that savikalpaka perception inspite of being a time-consuming process
is of the form of perceptual cognition.* All this is plainly
understandable. Then Jayanta takes exception to. the Buddhist's
argument that a thing in all its fullness having been cognized by
nirvikalpaka cognition nothing new remains to be cognized by post-
nirvikalpaka thought, the former's point being that the same thing can
well be cognised by two cognitions.”” But as has already been noted,
on this question both the Buddhist and Jayanta are wrong simply
because nirvikalpaka perception is not at all a process of the form of
cognition. Lastly, Jayanta refutes the Buddhist thesis on a fivefold
kalpana. In a nutshell his point is that a class-character, a quality and
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an action are each an independent real located is the thing to which
they belong while nobody ever identifies a name with the thing to
which this name is attributed or a thing with another thing which
possesses this thing.'* The point is substantially sound but for the fact
that a quality, an action or a class-character even if really belonging
to a thing are not an independent real existing besides this thing. In
this connection Jayanta welcomes the Buddhist's declaration that a
thought is not a case of false cognition but he disputes the latter's
declaration that it is also not a case of pramana.”” Jayanta concedes
that a thought might often be false but adds that a nirvikalpaka
perception too might often be false; e.g. the nirvikalpaka perception
of one moon as two moons is false.'® Correct is his implication that
all thought cannot be dismissed as no pramana simply on the ground
that a thought is often false, but the fact remains that there is no
question of a nirvikalpaka perception being true or false, it being not
at all a case of cognition; thus the mistaken cognition of one moon
as two moons is not a case of false nirvikalpaka perception but a case
of false thought. Here Jayanta again dlstmgulshes between a thought
arising in a baseless fashion and one arising in the wake of a
nirvikalpaka perception, his point being that the former is not but the
latter certainly is a case of pramé‘na ' Really. Jayanta should say that
the latter, if it is true of its object, is 3 case of pramana; but he is
right in rejecting as invalid the Buddhist’s plea that such a thought
is not actually a case of pramana but appears to be so because it follows
in the wake of a nirvikalpaka cognition which is actually a case of
pramana, the former's point being that this consideration is irrelevant
so far as pramana-ship of the thought in question is concerned.?
Jayanta'cannot say that but the real point is that the question of being
or not being pramana arises only in the case of a thought, not in the
case of a pirvikalpaka cognition; evén so, his point is substantially
valid inasmuch as a thought even when following in the wake of a
nirvikalpaka. cognition is true not for that reason but for the reason
that it correctly identifies the object concerned. Here actually closes
Jayanta’s consideration of the points raised by the Buddhist in the
course of the defence of his case. What follows is a rambling sort of
discussion interesting in its own manner. So let it be examined
separately.

Jayanta begins by referring to the Buddhist’s contention that a
thing in all its fullness having being cognized by a nirvikalpaka
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cognition there remains nothing to be cognized by a post-nirvikalpaka
cognition. Here is first repeated the old point that the same thing can
well be cognized by two cognitions but then a new point is raised.”
Thus Jayanta laments : It is difficult to say as to what is cognized
by a nirvikalpaka perception. You say it is a unique particular that
is thus cognized, some say it is the Grand Universal, some say it is
Being-as-such, some say it is Speech. some say it is a thing in the
form of a commingled mass of qualities, actions, class-characters, etc.
Certainly, on questions related to knowledge, perception is the last
court of appeal, but when there is a dispute about perception itself
oath seems to be the only court of appeal.’’*> However, from all this
Jayanta does not draw the correct conclusion that nirvikalpaka
perception is not at all a case of cognition but a misleading conclusion
that whatever is cognized by savikalpaka perception is also. cognized
by nirvikalpaka perception.” And them he in essence argues that since
a savikalpaka perception does not cognize a unique particular, the
Grand Universal, Being-as-such, Speech, or the commingled-mass of
qualities, actions, etc. the hypothesis that either of these things is
cognized by nirvika]pak'a perceptiori is. false.** Of the several
hypotheses in question the last alone receives a somewhat sympathetic
consideration at the hands of Jayanta, for the rest are simply so many
illusionist hypotheses current in his times while he was an
uncompromising opponent of all illusionism. Thus the advocates of
these hypotheses appealed to the authority of nirvikalpaka perception
and dismissed as a vikalpa-born illusion’the world of our day-to-day
experience; (we have already some idea of how that was done by the
Buddhist and the procedure was essentially similar with his comrades-
in-arms). As directed  against these hypotheses Jayanta’s present
argument has the important meaning that what is revealed in
savikalpaka perception is not an illusion but a verity: but for reasons
we have already noted he was prevented from further arguing that
nirvikalpaka perception is not at all a case of cognition. As for the
last hypothesis it was a Kumarilite position as much opposed to
illusionism as Jayanta's own position. So against it Jayanta raised a
relatively secondary objection. Thus the Kumarilite maintained that
qualities. actions, class-characters, etc. exhibited by a thing are
somehow identical with this thing though also somehow different from
it; on the other hand, Jayanta maintained that these qualities, etc. are
absolutely different from this thing, so that if the Kumarilite agrees
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with him on this point the two will have nothing to differ on the
question of nirvikalpaka-savikalpaka.” 1t is in this background that
Jayanta concludes his present enquiry by emphasizing that whatever
is cognized by savikalpaka perception is also cognized by nirvikalpaka
perception; and since it is his understanding that all sorts of
independent reals in the form of substances, qualities, actions, class-
characters, etc. are cognized by savikalpaka perception he contends
that the same are cognized by nirvikalpaka perception as well.”* But
this time Jayanta clarifies his position by further noting that even if
the same set of entities are cognized by nirvikalpaka perception and
savikalpaka perception the latter does and the former does not involve
an employment of words.”” However, we already know that on the
question as to how an employment of words is involved in savikalpaka
perception, there was a lot of confusion in the Nyaya camp, but the
point needs no repetition. <

As was noted in the beginning, the Buddhist definition of
percepticn contained two elements in the form of saying that
perception is devoid of all thought and is non-illusory. Uptil now
Jayanta was peroccupied with the first element of this definition, now
he briefly criticizes its second element. Thus he submits that on the
logic adopted by the Buddhist there can be no perception that is
illusory.*® The plea that a case like cognition of two moons is a case
of illusory perception is rejected on the ground that in such a case
too there is nothing illusory ‘about the concerned nirvikalpaka
cognition which alone is what the Buddhist calls perception; thus on
the Buddhist’s logic a nirvikalpaka cognition cognizes but one moon
which the concerned post-nirvikalpaka thought misinterprets as two
moons just a nirvikalpaka cognition cognizes but mirage-sands which
the concerned post—nirvikalpaka thought misinterprets as water.” The
Buddhist pleads that in the former case the eye has been rendered so
defective that it cannot see one moon but must see two moons, Jayanta
retorts that on this logic it too might be said that in the latter case
the eye has been rendered so defective that it cannot see mirage-sands
but must see water.*® The Buddhist agrees to Jayant’s point, but then
he is told that in that case he has no right to say that a valid post-
perceptual thought rightly interprets what the preceding nirvikalpaka
cognition has cognized, an invalid post-perceptual thought interprets
it wrongly.®® This exchange of arguments is important because it
throws enough light on how our philosophers grappled with the rather
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ticklish problem of nirvikalpaka-savikalpaka distinction. Thus the
Buddhist came nearest to maintaining that what he called perception
and defined as a sense-born nirvikalpaka cognition is in .fact the
physiological process of bare sensory experience; hence it was that
so many lines of argumentation adopted by him led to the conclusion
~ that there can be no illusory perception. For certainly, there is nothing
illusory or non-illusory about bare sensory experience which just takes
place when the appropriate causal aggregate is duly opé_rative; thus,
for example, the causal aggregate ‘which includes a normal eye as a
member produces the sensory experience which the post-experiential
thought interprets as the perception of one moon, while the causal
aggregate which includes a defective eye as a member produces the
sensory experience which the post-experiential thought dnterprets as
the perception of two moons. So when Jayanta suggests that in both
these cases the concerned nirvikalpaka cognition cognizes one moon
he is as much wrong as the Buddhist when he suggests that in the
- former case it cognizes one moon while in the latter case two_moons.
Jayanta pertinently points out that the Buddhist himself adopts another
line of argumentation while explaining the case of a mistaken
cognition of mirage-sands as water; thus’on the latter’s showing the
concerned nirvikalpaka cognition here cognizes mirage-sands which
the post-nirvikalpaka thought misinterprets as water, essentially the
same sort of explanation as Jayanta suggests for the case of a mistaken
cognition of two moons. Really, in his explanation of the mistaken
cognition of x as not-x the Buddhist is-bound to have a difficulty
whether he maintains that here the concerned nirvikalpaka cognition
and the post-nirvikalpaka thought both cognize not-x or that the former
cognizes x the latter not-x; actually, he adopts the former alternative
in certain cases and calls them the cases of illusory perception (e.g.
the mistaken cognition of two moons), adopts the latter alternative in
certain other cases and calls them the cases of illusory thought (e.g.
the mistaken cognition of mirage-sands as water). Jayanta asks the
Buddhist to be consistent but mere consistency will be of no help to
the latter inasmuch as both the alternatives in question are frau ght with
difficulty; the real solution of the problem lies in confessing that what
the Buddhist calls perception is not at all a process of cognition, so
that there arises no question of its being illusory or otherwise. The
real merit of the Buddhist case lies in his realization that what he calls
perception and what he calls thought are two distinct ways of dealing
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with things; he also virtually realized that the latter alone is the process
of cognizing things, but his failure to see as to what the former could
be if not a process of cognizing things misled him in so many ways.
Thus even while his own description of it clearly implied that what
he calls perception is the physiological process of undergoing sensory
experience, he went on speaking as if it is a process of cognizing things
in this way or that. As for Jayanta, his criticism of the Buddhist on
this score is certainly penetrating and yet his own undeistanding of
what nirvikalpakaperception is is almost as useless as that of any other
Naiyayika, an understanding much inferior (because much less
provocative of thought) to that evinced by even an average Buddhist.
(c) On the Kumarilite Definition of Perception

Jayanta’s criticism of the Kumarilite definition of perception does
not raise very many issues of a fundamental importance. For this
definition is virtually the same as Jayanta’s own. Thus it in essence
says that perceptual cognition is that type of cognition which is born
of a sense-object contact; and against it Jayanta’s only criticism is that
it contains no word that should eliminate from its purview the cases
of erroneous or doubtful cognitions that are born of a sense-object
contact.! In view of what he has already said about his own definition
of perception the point of this criticism is easily understandable. In
this connection Jayanta rejects’ two attempts to make good the
suggested deficiency. Thus it is so possible to interpret the proposed
definition that instead of saying ‘born of a sense-object contact’ one
says ‘born of a proper sense-object contact’, and the opponent feels
that on this understanding this definition will not remain open to
Jayanta’s criticism; but Jayanta argues that since a sense-object
contact -is something open to observation this way of meeting his
criticism is not justified, an argument which is unnecessarily round
about, for his simple contention ought to be that the properness in
question must be explicitly mentioned i in the definition itself.? Another
rather forced ~way of interpreting the proposed definition is such that
instead of saying ‘cognition which is born of a sense- object contact’
one says ‘cognition of x which is born of a sense-organ’s contact with
x’, and the opponent feels that on this understanding this definition
will eliminate the cases of erroneous cognition; but Jayanta
emphasizes that even then the cases of doubtful cognition will remain
un-eliminated.®> However, these preliminary skirmishes do not
constitute the heart of Jayanta’s criticism of the Kumarilite definition
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of perception; for what he is now onwards preoccupied with is another
important aspect of the Kumarilite understanding of the phenomenon
of perception. Thus the Kumarilite submits that he is not interested
in offering a fool-proof definition of perception but in just arguing
that since all perception is born of a sense-organ’s contact with a
present object no perception can grasp what constitutes one’s religious
duty, a duty enjoined by such imperative Vedic sentences as ‘One
ought to perform yajiia’, ‘One ought to offer donation’, ‘One ought
to perform homa’ and not confined to some one period of time.*
Obviously, the argument was theologically motivated but it involved
an important question of logic, viz. whether it is possible for perceptual
cognition to take place without a sense-organ coming in contact with
the object concerned. Really, even the Nyayasttra -definition of
perception should rule out such a possibility, but in the course of time
the Naiyayikas began to grant it. And so Jayanta find} fault with the
present Kumarilite argument on the basis of consxderatlons that are
largely sophistical. .

Jayanta begins by askmg the Kumanllte as to whose perceptlon
it is that is incapable of grasping rehglous duty; for the former himself
would concede that an ordinary man’s perception is incapable of that,
it being his understanding .that things past. future. distant, etc. are
grasped by the extraordinary perception of a yogin or the like.
However, if the Kumarilite says that a yogin's perception is incapable
of grasping things past, etc. Jayanta would retort that one not believing
in the possibility of yogic perception has no right to argue anything
about yogic perception, a sophistry made possible because of the
Kumarilite’s own faulty understanding that in an inference the subject
of the thesis proposed must be a thing whose reality is granted by both
the parties to dispute.® The Kumarilite pleads that his argument is of
the form of pointing out an undesirable contingency that follows in
case the possibility of yogic perception is granted. a procedure not
requiring that he himself believes in the possibility of yogic
perception; Jayanta retorts that the procedure in question is logically
impermissible, again a sophistry based on some. queer understanding
of Jayanta as-to the nature of inference.” And then granting the
tenability of this procedure Jayanta taunts : ‘‘How will you establish
the invariable concomitance that all perception is incapable of
grasping things past, etc. ? For in case you can do that you are yourself
a veritable yogin who says things about perceptions that are past,
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future, distant, etc.”’.® Here again Jayanta is indulging in a sophistry
based on the mistaken belief that in an inference the relation of
invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum is
established as a result of actually perceiving all the cases where this
probans and this probandum are found. After so much negative
criticism of the Kumarilite’s argument Jayanta proceeds to positively
establish that a yogin can perceive things past etc. In this connection
his simple contention is that such a perception is not impossible just
as it is not impossible that unlike an ordinary man a cat sees things
in darkness. the legendary vulture-prince Sampati (a Ramayana
character) saw things lying at a distance of hundred yojanas.’ The
opponent does not dispute the validity of Jayanta’s contention proper,
but he goes on to submit that a religious duty is not at all a possible
object of perceptual cognition; Jayanta, again citing those two
illustrative cases, retorts that though not an object of an ordinary man’s
perceptual cognition a religious duty can well be an object of a yogin’'s
perceptual cognition.'® The Kumarilite pleads that it is in the very
nature of things impossible for a perceptual cognition to grasp a
religious duty which is necessarily of the form of an obligation not
confined to a particular period of time; Jayanta’s retort : ““This talk
about a religious duty not-béing confined to a particular period of time
is senseless. What has to be learnt here is that such and such a religious
performance leads to such and such a Tesult, just as physical motion
leads to a thing’s contact with a new space-point. And learning this
much is possible on the part of a yogin’s sense-organs though not on
the part of an ordinary man’s sense-organs.”’!! Jayanta’s point is that
basing himself on an extraordinary sense-perception a yogin estab-
lished .the relation of invariable concomitance between a religious
performance and its future result. Then relenting a bit Jayanta
concedes that this relation of invariable concomitance is established
not through _a perception on the part of external sense-organ but
through that on the part of manas; but he still insists that what is
here had is a case of perception, just like the case of a man in excessive
mental excitement ‘seeing’ before his eyes things which are not
present there.'* Jayanta concedes that the illustrative case. is a case
of halluciation but that does not disturb him, his point being that it
is nevertheless a case of ‘seeing’ brought about through manas.'’> The
point is made clear by emphasizing that such a ‘seeing’ is made
possible through a repeated meditation over the object concerned."
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The Kumarilite submits that even the repeated performance of an act
should not lead to a limitless result, just as no amount of repeated
exercise of long-jump should enable one to cross the ocean.'’ Jayanta
replies : ‘‘The repeated exercise of long-jump simply removes certain
disabilities of the body which is thus enabled to undertake a somewhat
longer jump but no jump beyond a limit. On the other hand, the
repeated exercise of cognitive act brings about a cumulative result
which in principle knows no limit.”' As a matter of fact, inspite of
all that Jayanta says the idea that a past or a futiire thing can be made
"an object of external sense-perception remains a fantastic idea; (as for
the cited case of ‘internal’ perception it is simply no case of sense-
perception but pure hallucination). Sensing this Jayanta lastly makes
a valiant effort to vindicate the possibility of the perception of a future
thing, this time citing the case of a man saying ‘my brother will come
home tomorrow’ and his brother actually coming home the next day;
this according to Jayanta is a case of what he calls ‘intuitivé
cognition’."”” In this connection Jayanta’s central point is that intuitive
cognition is a type of perceptual’cognition inasmuch as it is a cognition
brought about through a sense-organ; but the sense-organ he has in
mind is the internal sense-organ called inanas.'®. So what Jayanta
succeeds in proving is that one can imagine one’s brother coming
home next day; but imagining is not a case of cognizing for the simple
reason that a cognition must be capable of proving true or false while
there is just no sense in saying that an imagination is capable of
proving true or false. Jayanta argues that in the cited case the
concerned intuitive cognition is proved true when one’s brother
actually comes home the next day, and he hastens to insist that that
would not be a matter of chance-coincidence.” Really, that cannot but
be a matter of chance-coincidence. One can doubtless anticipate a
future event and the anticipation can well prove true or false, but
anticipation is a case of inference and Jayanta’s very point is that the
case in question is not a case of inference, etc. but a case of
- perception.”® Jayanta also seeks to prove that intuitive cognition is a
cognition produced by the object concerned. but we know that on the
question as to how a cognition is produced by its object his
understanding is very much confused. For he simply has no realization
that in cognition-situation the only element that can be said to be
produced by the object concerned is the concerned bare sensory
experience. Thus here he laboriously argues that the intuitive cognition
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in question is a cognition produced by the brother to come home the
next day because this brother is after all in existence at the time when
this cognition takes place.’' As a matter of fact, a past or a future objegt
can produce nothing at present, and so not being in a position to
produce bare sensory experience it is in no position to become an
object of perceptual cognition. Jayanta does consider the Kumarilite’s
objection that what is not present cannot be an object of perceptual
cognition, but he dismisses it as invalid on the ground that the latter
himself elsewhere says that when an object is perceived it is perceived
as a long-standing object.?* Actually, the Kumarilite has only argued
that the continuous petception of an object proves that this object is
not momentary; this argument might be invalid but it does not imply
that a past or a future thing can be an object of perception. Be that
as it may, Jayanta concludes that a yogin can perceive future religious
duty just as one can perceive one’s brother coming home the next
day.?® Nay, he now contends that a yogin can be omniscient even. The
Kumarilite objects : “If a yogin perceives all future things at once
he must simultaneously perceive all sorts of mutually contradictory
things that are likely to occur sometime or other; if he perceives them
one after another his perception should never come to an end.”’*
Jayanta replies : ‘““The yogin perceives all future things at once while
the simultaneous perception of ‘mutually contradictory things is not
an impossibility, just like the perception of a variegated patch of
colour, or like the simultaneous perception of hot sunshine over head
and ice-cold water under feet.”’* The Kumarilite asks : “Then how
does a yogin differ from God whese speciality too lies in being
omniscient;”* Jayanta replies : ‘“‘Omniscience in God is something
natural; the same in a yogin is something acquired.”’* The Kumarilite
objects : “But a religious duty can be learnt from Vedas alone, so
that even a yogin cannot learn it in any other way; ™ Jayanta replies
: “No, the yogin does learn it in another way. Moreover, Vedas
themselves are composed by God, so that it is in the very nature of
things impossible for God to acquire from Vedas the knowledge of
a religious duty.”’* This way the polemic has entered another field
altogether, a field covered by Jayanta in the course of his treatment
of verbal testimony. '
- (d) On the Sankhya Definition of Perception

Jayanta closes his section on perception with a very brief critical
reference to the Sankhya definition of perception. According to this
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definition as formulated by ISvarakrsna perception is of the nature of
the ascertainment of the object concerned; Jayanta objects that this
definition would apply to inference. etc. as well inasmuch as they too
are after all of the nature of the ascertainment of the object concerned.!
Some commentator understood this- definition to say that perception
. is of the nature of the ascertainment of a front-lying object; Jayanta
objects that on this understanding too the definition would apply to
inference, etc. inasmuch as they too are often of the nature of the
ascertainment of a front-lying object.” Then Jayanta independently
observes : “So far as lucidity is concerned it is present.there in all
cognition in respect of the object concerned.’’® This implies that
somebody had defined perception as a cognition that is lucid in
character, a well known procedure of the Buddhists-and one that
amounts to dogmatically asserting that perception is percéption; so
understandable is Jayanta’s present dissatisfaction with this procedure.
Lastly Jayanta considers the following plea offered by the Sankhya
philosopher : ‘““Ascertainment of the object concerned is what is
common to all types of cognition, $o that the non-perceptudl types
of cognition can be defined by adding .appropriate qualifications to
the present definition of perception;’’* Jgyanta retorts : ‘“Then why
at all offer a definition of perception and not say that perception is
that type of cognition which is different from the so many non-
perceptual types of cognition.”’®> Here too Jayanta’s attitude is
understandable. .

SECTION TWO : INFERENCE

Having completed his treatment of the problem of perception
Jayanta takes up the problem of inference. Here-too he bases himself
on the relevant Nyayasutra aphorism but here too his treatment of the
problem is highly independent. However, in connection with the
problem of inference one more point is to be noted. For as things stood
certain important topics connected with this problem Jayanta was
bound to discuss elsewhere. E.g., avayava and hetvabhasa are two
independent Nyaya padarthas, the former meaning ‘the steps to be
employed while offering inference in the course of a debate’, the latter
meaning ‘pseudo-probans’; and these two important topics_connected
with the problem of inference Jayanta discusses while coming to cover
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the two Nyaya padarthas in question. With this much kept in mind
his present section on inference can be conveniently divided into five
sub-sections as follows :

(a) the fivefold nature of.a probans

(b) the problem of invariable concomitance

(c) vindicating the possibility of inference

(d) the Nyayasutra definition of inference

(e) the cognition of time and space

Below these subsections are considered in this very order.

(a) The Fivefold Nature of a Probans

The question as to whether the nature of a probans is threefold
or fivefold was forced by the Buddhist on the Naiyayika who had no
independent tradition of discussing this question. Thus on the
Buddhist’s showing a valid probans must exhibit the following three
characteristics :

(i) presence in the paksa

(ii) presence in a sapaksa

(iii) absence in all vipgksa;
again, on his showing a proposed probans is a pseudo-probans (invalid
probans) belonging to one of the three types in case it fails to exhibit
one of the above three characteristics. Thus a pseudo-probans of the
type asiddha fails to exhibit the first characteristic, that of the type
viruddha the second, that of the type anaikantika the third. As against
this, the Naxyﬁylkas had the tradition of positing five types of pseudo-
probans which included these three plus two more, viz. badhita and
satpratipaksa; of these two, the former stood contradicted by the
testimony of perception etc., the latter by the testimony of an
inference. Hence in later times the Naiyayikas, obviously imitating
the Buddhist's corresponding procedure, began to say that a valid
probans must exhibit the following five characteristics : :

(i) presence in the paksa

(ii) presence in a sapaksa

(iii) absence in all vipaksa -

(iv) no cancellation on the part of perception etc.

(v) no counterbalancing on the part of an inference;
similarly, they began to say that a proposed probans is a pseudo-
probans belonging to one of the five types in case it fails to exhibit
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one of the above five characteristics. Thus in their scheme of things
a pseudo-probans of the type asiddha fails to exhibit the first
characteristic, that of the type viruddha the second, that of the type
anaikantika the third, that of the type badhita the fourth, that of the
 type satpratipaksa the fifth. This is how the Buddhist thesis on a
threefold nature of probans and the Nyaya thesis.on a fivefold nature
of probans came to be pitted against each other. [In both cases —
particularly in the latter case — the finally emergent thesis betrayed
marks of an earlier undergone course of evolution, and some aspects
of the matter we too will have to take into consideration. But it will
be conducive to clarity if comparison is made between these two theses
as they stood in their final form.] Let us follow Jayanta’ s presentatlon
of the controversy.

Jayanta begins by defining inference as ‘that cogmtlon relating
to the probandum not in contact with a sense-organ which emerges
when the probans exhibiting a fivefold nature is grasped and there is
recalled a relevant relation of invariable concomitance obtaining
between the probans and the probandum’.! Then employing the
language of ‘pramana and pramanaphala’ he tells us that in this case
the knowledge of the probans (or the probans as known) along with
the memory of an invariable concomitance acts as pramaina, the
knowledge of the probandum acts as pramanaphala;* but that is not
- much important. Really important is the next given account of the five
characteristics of a valid probans, accompanied by an account of how
a proposed probans is a pseudo-probans belonging to one of the five
types when it fails to exhibit one of these five characteristics.? This
account ends with the declaration that if a probans exhibits the five
characteristics in question the needed relation of invariable concomi-
tance stands established.® Really, the first characteristic has nothing
to do with invariable concomitance while the remaining ones must
have to do with invariable concomitance. Now the Buddhist is of the
view that what a valid probans requires in addition to the first
characteristic are just the two characteristics posited by him and not
the four posited by the Naiyayika; but since the first three
characteristics are common to both the schemes the Buddhist is in
effect saying that the fourth and fifth characteristics posited by the
Naiyayika are not necessary for the establishment of ap invariable
concomitance, his point being that if a probans exhibits the second
and third characteristics it cannot fail to exhibit the fourth and fifth.
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In Jayanta’s presentation the Buddhist remains silent about the fifth
characteristic but a long polemic is waged by him against the latter’s
contention that the fourth characteristic posited by the Naiyayika is
redundant’ The polemic is revealing in so many ways. Thus on
Jayanta’s showing the following is an inference where the probans
exhibits the first three characteristics but not the fourth : “The
composite fire is not-hot, because it is a produced entity, just like a
jar’’; (by ‘composite fire’ is understood the visible fire supposed to
be made up of fire-atoms which are invisible and are not a produced
entity).® Here probans is the feature ‘being a produced entity’,
probandum the feature ‘being not-hot’, paksa the thing ‘composite
fire’, sapaksa ‘anything that is not-hot’, vipaksa ‘anything that is hot’;
and the following is how the probans is supposed to exhibit the first
three characteristics but not the fourth :

(1) It exhibits the first feature because the composite fire is a
- produced entity. )

(2) It exhibits the second feature because there are homologue
instances (i.e. not-hot things), e.g. a jar, which are found to be a
‘produced entity. ' '

(3) It exhibits the third feature because there are no heterologue
instances (i.e. hot things) which are found to be a produced entity.

(4) It fails to exhibit the fourth feature because perception reveals
that the composite fire is hot.

As against all this the Buddbhist raises several objections. He even
says that the probans in question fails to exhibit the first characteristic,’
but that is.a secondary and a rather technical matter. For the Sanskrit
word paksa means the thesis of an inference as also the locus of an
inference; and when as exhibiting the first characteristic a probans is
said to exist in the paksa the word has the second meaning. This means
that the.probans in question exhibits the first characteristic all right
inasmuch as composite fire is here the locus of inference and this locus
does possess the feature ‘being a produced entity’. But the Buddhist
has a technical theory about paksa understood as the thesis of an
inference, a theory according to which a thesis that stands contradicted
by perception is a pseudo-paksa. In this sense the Buddhist would say
that the inference in question has a paksa which is a pseudo-paksa.
And then he says that the probans in question fails to exhibit the first
characteristic because here there is no genuine paksa to which this
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probans might belong; but in this statement the word paksa is given
the first meaning while the meaning required is the second meaning.
For the rest, the Buddhist hammers the point that the probans in
question fails to exhibit the second and third characteristics, and that
is important. Thus he says that in order to exhibit the second
" characteristic a probans must be such that wherever it exists the
probandum must exist while in the present case fire itself is the thing
where the probans exists but not the probandum.® To this is added that
since the third characteristic follows when the secoid, ‘is already
exhibited here there can be no question of the former being exhibited
because here there is not exhibited the latter.’ Then it is argued that
since a heterologue instance is a thing which lacks the probandum,
fire itself is a heterologue instance in the present case, so that the
probans here exists in a heterologue instance and thus fails to exhibit
the ‘third characteristic.’® These three observations are of a crucial
importance though there yet follows a fourth which too .is somehow
revealing. Thus the Naiyayika is addressed as follows : ““And hew will
you be sure that the probans do€s not stand contradicted by perception,
etc.? For the observation of a few cases will not generate the needed
surity while the observation of all the cases should be possible only
on the part of a yogin.”’"! Thus on the Buddhist’s showing the second
characteristic does not mean that the probans is found to exist in one
or two homologue instances but that wherever the probans is found
to exist is a homologue instance. In other words, he is saying that the
second characteristic is not that the probans must exist in a sapaksa
but that the probans must exist in a sapaksa alone. Then is to be noted
his contention that the third characteristic follows when the second
has already been exhibited; his meaning ought to be that the second
characteristic as understood by him is identical with the third. For the
third characteristic is that the probans must be absent in all vipaksa
but to say that the probans must exist in a sapaksa alone (the meaning
given to the second characteristic by the Buddhist) is already to say
that the probans must be absent in all vipaksa (the meaning
unanimously given to the third characteristic). Lastly is to be noted
the Buddhist’s understanding that a thing lacking the probandum is
to be called a vipaksa even in case it happens to be the paksa. This
understanding makes sense in one context, makes no sense in another.
Thus if it is maintained that invariable concomitance between the
probans and the probandum is established on the basis of enumerating
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cases where the two are present or absent the opponent has a right
to say to the ‘Buddhist : ‘‘Leave aside the paksa which is a disputed
case. But then point out a case where the probans is present while
the probandum absent.”” On the other hand, if it is maintained that
invariable concomitance is established not on the basis of enumerating
cases but on the basis of certain principles then the Buddhist has a
right to say to the opponent : “‘In the light of that principle it is proved
that where your probans is present your probandum might be present
or might not be present. And here it is irrelevant as to what your paksa
happens to be.”” The first procedure was the usual procedure of the
Indian logicians, that being the reason why it was-always granted that
while examining the validity of a proposed invariable concomitance
the paksa must be left outside the purview, the second procedure was
the Buddhist’s novelty though he too frequently succumbed to the
pressure of the first. For eXample, in Jayanta’s representation the
Buddhist is speaking as if invariable concomitance between the
features ‘being a produced entity’ and ‘being not-hot’ is established
on the basis of enumerating cases and yet declaring that it is irrelevant
as to what here happens to be paksa; (a confusion of this sort is not
being foisted by Jayanta on the Buddhist but is to be met with in the
Buddhist texts themselves). But the Buddhist’s real position would be
better appreciated if it is constantly kept in mind that according to
him invariable concomitance is established on the basis of certain
fixed principles. In the next subsection of this section on inference
Jayanta himself is going to devote to this very question and there we
would learn that this way of looking at the problem of invariable
concomitancé was one of the most conspicuous features of the
Buddhist theory of inference. The important thing to realize is that
the Buddhist’s thesis on a threefold nature of probans — particularly
his understanding of the second and third characteristics — has to be
appreciated i the light of this way of looking at the problem of
invariable concomitance. Thus we have found the Buddhist arguing
that the second characteristic means not that the probans has been
found to coexist with the probandum in one or two sapaksas but that
it should be found to coexist with the probandum in sapaksas alone,
a demand that cannot be fulfilled if invariable concomitance is to be
established on the basis of enumerating cases. The point becomes
further clear when we find the Buddhist arguing that the second and
third characteristics mean one and the same thing; for about the third
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characteristic it was vaguely realized by everybody that its presence
in a probans cannot be demonstrated on the basis of enumerating cases.
Certainly, on the basis of enumerating cases one cannot establish that
the probans is absent in all vipaksas. and it was as a result-of seriously
taking into consideration this circumstance that the Buddhist came out
with the thesis that invariable concomitance has to be established on
the basis of certain fixed principles, a thesis which his opponents like
Jayanta failed to appreciate even in case their own understanding of
the third characteristic was virtually the same as the Buddhist’s. That
the Buddhist should equate the second and third characteristic was a
natural corollary of this understanding, for in the form that the probans
must coexist with the probandum in one or two sapaksas this
characteristic was practically useless. The anti- Buddhist lagicians, on
the other hand, were prevented from sharing this realization partly
because of a lack of clear vision, partly because they found that the
Buddhist himself was emphatic that inspite of everything the second
and third characteristics were after all two separate characteristics; (as
a matter of fact, a separdte mention of the second and third
characteristics on the part’of the Buddbhist was a hangover of that very
common tradition of Indian logicians from which he was so
strenuously seeking to break loose). Even presenting the Buddhist as
reported by Jayanta gives. an inkling into this aspect of the matter but
in a rather narrow context. Thus he is made to argue that it should
be impossible for the Naiyayika fo be sure that the probans is not
contradicted by perception, etc. because an observation of several
relevant instances will be of no avail while an observation of all such
instances should be impossible. His real point ought to be that what
is required is to establish on the basis of certain principles an invariable
concomitance between the probans and the probandum, so that there
will remain no need to be sure that the presence of the probandum
in the paksa is not contradicted by perception etc. (Here difficulty
arises from an obscure side. For the Buddhist himself maintained that
a thesis is to be dismissed as pseudo-thesis in case it is contradicted
by perception, etc.—as if this can and should be done without
examining the concerned invariable concomitance.) All this should
help us in following Jayanta’s criticism of the Buddhist's position
here laid down.

Jayanta first considers the Buddhist's objection that in connection
with the inference under examination when one proceeds to see
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whether wherever the probans exists the probandum also exists one
notices that the paksa itself is a thing where the probans exists but
not the probandum.'?> Jayanta understands the Buddhist to mean that
in an inference it is required that all those cases be observed where
the probans and the probandum exist together, and then retorts that
on this logic all inference should be a futile performance inasmuch
as now regarding every relevant locus it is already known beforehand
that it possesses the probans as well as the probandum; for example,
on this logic there should be no need to infer in a locus fire from smoke
inasmuch as now it must already be known beforehand that this locus
possesses smoke as well as fire. Jayanta’s point is that in an inference
what is required is.the general assurance that wherever the probans
exists the probandum also exists; e.g. in order to infer in a locus fire
from smoke what is required is the general assurance that wherever
smoke exists fire also exists. As a matter of fact, Jayanta’s point is
the Buddhist’s own point but the latter has rendered himself open to
Jayanta’s attack by speaking as if an invariable concomitance is
established on the basis of enumerating cases. For the ‘general
assurance’ Jayanta refers to can be had only in case it is recognized
that invariable concomitance is established on the basis of certain
principles, a recognition present in the Buddhist and absent in Jayanta.
Thus one has general assurance that Whérever smoke exists fire also
exists because one knows that the two are causally related while
wherever an effect exists the cause must also exist; this is the
Buddhist’s explanation and not that of Jayanta whose present talk of
‘general assurance’ hangs in the air, so to say. This should become
further clear from Jayanta’s explanation of the inference under
examination. Thus he says that one has general assurance that
whatever is a produced entity is not-hot, without caring as to what
is the case, with fire (which happens to be the paksa concerned).”” As
a matter of -fact, the general assurance Jayanta here has in mind is
fictitious, it being based on no principle but on the clever choice of
a paksa so that no thing except this paksa possesses the concerned
probans and probandum both. As Jayanta himself soon smugly notes
: “Fire-atoms are the only hot thing besides composite fire, but they
are not a produced entity. And if one denies that there exist any fire-
atoms then all the better. For then no thing is hot besides composite
fire, so that there arises no question of seeing whether a thing besides
composite-fire is or is not a produced entity.”"."* The Buddhist suspects



66 | INDIAN LOGIC

something fishy about Jayanta’s performance, for he rightly feels that
the alleged invariable concomitance between ‘being a produced entity’
and ‘being not-hot’ is based on no principle. So having in mind
the obvious fact that fire is something hot he protests to Jayanta : “‘But
“here fire itself is a vipaksa (= something lacking the probandum)’’;
Jayanta retorts : “The paksa (= the locus of inference) itself cannot
be a vipaksa also.”’"® The Buddhist’s point is that while establishing
an invariable concomitance nothing whatsoever — not even the paksa
- — can be treated as an exception; Jayanta’s point is that hete the paksa
has to be treated as an exception. This shows how superficial Jayanta’s
understanding was when he recently insisted that in an inference what
is required is the general assurance that wherever the probans exists
the probandum also exists. For it is difficult to see what sort of general
assurance one has while saying ‘whatever is a produced-entity is not-
hot’. Really, since fire is the only hot thing there one can easily counter
this statement by asking : “Why sho;ild fire not be a produced entity
7"’ The understanding behind this interrogation is that in all inference
a reason must be offered why the probans must not exist where the
probandum does not exist, a characteristic Buddhist understanding.
Jayanta on the other hand feels no need to indulge in the interrogation
in question; that is why his submission that in the inference under
examination the probans exhibits the third characteristic sounds so
hollow. For this probans can exhibit the third characteristic only if
it can be shown that a produced entity cannot be hot. Really, Jayanta
is banking on the idea that in an inference invariable concomitance
is established on the basis of enumerating cases while he has a right
to demand that the paksa must be kept outside the purview of this
enumeration. As we have already noted, this was the usual idea
entertained by our logicians and the Buddhist himself often succumbed
to it. Hence it is that in the subsequent exchange of arguments
presently reported the Buddhist falters not unoften. Thus he clarifies
his point as follows : ‘‘Since a thing cannot have two natures there
is really nothing like a paksa; for if a‘thing possesses the probandum
it is a sapaksa, if it lacks the probandum it is a vipaksa.’’!® This is
a confused way of saying that while establishing an invariable
concomitance nothing can be treated as an exception on the plea that
it happens to be the paksa. Exploiting the confusion Jayarita lectures
the Buddhist : ““True, a thing cannot have two natures; but all inference
requires a paksa. As a matter of fact, it is in relation to.a paksa that
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things are called sapaksa or vipaksa.”’'” This is a clearer way of
pleading that while establishing an invariable concomitance the paksa
must be treated as an exception. Further exploiting the Buddhist’s
confusion Jayanta argues : “If the paksa can be treated as a vipaksa
on the ground that it lacks the probandum then even the ordinary
inference in a mountain of fire from smoke should be impossible; for
after all the mountain is not known to possess fire. Nor can it be argued
that the existence of fire in the mountain is doubtful while (in the
inference under examination) the existence of hotness in fire certain.
For a probans becomes invalid even in case it is found to exist in a
suspected vipaksa. The conclusion is that the paksa must not be treated
as a vipaksa.”'® Really, the Buddhist was handicapped owing to the
tradition which sharply distinguished from one another a paksa, a
sapaksa, a vipaksa and understood the third characteristic of a probans
as absence in all vipaksa as thus sharply demarcated from paksa. For
owing to his new way of lookmg at the problem the Buddhist badly
needed a word for ‘a thing lacking the probandum’ and a word for
‘a thing possessing the probandum’, it being immaterial that either of
these things also happened to be the paksa; (as a matter of fact, in
a valid inference the paksa is proved to be ‘a thing possessing the
probandum’, in an invalid one ‘a thing lacking the probandum’, but
as such this paksa is neither one nor the.other of these two things).
Hence .it was that when he used the word sapaksa for ‘a thing
possessing the probandum’ andthe word vipaksa for ‘a thing lacking
the probandum’ he found himself involved in confusions of all sorts.
On the other’hand, a logician like Jayanta who was alien to the new
way of thinking evolved by the Buddhist found himself favoured by
the traditional terminology-in all sorts of ways.

Lastly, Jayanta considers two objections raised by the Buddhist
that are of a secondary importance. Thus the Buddhist has argued that
since in the inference under examination the paksa is a pseudo-paksa,
the probans concerned fails to exhibit the first characteristic; and as
we have seen, that argument involves a confusion between two
meanings of the word ‘paksa’, a confusion noted by Jayanta in his
own way."” Understanding the word paksa to mean ‘thesis’ the
Buddhist submits that in the inference under examination the paksa
is pseudo-paksa inasmuch as the thesis to be proved is contradicted
by perception; Jayanta concedes the point but adds that the fault of
the thesis here also vitiates the probans, so that what we are here
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having is a new type of pseudo-probans as well. As a matter of fact,
the inference in question was considered to be invalid by both the
Buddhist and Jayanta, but taking advantage of the traditional
understanding of the concepts paksa, sapaksa and vipaksa Jayanta
could show that the probans here satisfies the second and third
characteristics, that is, that the concerned invariable concomitance is
here valid; on the other hand, the Buddhist felt that the probans here
does not exhibit the second and third characteristics but since the
traditional terminology stood in his way he could not ¢opvincingly
demonstrate his point. Thus the Buddhist was unable to say that the
probans in question is a pseudo-probans of the type viruddha or
anaikantika, the two types traditionally supposed to be related to the
second and third characteristics respectively; and taking advantage of
the Buddhist’s discomfiture Jayanta suggested that the probans in
question is a new type of pseudo-probans called badhita. Then the
Buddhist had another tradition of calling certain types of thesis
pseudo-thesis and he found that, in the inference in question the thesis
is a type of a pseudo-thesis inasmuch as it stands contradicted by
perception. Thus the same reason which impelled the Buddhist to call
the inference in question a case of one type of pseudo-thesis impelled
Jayanta to call it a case of the badhita type of pseudo-probans. The
Naiyayika had no tradition of positing and classifying pseudo-thesis
but Jayanta saw no harm in conceding that in the inference in question
the thesis is a wrong type of thesis, provided the Buddhist conceded
in return that here the probans too is a wrohg type of probans. Really,
the Buddhist’s concept of pseudo-thesis is of no logical importance
(and in fact a product of much confusion), and so_he thought that he
must prove to Jayanta that in the inference in question the probans
is a type of pseudo-probans recognized in Buddhist logic. Hence
resorting to a quibble he contended that this probans fails to exhibit
the first characteristic inasmuch as this characteristic requires that the
probans exists in the paksa while here the paksa is a pseudo-paksa
(the former word paksa meaning ‘locus of inference’, the latter ‘thesis
of an inference’); the Buddhist point is that as thus understood the
probans in question is an asiddha type of pseudo-probans, a type
supposed to be related to the first characteristic. Jayanta sees through
the game and simply points out that this probans is not gn asiddha
type of pseudo-probans because it does exist in the paksa (= locus of
inference).*® His own point is that this probans is a new type of pseudo-
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probans related to the fourth characteristic, a point of doubtful validity
made possible because the traditional terminology favoured his rather
than the Buddhist’s understanding of the second and third character-
istics. Then Jayanta answers the Buddhist’s query as to how one would
be sure that the probans does not stand contradicted by perception etc.
Jayanta first retorts by way of posing a counter-query : “And how
would one be sure that the thesis does not stand contradicted by
perception etc. and so is not a case of pseudo-thesis 7”?' Really, the
Buddhist’s concept of pseudo-thesis is as much misconceived as
Jayanta’s concept of the badhita type of pseudo-probans. For both are
based on the common faulty understanding that in order to examine
the validity or otherwise of an inference something else has to be done
besides seeing as to whether the probans concerned does or does not
exhibit the three characteristics. In this connection the Buddhist has
contended that a case by case observation will not demonstrate
whether the probans concerned is’or is not contradicted by perception
etc.; but this should only mean that such observation will not establish
the concerned invariable concomitance. For otherwise Jayanta is right
in submitting that the difficulty thus urged against his concept of the
badhita type of pseudo-probans equally vitiates the Buddhist’s own
concept of thesis-contradicted-by-perception. Jayanta also suggests a
way out of this difficulty but that is Just no way. For he says that a
probans “has to be treated as practlcally non-contradicted if no
contradiction ‘on the part of perception etc. is detected even after a
long effort.?? Really, all effort should be made to establish the
concerned invariable concomitance, so that no independent effort is
required iri order to observe whether the probans concerned does or
does net teceive _contradicﬁon on the part of perception etc.
Fortunately, the problem of invariable concomitance itself is discussed
by Jayanta ip his next sub-section to which we turn next.
. (b) ‘The Problem of Invariable Concomitance

It is admitted on all hands that all inference requires that there
must obtain between the concerned probans and probandum a relation
in virtue of which the probans is probans the probandum is probandum.
It is this relation that we have been calling ‘invariable concomitance’.
and it is this which Jayanta calls vyapti, (lit. pervasion), avinabhava
(lit. absence in the absence of), nityasahacarya (lit. invariable
concomitance).' The etymology of these so many words is interesting,
but the real question is as to what conditions x and y must fulfill so
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- that they might enter into a relation of invariable concomitance, that
is, so that x might act as probans, y as probandum. Jayanta answers
this question by way of criticising the corresponding Buddhist answer
which he tauntingly characterizes as ‘subtle-witted’ in contrast to his
own ‘gross-witted’ one.? Jayanta’s point is that it should suffice to say
that the relation between the probans and probandum is the relation
of invariable concomitance while the Buddhist further demands that
one must precisely define the conditions that make possible this
relation of invariable concomitance.> To Jayanta the demand seems
unwarranted, and hence his taunt. Any way, the Buddhist is of the
view that x can act as a probans for inferring y only in case either
x is identical with y or x is produced by y; e.g. the feature ‘being
Simsapa (a tree)’ is identical with the feature ‘being tree -and hence
the former feature is a valid probans for inferring the latter feature
while smoke is produced by fire and hence smoke is a valid probans
for inferring fire, his point being that a feature cannot be present there-
unless there is also present the feature with which the former feature
is identical, while an effect camfot be present there unless there is also
present the cause which has produced this effect.* Jayanta feels that
it is impossible to thus reduce to just “two types all invariable
concomitance whatsoever, and he is particularly critical of the
Buddhist’s thesis on ‘identity’, a thesis he examines in great details;
(besides, he briefly criticizes the Buddhist thesis on ‘causation’ and
then demonstrates how so many additional types of invariable
concomitance are equally possible). .-

Jayanta begins by arguing that if x and y are identical with each
other it is in the very nature of things impossible for x to act as a
probans for inferring y, his point being that the probans and probandum
must be different from each other.’ The Buddhist pleads : “Even if
x and y are identical with each other it might become necessary to
infer y from x because there has been a false conceptual superimpo-
sition concealing the nature of y as y”’; Jayanta retorts : “If the nature
of y has been already grasped then there is no question of any false
conceptual superimposition concealing this nature. Certainly, if the
bodily parts of a man are recognized to be what they are then there
is no question of mistaking him for a not-man. In any case, there is
no question of mistaking the nature of y if x and y are identical while
x has been already grasped.”’® Then it is argued that it might be
possible for one to recognize a thing as tree though not as Simsapa
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but it is impossible Yor one to recognize a thing as Sirisapa though
not as tree.” Lastly, it is argued that if x and y are identical with each
other then-either might act as a probans for inferring the other.?
Jayanta’s polemic yet goes on but it should be useful to take stock
of what he has already said. Really, in the present context when the
Buddhist says that the probans and probandum are identical with each
other what he means is that they are two features of an identical object.
This is a misleading use of the word ‘identical’ but that is no reason
why one should not keep in mind this strictly technical use of the word.
Thus are answered all those parts of Jayanta’s criticism which pre-
suppose that in the present context the Buddhist is saying that the
probans and probandum are identical with each other in a literal sense
of the term. Even so, Jayanta has- a right to ask the Buddhist : “An
object naturally possesses so many features which on your showing
are all identical with each other; why thén is it that not all these
features are a probans for inferring each other ?” And unless this
question is answered satisfactorily it is immaterial whether Jayanta
takes the word ‘identical’ in its literal sense or in its Buddhist technical
sense. The Buddhist actnally maintains that when x and y are two such
features of an object that the presence of x necessitates the presence
of y without needing any further cause then x is a probans for inferring
¥, (the technical name for this type of probans is svabhava-hetu and
for the:type of inference concerned svabhava-anumana). This way of
putting matters somewhat obscures the great significance of the
‘Buddhist’s own thesis that all inference is either a case of svabhava-
anumanaor a case of karya-anumana, the thesis presently under attack
from the side of Jayanta For as a matter of fact, the Buddhist has
dxstmgmshed between the' cases of inference where one feature of a
thing acts as probans for inferring another feature of this thing and
those where one thing acts as probans for inferring another thing, the
former being called cases of svabhava-anumana and the latter those
of karya-anumana. Now the latter cases are called cases of karya-
anumana -because here the concerned invariable concomitance is
established on the basis of a causal experimentation which reveals that
the thing acting as probans is an effect of the thing acting as
probandum; on the other hand, the former are a different type of cases
which are likely to be confused with the latter if defined in the way
the Buddhist actually defines them. For as was just noted, he actually
maintains that x is a svabhava-hetu for inferring y when x is such a
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feature of a thing that its presence necessitates the presence of-the
feature y in this thing without needing any further cause. As a matter
of fact, x is a svabhava-hetu for inferring y when x is such a concept
that it already involves the concept y, this meaning that in the cases
of - svabhava-anumana the concerned invariable concomitance is
established not (as in the cases of karya-anumana) on the basis of a
causal experimentation but on the basis of a conceptual analysis which
reveals that the concept acting as probans already involves the concept
~ acting as probandum. As we know, the concept x involves (= implies)
the concept y when x is the defining character of the class X and y
the defining character of the class Y while X is either a sub-class of
Y or an equivalent class of Y. All this was more or less clearly present
in the Buddhist’s mind when he worked out his thesis on svabhava-
anemiana, but his terminology was faulty and he was living in the midst
of adversaries for whom all this was an utterly alien line of thinking.
Jayanta’s present polemic is a good example of an anti-Buddhist
logician’s blindness to the great discovery made by the Buddhist while
positing svabhava-anumiana as a distinct. type of inference. For
example, the feature ‘being Simsapa is a svaphava-hetu for inferring
the feature ‘being tree’ because conceptual analysis reveals that the
concept ‘Simsapa’ already involves the concept ‘tree’; Jayanta takes
exception to this on the ground that one who recognizes a thing as
Simsapa cannot fail to recognize it as tree, so that there is no question
of the feature ‘being Simsapa .acting as-a probans for inferring the -
feature ‘being tree’. Jayanta’s point is that while inferring fire from
smoke — the Indian logician’s model case — one is certain about the
presence of smoke but is doubtful about the presence of fire. As a
matter of fact, there might be all sorts of psychological motives for
inferring fire from smoke as for inferring the feature ‘being tree’ from
the feature ‘being Simsapa’, but that is a logically irrelevant
consideration and the real question is whether inferences based on a
conceptual analysis are not a distinct class of inferences. Really, most
inferences considered by our logicians were inferences based on a
conceptual analysis even if their model case was an inference based
on a causal experimentation. The model itself was understood
confusedly so that it was virtually made out that in all inference the
concerned invariable concomitance is established on the basis of a
mere enumeration of cases, an understanding palpably mistaken when
applied to the cases of inference based on a conceptual analysis.
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Certainly, it makes no sense to argue : “This thing is called ‘tree’
because it is called ‘Simsapa’, it having been found on such and such
an occasion that the thing called ‘Simsapa’ was called ‘tree’ ”. Or take
another illustration which Jayanta is going to take into consideration
next. Thus it was unanimously admitted that whatever is a produced
entity is a perishing entity, it being also understood that whatever is
a perishing entity is a produced entity. But there was no question of
establishing this invariable concomitance except on the basis of a
conceptual analysis. The Buddhist, further emphasising that a
produced entity might be produced either voluntarily or naturally,

made an important use of the illustration in question with a view to
elucidating his thesis on svabhava-anumana. Thus he in effect argued
that the class defined by the feature ‘being a produced entity’ and the
class defined by the feature ‘being a perishing entity’ are equivalent
classes so that either feature is a valid probans for inferring the other;
on,the other hand, the class defined by the feature ‘being a voluntarily
produced entity’ (or the class defined by the feature ‘being a naturally
produced entity’) is a subclass of the class defined by the feature ‘being
a perishing entity’ so that the former feature is a valid probans for
inferring the latter but not vice versa. But Jayanta, presupposing that
in a svabhava-anumana the probans and probandum must be identical
with each other in a literal sense of the term enquires : “If the feature
‘bemg a voluntarily produced-entity’ is a valid proban for inferring
the feature ‘being a perishing entity’ why not vice versa ? And why
say that the feature ‘being a produced entity’ is present in all those
cases wheré the feature ‘being a perishing entity’ is present while the
feature ‘being a valuntarily produced entity’ is present in only some
of such cases 7°° The Buddhist pleads : “There is a difference between
an ordinary relation and the relation called invariable concomitance.
For in the case of an ordinary relation if x is related to y then y too
is related to x, but - in the case of the relation called invariable
concomitance if x is probans and y probandum then x cannot be
probandum and y probans. Thus the feature ‘being Simsapa is a
probans for the feature ‘being tree’ but not vice versa, the feature
‘being a voluntarily produced entity’ is a probans for the feature ‘being
a produced entity’ but not vice versa, just as smoke is a probans for
fire but not vice versa.”'° Jayanta replies : “But that only means that
there obtains between the features in question an invariable
concomitance, not an identity. Certainly, if the feature ‘being tree’
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were identical with the feature ‘being Simsapa then just as the latter
feature is not found except in a Simsapa the former too should not
be found except in a Simsapa ; but as a matter of fact. in trees like
Khadira (a tree) etc. the former feature is found even in the absence
of the latter feature. Similarly, in lightning etc. the feature ‘being a
perishable entity’ is found in the absence of the feature ‘being a
voluntarily produced entity’. something which would not have
happened if the two features were identical with each other.”"' To this
* is added : “Since smoke and fire are different from each other. it can
be said that the former acts as a probans for the latter but not vice
versa; but that cannot be said about two features which are alleged
to be identical with each other. So either give up this talk of identity
or be ready to infer the feature ‘being Sirmsapa’ from the feature ‘being
tree’, the feature ‘being a voluntarily produced entity” from the feature
‘being a perishing entity’. There is no middle course. open’” '* It can
easily be seen that Jayanta has completely.failed to grasp the idea lying
at the back of the Buddhist’s concept of svabhava-anumana though
the latter’s own faulty formula_tior'ns on the subject are at least partly
responsible for this unfortunate situation. This should become
somewhat evident from the long criticism and counter-criticism in
which the Buddhist and Jayanta indulge in connection with the
invariable concomitance “whatever is a produced entity is a perishing
entity”. Thus Jayanta asks the Buddhist to prove that the features
‘being a produced entity’ and ‘being a perishing entity’ are identical .
with each other;"® the Buddhist in effect replies that since the latter
feature signifies existence-associated-with-a-beginning-and-an-end
while the former feature signifies existence-associated-with-a-produ-
ction, the two are identical with each other inasmuch as both signify
existence;!* Jayanta remains unconvinced saying that in that case the
invariable concomitance in question should have the form “whatever
exists exists.”’* As a matter of fact, the invariable concomitance in
question could not be established so cheaply as is presently attempted
by the Buddhist, and he should have known it. For the famous
controversy on momentarism into which the Buddhist on the one hand
and the Nyaya-Mimarsa philosophers on the other entered was
virtually hinged on how to vindicate this very invariable concomi-
tance. The Buddhist was provoked into undertaking the childish
performance here reported because he often did talk as if in a
svabhava-hetu the probans and probandum are identical with each
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other in a literal sense of the term. Really, the Indian philosophers
were almost always engaged in offering definitions and counter-
definitions and in this connection they would take extreme care to
demonstrate that their cherished definitions were neither too narrow
nor too wide; all this was in essence nothing but a long sustained
exercise in what the Buddhist called svabhava-anumana. Be that as
it may, Jayanta next assails the Buddhist concept of karya-anumana.
Jayanta’s criticism of the Buddhist thesis on karya-anumana is
again based on a serious misunderstanding. Thus he begins by showing
that on accepting the-hypothesis of momentarism as the Buddhist does
it becomes impossible to speak of anything acting as cause in relation
to any other thing.'® To this is added that if smoke acts as probans
for inferring fire because it is an effect produced by fire then any and
every property possessed by smoke should act as a probans for
inferring fire inasmuch as smoke in its entirety is produced by fire.!”
The Buddhist pleads : “Even if smoke in its entirety is produced by
fire, only those properties of smoke act as probans for inferring fire
which are found exclusively in smoke and in all smoke”; Jayanta
retorts : “In that case you should only say that there obtains between
smoke and fire an invaridble concomitance, not that this invariable
concomitance obtains because smoke is produced by fire.”'® The
Buddhist pleads : “But you Nalyﬁylka too admit the validity of an
inference where-an effect acts as probans for inferring the cause
concerned Slmllarly the VaiSesikas have enumerated effect among
the five p0831ble things that can act as probans’;'® Jayanta replies :
“That Vaigesika list is not exhaustive but just illustrative, there being
even ,chgr' things that can act as probans. As for the Naiyayikas,
admitting the validity of inferring the cause concerned from an effect,
that is because there obtains between an effect and the cause concerned
a relation of invariable concomitance.” To this it is added :
“Certainly, there are’ so many things that can possibly act as probans.
For example, the sunset acts as probans for the rise of stars, full moon
for sea-tide, the rise of the constellation Agastya for the onset of
autumn, the movement of ants carrying their eggs for the oncoming-
rains. In one word, the Buddhist should not insist in a childish manner
that a probans must either be something identical with the probandum
concerned or something produced by the probandum concerned.””
Lastly is answered the Buddhist query as to what makes possible an
invariable concomitance; Jayanta in effect says : “That is a senseless
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question. For one might similarly ask as to what makes possible the
‘identity’ or the ‘production” the Buddhist speaks of in this
connection.”” We have now before us a full picture of how Jayanta
views the phenomenon of invariable concomitance, as also of what
is his chief difficulty with the rival concept upheld by the Buddhist.
Thus Jayanta repeatedly emphasizes that an invariable concomitance
is just an invariable concomitance, his point being that if x is found
to exist along with y in several cases and not found to exist without
y in any case then x is a valid probans for infetring y. As a matter
of fact, this was how the matter was understood by the entire camp
of non-Buddhist logicians, the very terminology of Indian logic carries
a clear imprint of this understanding of the matter. We have seen how
an Indian logician would insist that while examining the validity of
an invariable concomitance the paksa concerned must be left out of
purview, the only necessary thing for him being to shoWw that the
probans concerned does not exist in a thing ‘which Jlacks the -
probandum concerned but is something diffferent from the paksa
concerned’. Such an understanding of the matter precluded the
possibility of the validity of an invariable concomitance being
examined in the light of certain fixed principles. Really, our
philosophers were primarily engaged in coining definitions related to
all sorts of topics and in this task the thing to be done was to add
a new word to an originally proposed definition or to subtract a word
from it if it was otherwise found to be too narrow or too wide. This
misled them into thinking that all invariable concomitance is
established on the basis of enumerating cases. Properly speaking, all
this was an exercise in what the Buddhist called svabhava-anumana,
for here what was being done was to see whether the definiendum
concerned does or does not fall under this class-or that. As for an
observation-based invariable concomitance, our philosophers were not
much concerned with it, notwithstanding their model of inferring fire
from smoke. Really, this model in a way aggravated the original
malady, for some sort of enumeration of cases is after all undertaken
while establishing invariable concomitance between smoke and fire.
But about the precise nature of the enumeration-of-cases here involved
our philosophers were delightfully vague; nor was their complacence
at once broken when the Buddhist came to insist that this enumeration-
of-cases is invariably aimed at establishing a causal relationship
between the probans and probandum. Hence their Jayanta-like dogged
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refusal to concede that all invariable concomitance between one thing
and another is established on the basis of a causal experimentation,
their point being that such an invariable concomitance is possible even
between such things as are causally related in no way whatsoever. So
here again what mattered with our philosophers was that cases are
enumerated and an invariable concomitance established on the basis
of this enumeration. However, in due course the realization did dawn
on them that a really valid invariable concomitance between two
things must be based on a causal consideration; and then was
formulated the concept of a pseuo-probans variously designated as
aprayojaka, anyathasiddha, sopadhika etc. Thus an aprayojaka-hetu is
that probans ‘which exhibits all the three classical characteristics (let
us not speak of five) and is yet invalid precisely because its
relationship with the probandum concerned is not based on a causal
consideration. Really, this hetu did not exhibit the third characteristic,
but it was made to exhibit it by the time-honoured device of leaving
the paksa concerned outside th'e purview of the concerned invariable
concomitance. Be that as it may, Jayanta’s present outbrust is fully
- representative of the imuddled understandihg of the phenomenon of
invariable’ concomltance had by the entlre camp of non-Buddhist
logicians.

. (c) delcatmg the Po§51b|llty of Inference

The p;oblem of vindicating the possibility of inference was forced
" on Jayanta because in our country there were circles which, for one
reason or ‘another, stood to repudiate such possibility. Some idea of
the grounds on which the repudiation was made we can form from
Jayanta’s presentation of the prima facie view which he considers
worthy * of refutation, The opponent begins by urging a formal
difficulty against the logician’s concept of inference. Thus taking his
stand qn. the fact that in an inference the probans is supposed to exist
in the lociis concerned and to be related to the probandum concerned
by way of invariable concomitance, he says : “It is impossible to point
out as to what constitutes the object proper of an inferential cognition.
It cannot be the probandum concerned because in that case the probans
fails to fulfil the condition that it must exist in what constitutes the
object of the concerned inferential cognition, it cannot be the locus
concerned because in that case the probans fails to fulfil the condition
that it must be related by way of invariable concomitance to what
constitutes the object of the concerned inferential cognition, it cannot
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" be both the probandum concerned and the locus concerned — either
taken independently or with the former qualifying the latter — because
in that case the probans fails to fulfil either of the conditions in
question.! Really, this objection is not important and is based on an
exploitation of the ambiguity of the Sanskrit word paksa which means
both ‘the locus of an inference’ and ‘the thesis of an inference’, so-
that if this word is given one of these meanings (say, the former) and
‘another word (say, pratijiiz) is coined to express the other meaning
(i.e. the latter) the difficulty urged just vanishes. For then it can be
said that the object of inferential cognition is the pratijfia concerned,
that the probans exists (not in this object but) in the paksa concerned,
that the probans is related by way of invariable concomitance.(not to
this object but) to the probandum concerned. More or less formidable
are the difficulties urged next. Thus taking his stand on the fact that
in an inference an earlier grasped general rule is applied to a new
particular case. the opponent says : “If the new particular case was
not cognized at the time of grasping the general rule how can it be
cognized now by the concerned inferential cognition, if it was
cognized at that time what new is cognized by the concerned
inferential cognition 2> This is posing the intricate problem of how
_ an invariable concomitance is established and how it is applied in the
course of an inferential cognition. As the opponent sees it. the most
difficult thing in this connection is to bé sure that the probans will
be never and nowhere found to ‘exist excépt in the company of the
probandum; for on his showing such an assurance can be had only
by an omniscient, but then an omniscient will not need the services
of an inference.® The suggestion that invariable concomitance obtains
between a universal residing in the probans and one residing in the
probandum (e.g. between the universal ‘smokeness’ and the universal
‘fireness’) is rejected on the ground that there exist nothing like a
universal® The suggestion that an invariable concomitance is
established on the basis of frequent observation is rejected on the
ground that however frequent an observation future exceptions are yet
possible.’ The point is emphasized that invariable concomitance
between x and y is established only after being sure that x will be
found to be absent in all those places where y is absent, an assurance
which can be had only by an omniscient with his knowledge of all
places.® Then it is pointed out that in all cases of inference a counter-
inference is always possible.” So quoting certain -authorities the
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opponent draws the general conclusion that one who relies on
inference cannot avoid failure just as the blind man who rushes forth
relying on the touch of hand etc. cannot avoid stumbling on the way.?
Here again it is emphasized that an inference formulated however
diligently can always be refuted by a more competent disputant.’ In
view of what Jayanta has said in the course of his refutation of the
Buddhist thesis on invariable concomitance it should be very difficult
for him to properly meet the objections thus raised by the opponent.
For Jayanta has virtually maintained that an invariable concomitance
is established as a result of finding in serveral cases that the probans
concerned exists along with the probandum concerned while finding
in no case that this probans exists in the absence of this probandum,
this being the crux of his contention that invariable concomitance
cannot be reduced to the two types posited by the Buddhist. Consider
- the case of these two types one by one. Thus the Buddhist has argued
that one type of invariable concemitance ‘is met with when x and y
are two objective features such that things possessing x are by
definition things possessing y, but this argument is dismissed by
Jayanta as being over-subtle, a dismissal which can only mean that
according to him an invariable concomitance between objective
features is established on the basis of enumerating cases; similarly,
the Buddhist has argued that the other type of invariable concomistance
is met with swwhen x and y are two independent things such that x is
an effect produced_by y. but this argument too is dismissed by Jayanta
as over-subtlé, a dismissal which again can only mean that according
to him an invariable concomitance between things is established on
the basis of enumerating cases. Both points can be concretized. Thus
Jayanta has argued that there obtains an invariable concomitance
between the feature ‘being a produced entity’ and the feature ‘being
not-hot’ and his "ground was that in the inference then under
consider'atiptf there was besides the paksa no thing which could be
a produced entity without being not-hot; (this inference was declared
invalid on another ground precisely because Jayanta saw nothing
wrong in the concerned invariable concomitance). Again, Jayanta has - -
quoted several cases where according to him there obtains between
two things an invariable concomitance without those things being
causally related; e.g. sunset followed by the rise of stars, the rise of
full-moon followed by sea-tide, the rise of the constellation Agastya
followed by the onset of autumn, the movement of ants carrying their
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eggs followed by rains. As a matter of fact, in all these cases two
phenomena occur jointly because the circumstance that causes one
also causes the other, the precise determination of the circumstance
being possible with the aid of the sciences of astronomy, meteorology,
biology and the like. Rejecting this essentially-Buddhist explanation
Jayanta can only say that in all these cases two phenomena occur
jointly because it has been never found that one occurs without the
other occurring as well, a virtual tautology. Slgmflcantly Jayanta
thinks it necessary to tell the present opponent that the "Buddhist's
vindication of invariable concomitance is no better than the former's
own. In any case, let us see how Jayanta actually meets the objections
raised by this opponent.

Jayanta begins by asking the opponent as to whether he denies
the very possibility of inference or just takes exceptlon to the logician's
concept of inference.'® The first alternative is disposed of first briefly
but in a manner that is incidentally revealing. Thus' it is contended
that the phenomenon of inferenee is too widespread to be denied."
Then the point is elaborated as follows : “Even women, children,
cowherds, ploughmen, etc. doubtless seek knowledge of one thing on
the basis of a knowledge of another thing invariably associated with
this thing. As a matter of fact, if the possibility of inference is denied
then the popular intercourse will become impossible on the basis of
perception even, with the result that people will look immovable like
a painted picture. Certainly, even a thing cognized through perception
is sought to be acquired or rejected by people on the ground of being
recognized as a cause of pleasure, etc. or as a cause of something
else.”? Really, the phenomenon of inference is even more widespread
than Jayanta consciously tealizes but in the present argumentation he
seems to evince a vauge inkling into the true situation. For to recognize
a presently perceived thing as a cause of pleasure, etc. or as a cause
of something else is certainly a case of inference, but even to recognize
a presently perceived thing as a thing involves some sort of inference.
As we have already learnt, to perceptually cognize a thing is to observe
in this thing certain sensory features and hence to identify it as
belonging to this class or that; this essentially is a process of inference.
Then a word about the role of word-employment in perceptual
cognition. A non-human living organism exclusively banks upon its
own past experience while identifying a presently perceived thing but
a human being can identify even such a thing as is perceived for the
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first time, provided he has earlier received verbal communication
regarding the nature of this thing. This aspect of the matter escapes
Jayanta's notice simply because he views perceptual cognition as a
passive process of noticing a thing and its features. As a matter of
fact, this way of looking at the matter throws clearer light not only
on the natme of perceptual cognition but also on that of what the
Buddhist calls svabhava-anumana, for svabhava-anumana is essen-
tially a process of detecting an implicational relation between the
respective connotations of two words, a process which on an advanced
level assumes the form of formulating a fool-proof definition of some
technical concept. However, the Buddhist thesis on svabhava-
anumana was a much misuntderstood thesis, and so we better leave
it at that. The more important is Jayanta's present reference to causal
process. He correctly emphasizes that even on everyday level we take
note of the fact that a thing eauses pleasure etc. or that one thing causes
another thing, a note-taking which must involve inference. What he
fails to realize is that all inference of one thing from another
presupposes a causal experimentation, a realization the Buddhist had
in so clear a fashion. Really, in the absence of this realization the
objections presently raised, by Jayanta's opponent cannot be answered
satisfactorily. Thus this opponent is asking Jayanta : “ Granted that
the probans has never been found gxcept in the company of the
probandum but what is the guarantee that it will never be so found
? > The same question will be asked by the Buddhist, but unlike
Jayanta's opponent he will be asking it in a constructive spirit. For
on the Buddhlst s showing, it is guaranteed that x will never be found
except in-the company of y in case an experimentation has
demonstrated that x and y are causally related. And in a nutshell the
following is how a causal experimentation is conducted : “Let there
be present neither x nor y. Then bring x and see if y follows; if it
does not then X is no cause of y, if it does then continue the experiment.
Now remove x and see if y disappears, if it does not then x is no cause
of .y, if it does then it is demonstrated that x is a cause of y.”
Superficially viewing one might say that here there take place Just
three observations — that of absence-of-x and absence-of-y, that of x
and y, that of absence-of-x and absence-of-y; but it is these three
observations that will demonstrate for ever that x is a cause of y.
Jayanta who lacked this essential Buddhist understanding of a causal
experimentation as also the realization that all invariable concomi-
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tance between two things is established on the basis of a causal
consideration answers his opponent in a manner that is very much
unconvincing. Let us recall that the task in which Jayanta is now
engaged is to vindicate the validity of the logician's concept of
inference, he having already shown that inference does take place in
everyday life.

Jayanta begins by arguing as follows: “Not any and every thing
- can be inferred from any and every thing, but just a certain thing from
a certain thing. And it will not do to say that it is the very nature
of a certain thing that a certain other thing is inferred from it. For
the cause of this inference is the relation of invariable concomitance
obtaining between two things. Of course, we too do not say ‘that this
relation is either of the form of ‘identify between the things in
question’ or ‘production of one thing out of the other’. Evén so. one
should not ask as to what makes possible the invariable concomitance
thus spoken of, for one can as well ask as to what makes poss;ble
the ‘identify’ or ‘production’ there spoken of.”"* It can easily be seen
that Jayanta is simultaneously waging fight on three fronts. Thus the
opponent who says that inference is not at all possible is told that it
is possible; the opponent who says that inference is possible without
there obtaining any relation between the probans and probandum is
told that there obtains such a relation which is to be called ‘invariable
concomitance’; the Buddhist who says that two specific conditions
make possible the relation of invariable concomitance is told that all
such talk of specific conditions is senseless. Jayanta’s point against
the Buddhist is that one does not ask as to why smoke is produced
out of fire and not out of water and one shound not ask as to why
invariable concomitance obtains between these two things and not
between those two things.!* Jayanta has to be told that smoke is
produced out of fire and not out of water because a causal
experimentation demonstrates that, the general point being that
invariable concomitance obtains between two things only in case an
experimentation demonstrates that the two are causally related. Be that
as it may, Jayanta on his part offers so many alternative views as to
how an invariable concomitance is established, if not on the basis of
a causal experimentation.’” Having no idea of a causal experimentation
Jayanta believes that invariable concomitance between smoke and fire
is established on the basis of observing in several cases that smoke
is accompanied by fire and not observing in a single case that smoke
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is not accompanied by fire, so that his only problem is as to how under
such conditions one becomes sure that smoke will never be found not
accompanted by fire. It is really difficult to see how passive
observation and non-observation thus spoken of should ever assure one
that smoke will never be found unaccompanied by fire. So let us
examine one by one the alternative views on the question reported
by Jayanta. ‘

(1) On one view the invariable concomitance between smoke and
fire is grasped through a manas-born perception assisted by the
observation and non-obsérvation in question, it being argued that a
manas can obviously take into cognizance things past, future, distant,
etc.; the point is further buttressed by contending that invariable
concomitance obtains between the universal ‘smokeness’ residing in
all smoke and the universal ‘fireness’ residing in all fire, so that for
the purpose of establishing an invariable concomitance it is not
required that all smoke and all fire be actually observed.'® In this
connection the promise is made- that the reality of a universal will be
demonstrated in the sequel.” A

(2) Then it is realized that the first view involves one difficulty.
For one can say that a thing possessing the universal ‘smokeness’ is
accompanied by a thing possessmg the universal ‘fireness’, but this
way one cannot express thé fact that smoke is absent in all not-fire,
there being no universal ‘not- ﬁreness So the second view maintains
that invariable concomitance is grasped by a near-yogic perception
which notes both that all smoke is accompanied by fire and that smoke
is absent in all not-fire.'®

3) ‘However, certain logicians wish to avoid positing a thing like
near-yogic perception. So they say that for the purpose of establishing
an invariable concomitance between smoke and fire it is enough if
it is grasped that a thing possessing the universal ‘smokeness’ 1is
accompanied by a thing possessing the universal ‘fireness’, there being
no further need to grasp that smoke is absent in all not- flre On this
third view if smoke has not been so far found to be not accompanied
by fire then it is unwarranted to suspect that it might be so found
in future.” (Jayanta takes exception to this view — a Kumarilite
view — by saying that this way invariable concomitance remains
but half-grasped, it being a part of the meaning of invariable
concomitance that the probans is never found where the probandum
is absent.)®
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(4) Certain other logicians too avoid positing a thing like near-
yogic perception, but they deem it necessary that the absence of smoke
in all not-fire must be grasped, a grasping which according to them
is possible on the part of a manas-born perception itself. Thus on their
showing even if there is no universal ‘not-fireness’ the absence of
smoke in all not-fire is grasped through grasping its absence in all
things that lack the universal ‘fireness’?'. :

Of these four views each is as curious as another and each a
standing reductio ad absurdum of the Nyaya-Mimarhsa thesis on
‘universal’. Each claims to be an explanation of how observation and
non-observation confined to a limited number of cases make possible
the formulation of an invariable concomitance valid for all possible
cases, but each amounts to dogmatically asserting that such a
formulation is somehow made, their mutual differences having
nothing to do with the problem at hand. For the question whether the
presence of the universal ‘smokeness’ in the company of the universal
‘fireness’ is perceived through a.manas-born perception or a near-
yogic perception as also the question whether the absence of the
universal ‘smokeness’ in the company of all pot-fire is required to be
grasped or not — and if required then whether it is grasped through
a manas-born perception or a near-yogic perception, are just pseudo-
questions in so far as this problem is concerned. The Buddhist with
his thesis on karya-anumana was really crying in the wilderness. Here
really closes Jayanta’s answer to the- opponent s really serious-
objection, but the answer yet continues for a while. Thus that objection
based on an exploitation of the ambiguity of the word paksa is
answered practically in the same way as earlier suggested by us.
Similarly, answering another objection it is said that an inference
cognizes neither a general rule nor a particuler case but a general rule
as applied to a particular case.?” That too is uynderstandable and not
much important. But there are taken into consideration several
objections which are all based on the consideration that an inference
made now can be refuted in future.* Really, that is an old difficulty
assuming a new garb, viz. the difficulty that it is impossible to
formulate an invariable concomitance valid for all time to come.
Naturally, Jayanta dismisses this difficulty as ungrounded but two
phrases used by him in this connection are noteworthy. Thus he says
that the difficulty in question does not arise in the case of a probans
that is prayojaka® and then that it does not arise in the gase of a probans
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that is supratibaddha*®. Here the word supratibaddha simply means
‘well related through a relation of invariable concomitance’ but the
word ‘prayojaka’ apparently meaning the same thing became a
technical concept. For as we have already hinted in passing, the later
Nyaya authors introduced the concept of prayojaka and the like with
a view to implicitly conceding the Buddhist’s point that all invariable
concomitance between two independent things must be based on a
causal consideration. But this aspect of the matter we will touch upon
while examining Jayanta’s concept of the pseudo-probans called
aprayojaka. \

Jayanta closes this subsection with his consideration of the
objections raiséed by a new opponent who distinguishes between a
concept in the validity’ of which one’s belief is natural and one in the
validity of which it is acquired — an example of the former being
the concepts like smoke, fire etc., an example of the latter the concepts
like soul, God, omniscient, after-life etc.; and his contention is that
things corresponding to the former set of concepts are a proper subject-
matter of inference, things corresponding to the latter set not.”” In all
probability this opponent is a materialist but as presented by Jayanta
his view seems to be that, there exist no things not open to gross
external perception, a view according to which not only soul, God etc.
but even physical atoms etc. turn out to be fictitious things. In any
case, Jayanta answers him by pointing out that different sorts of things
are inferred with the help of different sorts of invariable concomitance,
in this connection particularly promising that the existence of God he
is going to demonstrate taking recourse to inference.” '

" {d) The Nyayasutra Definition of Inference

The Nyayasttra definition of inference runs as follows :

“Preceded by it an inference is of three types, viz. plirvavat,
Sesavat, samanyatodrsta.” ’

But the most fundamental topics connected with the problem of
inference Jayanta has already considered, and so his discussion of the
wording of the above definition does not raise very many important
issues; even so, it has a value of its own. Thus Jayanta begins by saying . .
that the word ‘it’ here means. perception and refers to the two
perceptions necessarily required by each and every inference, viz. the
perception of the probans taking place at the time the inference is
actually made and the perception of the probans and probandum taking
place ‘at the time the concerned invariable concomitance is estab-



86 ' . INDIAN LOGIC

lished.' In this connection it is argued that if the coacerned invariable
concomitance is established not on the basis of perception but on the
basis of inference, etc. then an infinite regress is inevitable, so that
not less than two perceptions will do if an inference is to be made.*
Then it is argued that the proposed definition will not illegitimately
apply to the cases of invalid inference because the required perception
properly takes place only in the case of a valid inference, also because
the words ‘arthotpannam (=born of the object concerned)’, ‘avyabhicarin
(= non-erroneous)’, ‘vyavasayatmakam (=certain)’ can be borrowed
from the preceding definition of perception, so that the cases of invalid
inference will stand automatically eliminated.’ Here it is emphasized
that the word ‘avyapadesya (=non-verbal)’ has not to be bprrowed
from the preceding definition of perception, it being in the very nature
of things impossible for a verbal cognition and an inferential cognition
to take place simultaneously, so that there is no questian of there
arising the contingency that a cognition might be both verbal and .
inferential.* Then is considered the objection that on this understand-
ing the proposed definition will fail to cover the cases of inference
based on scriptural knowledge (instead of perception); the answer is
that éven scriptural knowledge is ultimately based on perception -
alternatively, that the proposed definition takes into consideration only
the chief variety of inference (while leaving scope for secondary
varieties like the one presently spoken of).° Lastly the question is
considered whether the word ‘it’ stands for a perceptual cognition as
such or for a means of such a cognition, also whether the word
‘inference’ stands for an inferential cognition as such or for a means
of such a cognition; by way of answering it, all the possibilities are
conceded, certain possibilities even being conceded in more than one
way.® As we know, a question like the last one arises because the early
authors understood by the word ‘pramana’ a cognition as such, the
later authors a means of cognition (while a whole technique had been
. evolved by the later authors to read their own meaning into an old
text where the other meaning was in fact intended).

Then Jayanta proceeds to interpret the three words which in the
proposed definition stand for the three types of inference, viz.
purvavat, sesavat, samanyatodrsta.  He in fact offers two sets of
interpretations, but before doing that he briefly mentions and ridicules
a curious interpretation that was advanced by somebody. Thus this
author maintained that the three words in question stand not only for
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the three types of probans but also for those three characteristics of
a probans, viz. presence in the paksa, presence in a sapaksa, absence
in all vipaksa. For he argued that the word purva (lit.early) means
paksa because in a debate the paksa is mentioned first of all, so that
pilirvavat means ‘one that is present in the paksa’ ; similarly, the word
sesa (lit. remainder) means sapaksa because whatever remains after
the paksa is sapaksa, so that sesavat means ‘one that is present in a
sapaksa’; lastly, the word samanyatodrsta, by being read as
samanyato ’drsta (lit. not seen even in a general fashion), means ‘one
not seen (in a vipaksa — paksa and sapaksa having been already
mentioned) even in a general fashion.’”” Jayanta dismisses this whole
performance as attrlbutmg to the aphorist something that is not worthy
- of him.® To this he-adds that a Nyaya author should not rest content
with mentioning just three characteristics of a probans but should also
mention the remaining two.® Jayanta’s point is that the performance
in question is a forced performance and one that fails to bring to light
the total situation alleged to be.depicted.

As already hinted, Jayanta interprets the three words in question
in two ways, first giving one set of three interpretations, then another
set. Let the two sets be considered one by one.

"~ In connection with thefirst set of interpretations the word ‘piirva’
means a cause, SO that the word pilirvavat means ‘a probans that
possesses the attributes of a cause (i'e. is of the form of a cause)’;
e.g. from the appearance of clouds overhead one infers the coming
rain.'® Here Jayanta considers several objections which are all more
or less flim§y and_have mostly come from the side of the Buddhist
who for strange reasons came out with the view that even if it is proper
to infer a cause from an efféect the opposite course is not proper. Thus
the latter first submitted that an effect can be inferred not from one
or two members of the concerned causal aggregate but from the whole
of this aggregate. But when the point was conceded he pleaded that
even a total causal aggregate might be prevented from producing the
effect concerned, so that what can be inferred is not this effect itself
but the capacity-to-produce-this-effect inherent in the concerned
causal aggregate. And ‘when this point too was conceded he trotted -
the argument that then this will be a case of svabhava-anumana
inasmuch as a capacity inherent in a thing is a part of this thing’s
nature. Viewed in this background it can be seen that the objections
presently considered by Jayanta have mostly a Buddhist ring about
.
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them, objections which he rightly dismisses by saying that they can
be advanced only by one who does not know what an inference is.!!
Thus it is first assumed that the inference here has the form : “The
effect exists, because the cause concerned exists”; and then are put
forward the following objections :

(1) If the effect is not already something known it cannot act as
paksa; if it is already something known, there is no need for an
inference.??

(2) A probans must exist in the paksa, but here the probans is
‘existence of the cause’ and that does not ex1st in the paksa which
is ‘effect’.!?

(3 It is in principle impossible for ‘existence’ to 'act as
probandum; for in its case a probans which exclusively belongs to
existent things will be something un-established, one which exclu-
sively belongs to non-existent things will be something coritradicted,
one which belongs to both existent and non-existent- thmgs w1ll be
something doubtful.’* : .

All these objections deserve a summary dismissal for the sxmple
reason that the inference here has the form ; “This locus possesses
the effect, because it possesses the cause concerned.” Then itis argued
that a cause cannot act as probans for inferring the effect concerned
because some obstacle is always likely to prevent this effect from
being produced, it being also impossible to point out in a cause any
feature which must ensure that the effect concemed will be produced:-
to this is added that if a causal aggregate as’it exists just on the eve
of producing the effect concerned is to act as probans then the effect
will be already produced by the time. the inference is made.s In this
connection the suggestion-is repudiated that the Buddhist himself
grants the validity of inferring an effect from the-cause concerned,
this on the ground that according to him what is inferred is not the
effect concerned but the relevant capacity inherent in the cause while
thus to infer a capacity is a case of svabhava-anumana.'® Jayanta
undertakes a brief but telling refutation of this whole array of
objections. Thus he first lays down as to what according to him is
the form of inference in the illustrative case; on his showing it is :
“These clouds will produce rain, because they possess features
. causative of rain’’, it being like inferring : “This smoke is
accompanied by fire, because it possesses features indicative of the
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company of fire.”’'” On the face of it the intended analogy seems
unconvincing inasmuch as smoke is not a cause but an effect of fire;
but Jayanta’s virtual point is that an invariable concomitance is alone
sufficient to constitute an inference. This is a wholesome point and
one which should have convinced our logcians — Jayanta not excluded
— that it was pointless on their part to insist that the paksa concerned
must be left out of the purview of a proposed invariable concomitance.
Of course, one could also here infer : ‘“That sky-portion will soon
possess rain, because it possesses rain-causing clouds’’; ’; that will easily
satisfy the condition demanded by our logicians, but that is not
indispéensable and the noteworthy thing is that Jayanta himself thinks
so. [Here Jayanta also answers another obJectxon (not noted above).
Thus the opponent argues that since the word ‘piirva’ means a cause
the word ‘ptirvavat’ ought to mean an effect (= that which possesses
the cause concerned), so that what must be covered by this title are
the cases of inferring cause from effect, not vice-versa.'® Jayanta
answers that the word piirvavat means ‘a locus possessmg causative
features’; (he could also say that the word means ‘a locus possessing
the cause’ but his answer conforms to the form he has given to the
inference under consideration).] Then it is argued that what acts as
probans is not a cause as such but it as possessing features which must
ensure that the. effect concerned will be produced, it being not
1mp0551b1e to point out in a cause features of this kind.!® Similarly
is dismissed as frivolous that objection about the effect concerned
being already produced by the time the inference is made.** The
objection ‘is really frivolous; for an effect is inferred from the cause
concerned in all sorts of circumstances, not only when this cause is
just on the' eve of producing the effect. Lastly, Jayanta considers the
Buddhist’s submission that what is inferred from a cause is not the
effect concerned but the relevant capacity inherent in this cause, the
latter’s furthér point being that this inference is a case of svabhava-
anumina; the former retorts that the concept of svabhava-anumana
is itself untenable and that in any case one infers from a cause the
effect concerned itself, not the relevant capacity.? Jayanta’s prejudice .
against the concept of svabhava-anumana is certainly unwarranted but
his other point is valid. As a matter of fact, one solid reason why
prejudice’ was created against the Buddhist’s concept of svabhava-
anumana must have been his misguided attempt to bring under it the
cases of inferring an effect from the cause concerned; for logically
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these cases must go along with the cases of inferring a cause from
the effect concerned. '

Then continuing his first set of interpretations Jayanta comes to
‘the second word Sesavat. Thus on his showing the word sesa means
an effect, so that the word sesavat means ‘a probans that possesses
the attributes of an effect (i.e. is of the form of an effect’); e.g. from
the appearance of flooded waters in a river one infers that its upper
reaches have received rain.** Here again the form of inference is
supposed to be : “This river has received rain in’'its upper reaches,
because its water over here is flooded”?, that is, a form which shows
that an invariable concomitance is alone sufficient to constitute an
inference. Naturally, Jayanta has again in mind those flimsy objections
raised in connection with the type piirvava#*; but the noteworthy, thing
is that this time the Buddhist himself has nothing teo object against
the type of inference under consideration, it being his own"view that
an effect is a valid probans for inferring the cause concerned. So,
Jayanta here answers an objection of a rather general type. Thus, the
opponent says that the water of a‘river can well be flooded owing to
causes other than rain (something like the earlier objection that the
gathering clouds might well not rain); JayantaTeplies that one can note
the distinguishing marks that the flooded water of a river exhibits when
there has been rain recently.*

Lastly, in connection with his first set of interpretations Jayanta
comes to the third word samanyatodrsta (lit. ‘observed in a general .
fashion’). Thus on his showing a case of this’type of inference arises
when the probans and probandum are not causally related, the first
two types having covered all the cases where they are causally related;
e.g. the taste of Kapittha (a fruit) can be inferred from its colour.?
Jayanta notes that the Buddhist too does not say that in the present
illustrative case the taste concerned is a cause of the colour
concerned;?” but he does not report that the Buddhist treat the taste
and colour concerned as two co-effects of the same cause, thus not
giving up his insistence that a valid invariable concomitance between
two things (as colour and taste are) must be based on some causal
consideration or other. In any case, Jayanta here takes exception to
the illustrative case quoted by Vatsyayana where the sun’s motion is
inferred from its having been noticed at a place other than the place
where it was noticed earlier; Vatsyayana must have thought that in
this inference no causal consideration is involved whil_e Jayanta argues
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that the sun’s motion is actually the cause of its being noticed at a
new place.?® Jayanta elaborates his point at considerable length, but
that is not much important.?® For the real difficulty lies with the point
which is the common point of Vatsyayana and Jayanta and is directed
against the Buddhist, viz. that there can obtain between two things
an invariable concomitance without being based on some causal
consideration or other.

After thus offering his first set of interpretations Jayanta comes
to the second. Those advocating this second set of interpretations feel
dissatisfied with the-so must importance attached to causal consid-
eration in connection with the. first.* So on-their showing the three
types of inference in question have to be understood as follows :

(1) When an invariable concomitance is once established between
x and y then a thing similar to x acts as probans for inferring another
thing correspondingly similar to y; e.g. when invariable concomitance
has been once established betweén smoke and fire then any particular
smoke acts as probans for inferring a concerned particular fire. This

_is the type of inference piirvavat (lit. ‘like the earlier one’).

~(2) When a situation can obtain in several alternative ways and
it is noticed that in a particular case it does not obtain in any of those
ways except one, then it can be infer;ed'that in this case it obtains
in this remaining way ; e.g. fire can be hay-fire, leaf-fire, wood-fire,
cowdung-fire so that if it is noticed that a particular fire is neither
hay-fire, nor, leaf-fire, nor wood-fire then it can be inferred that it is
cowdun’g fire. This is the type of inference sesavat (lit. ‘like the
remaining one’).

(3)-If x is somehow similar to x' and x! is 1nvar1ably accompanied
by y', then x is inferred to be accompanied by y which is
correspondingly similar to y' even if y is something inherently
imperceﬁti_bl-e; e.g. an-act like cutting etc. is invariably accompanied
by (i.e. executed through) an instrument like axe etc. while perception
is an act, so that it can be inferred that perception is accompanied
by (i.e. executed through) an instrument of the form of a sense-organ
even if a sense-organ is something inherently imperceptible. This is '
the type of inference samanyatodrsta (lit. ‘observed in a general
fashion’).

In connection with the second set of interpretations Jayanta
considers an objection, and the consideration is somewhat revealing.
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Thus the opponent argues that since in all inference something similar
is inferred from something similar there is no sense in further
classifying inference into types; in reply Jayanta offers a plea which
in effect concedes that the first and third types here spoken of differ
from each other only in that the probandum is something perceptible
in the former something inherently imperceptible in the latter while
the second type is a different proposition altogether.® Really, the
second type of inference here spoken of is based on the same logical
principle as one type of arthapatti posited in Mimarnsa logic, but here
there seems to be no realization that in such a type of inference no
conclusion can be validly drawn unless the alternatives concerned are
enumerated exhaustively. For example, in the illustrative case quoted
by Jayanta there are enumerated several alternative forms of fire, but
here no conclusion can be validly drawn unless- the alternatives
concerned are enumerated exhaustively. In any case, Jayarita requires
to feel assured that an inference-type is at hand which should enable -
one to infer things inherently imperceptible and his third inference-
type is exclusively such a type while the second too can be gainfully
employed for the purpose; (let us recall that while vindicating the
possiblity of inference Jayanta had lastly €ncountered an opponent
who while not denying the possibility of all. inference denied the
possibility of all such as would seek to demonstrate the existence of
things inherently imperceptible like soul, God etc.). Thus on Jayanta’s
showing, the first inference-type is ‘meant for demonstrating the
existence of things perceptible, the third¢ for demonstrating the
existence of things inherently imperceptible, the second for demon-
strating the existence of both. This point as pertaining to the relative
worth of the second and third types is explicitly émphasized once
more.’? Here really closes Jayanta’s consideration of the Nyayastitra
definition of inference, but by way of continuing the topic he
undertakes a long refutation of the view that the third inference-type
is to be employed in order to demonstrating the existence of a motion,
the understanding being that motion is something inherently imper-
ceptible, an understanding which Jayanta does not share. In brief, the
opponent’s point is that when x moves relative to y what is directly
perceived is not x’s motion itself but x’s conjunction now with this
constituent part of y now with that, on the basis of which perception
one argues that since all effect requires a cause the perceived
successive conjunctions have for their cause a motion belonging to
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x; Jayanta retorts that on this understanding it should be impossible
to distinguish between the case when x moves relative to y and the
case when y moves relative to x, his point being that what is directly
perceived is x’s motion relative to y or y’s motion relative to x (as
the case might be).** In this connection Jayanta insists that when a
bird is seen flying in the sky or a glowworm flitting in darkness there
is perceived no conjunction of the bird with the sky or of the
glowworm with darkness, his point again being that what is directly
perceived is the bird’s motion in the first case, the glowworm’s motion
in the second.* All this is interesting but is a matter of details so far
as the logical principle under examination is concerned. However,
living in the times of Einstein one might hazard the suggestion that
even the opponent has a point after all.
(e) The Cognition of Time and Space

"The topic of the present Subsection is indeed related to the
problem of inference in a very remote fashion. Thus Jayanta happens
to emphasize that with the help of inference one can cognize not only
things present but also things past and future (though here too he does
not forget to recall that an extraordinary type of perception - e’g a
yogin’s perception - is equally competent to cognize things past and
future, nor to assail the Mimarhsaka’s contention that a religious duty,
since it-has to do. with things- past and future, can be cognized
exclusively through a scriptural injunction).! Now Jayanta’s word for
past, present.and future is tri-kala (lit. three times = three phases of
time); this impels an opponent to argue that all talk about past, present -
and future is untenable because time is something fictitious.? And
when Jayanta has answered ‘this opponent by proving that time is an
independently existing real substance he summarily adds that what is
true of time is also true of space (= dik, lit. direction).? So let us go
through the whole performance hurriedly.

The opponent argues that time as an independent existing real
substance is neither perceived nor inferred, so that all reference to time
must be a reference to some aspect of the concerned acts themselves;
to this is added that if time is in fact one independently existing real
substance then it should be impossible for it to be divided into three
phases like past, present and future.* This argument is countered by
Jayanta by quoting two distinct views, both positing time as an
independent real substance but one considering it to be a possible
object of perception, the other considering it to be a possible object
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of inference alone. Thus on the former view the temporal features like
succession, simultaneity, swiftness, slowness, etc. cannot be perceived
to be present there in objects unless time too is perceived along with
objects.’> The objection that something lacking colour (as time is)
cannot be an object of visual perception is rejected by pointing out
that colour itself lacks colour and is yet an object of visual perception,
that atoms are possessed of colour and yet are no object of visual
perception, that in any case the temporal features succession etc. are
not perceived with eyes closed.® The query as to why time is not
" perceived independently like a jar etc. is answered by maintaining that
it is the very nature of time that it is perceived only when qualifying
a coloured object, it thus being unlike a staff which as qualifying the
staff-holder is perceived independently.” The objection that-even as
qualifying a coloured object a thing can be perceived omly in case it
"is itself coloured is rejected by pointing out that a umversal
perceived as qualifying a coloured object and is yet not somethmg
coloured; the clarification that this objection must hold in the case
of a qualifier that is of the form of a substance (as time is supposed
to be) is rejected on the old ground that-whether substance or no
substance what cannot be perceived with eyes closed must be an object
of visual perception.® Then is presented the second view according
to which time is a possible object of inference alone. Here it is
conceded that time is not perceived along with the object qualified
by it, as staff is perceived along with the staff-holder or blue colour
along with the blue lotus; and yet it is insisted that time is nevertheless
a reality as is the nether part of the earth, the yonder part of the moon;
thus on this view time, even if itsélf imperceptible, assists a sense-
organ in perceiving the features like successive, etc. just as
‘impressions’, even if themselves imperceptible, assist a sense-organ
in now recognizing things perceived in past.” Then it is argued that
since the same causal aggregate produces the same effect swiftly in
one case, slowly in another there must be a thing like time operating
differently in those two cases.”® The suggestion that swifthess and
slowness in question are due to the act concerned being different in
those two cases is rejected on the ground that acts themselves are found
to be swift, slow, etc.!! The clarification that the act concerned means
the motion of astronomical bodies is rejected on the ground that this
motion too is found to be swift, slow, etc.. while it will lead to an
infinite regress if a motion belonging to another- set of astronomical
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bodies is posited in order to account for this swiftness, slowness etc.!?
The opponernt objects : “But what about the succession belonging to
time itself. If that requires no other time then why the succession
belonging to jar, etc. should require time ? If that does require another
time then why no infinite regress ?”; he is answered : “This is like
asking why white colour requires no other white colour in order to
make it a white colour. The point is that it is the very nature of time
that it exhibits succession without requiring another time.”'* Lastly
it is argued that since temporal proximity and remoteness are
obviously something distinct from spatial proximity and remoteness
(one standing nearer might be older, one standing farther might be
younger) time must be something distinct from space.! It can easily
be seen that both the views in question posit time as an independently
existing substance because according to them the presence in objects
of the features like succession, simultaneity, swiftness, slowness, etc.
remains unaccounted for unless time is thus posited. The objection
that the succession exhibited by time itself should require another time
was just rejected on the ground that that would lead to an infinite
regress. The same objection is once more considered in a slightly
different form. Thus the opponent asks as to what is the ground for
dividing time into the three phases past, present and future, his point
being that if time is really one such a division should be impossible.'
Jayanta replies that there is no real division within the body of time
itself but that such a division is practically attributed to time owing
toa corres‘pon'din g division observable somewhere else, that is, owing
to a threefold division exhibited by the acts going on there.'* The
opponent objects : “But an act too does not exhibit a threefold division
all by itself, and if it really does then why posit time ?”"7 Jayanta
replies : “No, an act is of three types according as it has produced
the result due to it, is actually producing this result, or is yet to produce
this result, it being called ‘past’ in the first case, ‘present’ in the
second, ‘future’ in the third. And as associated with an act as thus
exhibiting a threefold division time too is said to exhibit a
corresponding threefold division, just as the sky. even if in itself one
and impartite, is said to exhibit a multifarious inner division according
as it is associated with one thing here, with another thing there.”'® In
this connection Jayanta answers somebody’s objection that in a leaf
falling from the tree what is observed is the time revealed through -
the past course and the time revealed through the future course but
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not the time revealed through the present course; thus the former
submits : “Time is not revealed through courses like that, but through
the features past, future and present exhibited by an act in the manner
just described.”® To this is added that the measurement of-time in
terms of the conventional units like ksana, lava, kastha, etc. (so many
Indian units) is made on the basis of an observation of certain acts
themselves (—not on the basis of an observation of time as such).?
Really, this whole argumentation of Jayanta himself shoyld convince
him that there is no need to posit time as an independent substance
over and above the acts whose exhibition of the features succession,
simultaneity, etc. it is supposed to account for. For if the features past,
present and future can be distinguished in an act in the manner
suggested by Jayanta (and on this question he sounds convincing) then
the features succession, simultaneity etc. too can be well distinguished
in it in an essentially similar manner. For example x and y are
simultaneous in case while x is present y is present as well, y succeeds
x in case y becomes present as.soon as x becomes past, x is swifter
than y in case first x and y are both present and then x becomes past
while y continues to be present, x is slower than y in case first x and
y are both present and then x continues to be present while y becomes
past. That the conventionally standardised time-units are measured in
tesms of the acts exhibited by certain bodies (he must be meaning
astronomical bodies) is also a correct position hinted by Jayanta. So
viewed in the light of his final reply Jayanta’s entire present polemic
seems to be a polemic with no point at all. Perhaps, the Naiyayika
was constitutionally incapable of. thinking of a distinct type of
objective feature without at the same time thinking of a corresponding
type of independent real. '

The same sort of situation obtains in the case of Jayanta S
treatment of space which immediately follows his treatment of time.
Thus on his showing space too is one impartite substance existing
independently which in the light of the sun’s situation in the various
parts of a day is contentially divided into ten units east, southeast,
south, southwest, west, etc., his point being that two things taken as
such cannot be said to be lying east, etc. of one another unless space
is thus posited.”® The opponent objects : “As soon as one proceeds
to look for space in the manner suggested by you yourself one finds
that it is multifariously divided (the same thing also happening in the



ANALOGY - o : 97
case of time). Why then do you say that space is one (and that time
is one) ?7* Jayanta replies : “Space is one because the mode of
distinguishing spatial features is invariably one (just as time is one
because the mode of distinguishing temporal features is invariably
one). Again, space is one because what is east in relation to one thing
is west in relation to another (just as time is one because what is prior
in relation to one act is posterior in relation to another).”” Again,
Jayanta’s own argumentation implies that space cannot be an
independent substance (just as time cannot be one). For what he means
is that a universally valid definition can be formulated in terms of
-which two things can be said to be lying east, etc, in relation to each
other just as a universally valid definition can be formulated in terms
of which two acts can be said to be occurring simultaneously, etc. in
relation to each other; but certainly the former circumstance does not
imply that space is an indepehdent substance and the latter that time
is an independent substance.

Here closes Jayanta’s account of inference (while certain topics
related to it remain to be discussed in connection with certain other
Nyaya padarthas). ‘

-

SECTION THREE : ANALOGY
~ The third pramiana enumerated by the Nyaya authors after
perception and inference is upamana roughly translateable as analogy,
roughly be_cau'se the concept is rather technical. The Nyayasttra
definition. of this pramana runs as follows :

On the basis of a known similarity, to bring about what has to
be brought about — that is called upamana.

The words of this definition as it stands are rather obscure, so
what is to be understood is its traditionally given interpretation. Two
alternative such interpretations are reported by Jayanta, one attributed
to the old Naiyayikas, the other to the ‘moderns’. Both, of course,
agree that a case of upamana arises when an expert tells a novice
that such and such an unfamiliar thing is similar to such and such a
familiar thing and the latter later on coming across this unfamiliar
thing recognizes it as similar to that familiar thing and says to himself
: “So this thing is what the word concerned stands for.” On the old
Naiyayika's showing pramaiana-ship here belongs to the expert’s
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sentence uttered at the time of instructing the novice; the objection
that what we thus have is a simple case of verbal testimony is rejected
on the ground that the novice here does not exclusively rely on the
expert’s words but does his own observation, just as when one listens
“to an inference made by another person one does not exclusively rely
on this person’s words but does one’s own observation.' On the other
hand, the moderns maintain that pramana-ship here belongs to the
perception had by the novice at the time of noticing in the concerned
unfamiliar thing the similarity-to-the-concerned-familiar- thing earlier
spoken of, just as in inference pramana-ship belongs to the perception
of the probans concerned recognized as related to the probandum
concerned through an invariable concomitance established earlier.?
The opponent objects : “But upamana as thus understood i is just one
of the so many ways of learning word-meaning on the. authority of
an expert, and so just a case of verbal testimony. Certamly presently
pointing out a thing as denoted by the word concerned is not the only
means of teaching to a novice the denotation concerned. Thus for
example the novice might be told : ‘Do you remember that animal
seen there then; that is called “antelope’””; or he might be told :
‘Whenever you come across a man of such and such description know
that he is Caitra.” In neither of these cases is the novice shown the
thing denoted by the word concerned. Nor can it be said that the
instruction received through the method of upamana is of a doubtful
import; for whatever doubt there might,have been at the time of
receiving the instruction vanishes as soon as the concerned unfamiliar
thing is actually perceived.™ Jatanta refuses to concede the last point
and argues that the perception which here puts an end to the earlier
lingering doubt plays in the case of upamana the same role as the
perception of probans does in the case of inference. his point being
that a case of upamana is nevertheless not a case of perception just
as inference is not a case of perception; to this is added that inspite
of this its similarity with a case of inference, a case of upamana is
not a case of inference either.® Jayanta’s understanding of what
constitutes upamana betrays his lack of clarity on the question as to
how the meaning of a word is learnt and how the knowledge of word-
meaning thus acquired is put to use at the time of a subsequent
perceptual cognition. He primarily thinks of the cases when a thing
is pointed out to the novice and its name told, and he is ready to bracket
" with these the cases when a thing is just described to the novice and
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its name told; but he treats as a class apart the cases when a thing
is described to the novice in terms of its bare similarity to a familiar
_ thing. Hence it is that the case of a perceptual cognition where there
is put to use the knowledge of word-meaning acquired in the first two
ways is treated by him as a case of perceptual cognition, while the
case where there is put to use the knowledge of word-meaning
acquired in the third way is treated by him not as a case of perceptual
cognition but as a case of upamana. As a matter of fact, the third class
of cases is a minor sub-class of the second class which goes to cover
the large majority of cases of a man learning word-meaning. For to
say that x is similar to -y is useless unless the similarity concerned
is precisely defined in terms of certain features. belonging to both x
and y; but to thus describe x’s similarity to y is to describe x in terms
of certain features belonging to x, which will be our second way of
describing x. In any case, jt is difficult to attribute the same
fundamental importance to what the Naiyayika treats as cases of
perception, inference and verbal testimony and what he treats as cases
of upamana. Jayanta himself roundly says that the cases of upamana
are treated by the aphorist separately because being a compassionate
personage he wanted to impart whatever information was useful to
man in however a fashion” It seems that the early Nyaya authors
attached so much importance to the cases of upamana because
inference -itself was understood by thenf as essentially a process of
knowing something about x as a result of knowing something about
things similar to x, an understanding which somehow lingered in the
Nyaya school. throughout its  history and which explains the
Naiyayika’s resistance to attaching due importance to causal
experimentation as the prime method of establishing an invariable
concomitance. The surmise is somewhat confirmed when we learn that
the Mimamsakas too posited upamana as an independent pramana by
the side of‘perception, inference etc. How they viewed the matter
should becomie clear from Jayanta’s criticism of the Mimarsa concept
of upamana-pramana. '

On the Mimarnsaka’s showing a case of upamana arises when an
expert tells a novice that such and such an unfamiliar thing is similar
to such and such a familiar thing and the latter later on coming across
this unfamiliar thing recalls that that familiar thing is similar to this
unfamiliar thing now encountered; his understanding is that this is not
a case of perception because the concerned familiar thing is not present
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there, it is not a case of memory because the concermned familiar thing
as similar to the concerned unfamiliar thing was not perecived earlier,
while it is not a case of inference because nothing can here possibly
act as paksa, probans, probandum.® To all this Jayanta objects as
follows : “It is proper to say that an unfamiliar thing is cognized as
similar to a familiar thing, not vice versa, as is being done here; and
granting the possibility of the latter cognition it should still be a case
of simple memory.” It will not do to argue that x as similar te y cannot
be recalled unless x as similar to y was perceived earlier, ‘while in
the present case the concerned familiar thing as similar to the
concerned unfamiliar thing was not perceived earlier; for unless the
points of slmilarity obtaining between the two things in questlon were
noticed when the concerned familiar thing was perceived earker, this
thing would not at all have been recalled at the time th¢ concerned
unfamiliar thing was perceived later.® And certainly the points of
similarity obtaining between x and y can be noticed even when x alone
is perceived and not also y.” The Mimarnsaka pleads : “Just as you
Naiyayikas say that in a case of upamaina the knowledge of word-
meaning which was doubtful éarlier becomes confirmed at the time
of later perception, we say that here the knowledge of similarity which
was vague earlier becomes clear at the time-of later perception.”™®
Jayanta retorts : “Just as you Mimamsaka say that the alleged
confirmation in question is a result of later perception itself, we say
that the alleged clarification in question is a result of later perception
itself.”!! Really, both the Mimarsaka and Jayanta are right in rejecting
what they are rejecting, both wrong in endorsing what they are
endorsing; for the former’s concept of upamana-pramana is faulty
broadly for the same reasons as are advanced by the latter, the latter’s
concept of upamana-pramana is faulty broadly for the same reasons
as are advanced by the former. Thus if one already somehow knows
that an unfamiliar thing x is similar to a familiar thing y then on
encountering x and noticing its similarity to y one can say without
much ado, “Here is x and this is what is denoted by the word
concerned” as well as “Here is x and this is to which y is similar™;
the Naiyayika submits that the latter is a case of memory (at the most
a case of perception) but the former a case of upamana-pramana, the
Mimarhsaka submits that the former is a case of perception but the
latter a case of upamana-pramana, both right and both wrong in the
manner hinted.
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Thus in Ahnika II Jayanta completely covers his tréatment of the
three pramanas perception, inference and analogy posited by the
Nyaya school; there now remains to be covered just verbal testimony
which is the fourth pramana posited here. And their fourth pramana
is somehow going to engage Jayanta’s attention throughout the space
of Ahnikas ITII-VI which he yet devotes to the first Nyaya padartha
pramana; (in Ahnikas VII-XII there are taken up the remaining fifteen
padarthas). Really, however, the most important things to be said about
verbal testimony will be said towards the beginning of Ahnika III
itself, and if to them is added the immediately forthcoming discussion
on intrinstic-vs-extrinsic validity of cognition Jayanta will then be
finishing his coverage of the most important logical problems. For
what thereafter follows is a discussion either on a relatively minor
logical problem or on an ontological problem or on an ethico-
theological problem. Each set of discussions has its own value, but
this much advance information should facilitate our task of assessing
the performance Jayanta puts up in the various parts of his text.



2

VERBAL TESTIMONY
VALIDITY GOD WORD

As has been noted, Jayanta devotes to the problem of verbal
testimony as many as four Ahnikas (Chapters) of his text; and yet he
has really very little to say about the essential nature of verbal
testimony. Most important things said in this connection’ are said in
the first few pages of Ahnika III, and there too so much is of secondary
importance. So it is necessary to distinguish out as to what Jayanta
has primarily to say about the nature of verbal testimony.

(i) Nature of Verbal Testimony ' .

The following is how thé Nyayasttra definition of verbal
testimony runs : S

Verbal testimony (sabda) is the teaching (upadesa) of an
authoritative person (apta). ’ .

Jayanta begins by considering as to what is meant by upadesa and
what by apta. Thus he defines upadesa as abhidhana (= verbal
communication) and then defines adhidhana as ‘apprehension of an
object by means of something which is graspéd through ears and which
denotes this object.”! This so much roundabout definition of abhidhana
Jayanta adopts because he has in mind the theory of sphota according
to which a word is an eternal self-existing verity which is only made
manifest at the time when a speaker speaks and a listener listens to
him; hence it is emphasized that in conformity to popular usage the
word ‘word’ is to mean something that is grasped through ears and
not sphota allegedly not grasped through ears, also that a word as thus
understood is what acts as a means for apprehending the object
concerned.? To_this it is added that if abhidhana is defined merely as
‘apprehension of an object (brought about through whatever means)’
then this definition will cover even inference which is of the form
of apprehension of an object brought about by means of a probans.?
At the same time it is made clear that a word which is heard all right
does not cease to be a word even in case it does not act as a means
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of apprehension of an object — because, for example, the listener
is not conversant, with the meaning of this word.? The opponent objects
that since apprehension of an object means simply cognition of an
object, abhidhana too means just that®; Jayanta grants the first equation
but adds that cognition of an object is of three types, viz. perceptual
cognition that is brought about through a sense-organ, inferential
cognition that is brought about through a means other than a word,
' cognition of the form of verbal testimony (which is what constitutes
abhidhana) that is brought about through a word.® In passing Jayanta
makes another clarification; thus he says that a word acts as a probans
all right when the speaker’s intention or the like is to be inferred.”
This clarification is directed against those who would argue that an
alleged case of verbal testimony is but a case of inference where the
word listened acts as probans for inferring the speaker’s intention;
Jayanta does not deny the possibility of such an inference but insists
that the word listened is at the same time an independent means for
producing the type of cognition called verbal testimony. He, of course,
implies that a word is of the form of verbal testimony only in case
it comes from the mouth of an authoritative person, but the point is
made explicit while explaining as to what is meant by the word apta
occurring in the proposed definitiop of verbal testimony. In this
connection Jayanta bases himself on Vatsyayana who says : “An
authoritative ‘person is one who has a direct knowledge of what
constitutes religio_{xs duty (dharma), who is desirous of telling others -
what he knows, who does the speaking”.® Thus putting a gloss on
Vatsyayana’s words Jayanta submits that by ‘religious duty’ is to be
understood a subject-matter worth communicating, by ‘direct knowl-
edge’ authentic cognition of any type — not of the perceptual tvpe
alone, by ‘one who is desirous of telling others what he knows’ one
who is devoid of all attachment, by ‘one who does the speaking’ one
who is an expert'expositor.® By way of further clarification it is added
that an authoritative person has to be devoid of all attachment only
so far as the subject-matter under exposition is concerned, it being
impossible for any man to be altogether devoid of all attachment and
it being intended that the present description of an authoritative person
should equally apply to a sage, an aryan, a non-aryan.'° Then recalling
that certain others define authoritativeness as ‘vanishment of all
defilement’ Jayanta emphasizes that those people too must be having
in mind vanishment of defilement only so far as the subject-matter

IT.-R



104 INDIAN LOGIC

under exposition is concerned."! Lastly, a new point is raised as follows
: “Or since the present discipline is aimed at vindicating the validity
of Vedic testimony while God is the author of Vedas the present
description of an authoritative person literally applies to this author
of Vedas. For God actually has a perceptual cognition of religious
~duty. And when he is said to be one desirous of telling others
what he knows the meaning is that he is compassionate. Similarlly,
when he is said to be one who does the speaking, the meaning is that
he is the author of the entire body of scriptural texts like Vedas, etc.”"
These preliminary observations made by way of m{roQucmg the
Nyayasutra definition of verbal testimony set the tone for Jayanta's
long-ranging investigation into all sorts of topics that follows. Thus
at some place or other he is going to argue at length that a word is
not of the form of sphota supposed to be an eternal verity- not grasped
through ears, that it is also not of the form of an eternal verity grasped
through ears, that a word denotes also a ‘universal’ whith is an eternal
verity, that God exists, that Vedas are not an authorless composition
but a composition by God, that Vedas suffer from no deﬁcnency of
any sort, that there are also ‘texts other than Vedas that have to be
treated as scriptural texts—a formidable array of ontological and
theological topics; somewhat closely related to logic will be the
consideration of the question as to how a sentence though listened
word-by-word is grasped all at once, even more so that of the question
as to how a sentence yields meaning; a class by itself will be the
elaboration and refutation of the contention that the science of
grammar is all useless. However, before undertaking this rather
rambling voyage of discovery Jayanta creates an occasion for
discussing one very important question of logic, viz. whether all
cognition is intrinsically valid, a question whose relevance for the
problem of verbal testimony is nevertheless not apparent at once. All
this is preceded by two relatively brief but pertinent refutations, both
directed against the Buddhist. Thus it is first argued that the Buddhist
is wrong to maintain that verbal testimony is a case of inference, then
that he is wrong to maintain that a word has nothing to do with things
real. Jayanta’s entire performance deserves a consxderatlon that befits
its worth.
First to be considered is Jayanta’s refutation of the Buddhist ¥iew
that verbal testimony is a case of inference; (this refutation heavily
draws upon Kumirila’s corresponding refutation). The Buddhist's



NATURE OF VERBAL TESTIMONY 105
central argument is that since a word enables one to cognize the thing-
meant in virtue of one’s earlier acquired knowledge of the concerned
word-meaning relationship just as a probans enables one to cognize
the probandum in virtue of one’s earlier acquired knowledge of the
concerned invariable concomitance, verbal testimony is a case of
inference.!* And even granting that a word somehow yields meaning
even without resorting to inference his firm contention is that the
knowledge that what is thus meant is the case is a result of an inference
where the authoritative character of the speaker concerned acts as
probans.' To this is added that as a general rule what is inferred from
a word is the speaker’s intention to convey the information concerned
and not that this information is true.’* While answering the Buddhist
Jayanta first makes a distinction between a sentence and a single word
and argues that since a sentence conveys a meaning even when heard
for the first time the deriving-of this meaning cannot be a case of
inference; on the other hand, recalling the earlier acquired knowledge
of the meaning had by an individual word cannot be a case of inference
because the knowledge had through inference is always expressed in
the form of a sentence rather than an individual word.!® The suggestion
that in the case of an individual word what is inferred is the proposition
‘This word is possessed of the thing meant’ is rejected on the ground
that no conceivable sense can be attributed, to the phrase ‘a word being
possessed of the thing meant’ - the three alternative senses considered
and found wanting being ‘a word physically possesses the thing
meant’, ‘a word, possesses the capacity to inform about the thing
meant’, ‘a word possesses information about the thing meant’.'” To
this is added that one proceeds in one manner while inferring, in an
altogether different manner while learning a word-meaning or putting
to use one’s knowledge of a word-meaning.'®* The opponent argues
: “While learning the meaning of a word a child does apply the joint
method of concomitance-in-presence and concomitance-in-absence, a
method characteristic of inference. Thus it learns this meaning through
watching that its elders behave in one way when the word x is uttered
and not the word y, in another way when the opposite happens.”!’
Jayanta largely concedes the point but insists that what the child thus
learns is the conventional meaning of the word concerned and not any
invariable concomitance.® Then is answered the Buddhist’s contention
that a sentence conveys a true information only in virtue of an
inference where the authoritative character of the speaker concerned
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acts as probans; Jayanta’s simple point is that it is one thing to learn
the meaning of a sentence, another thing to infer that what is thus
meant is the case, so that the former is not a case of inference as the
latter doubtless is (in fact, the former is presupposed by the latter).”!
Similarly is answered the Buddhist’s contention that what is inferred
from a sentence is the speaker’s intention and not the truth or otherwise
of what this speaker says; again, Jayanta’s point is that it is one thing
to learn the meaning of a sentence, another thing to infer, that what
is thus meant is what the speaker intends to say, so that the former
is not a case of inference as the latter doubtless is (in fact, the former
is presupposed by the latter).” As can be seen, both the parties to the
present controversy admit that a sentence cannot convey its meaning
to the listener unless he is already conversent with the meaning of
the words concerned (as also with the concerned rules of"syntax). But
they differ as to whether or not the listener in thus putting to use an
earlier acquired knowledge is tgking recourse to inference. Really, all
case of putting to use an earlier acquired knowledge must essentially
be a case of inference. This is true not only of the case where one
seeks to understand the meaning of a sentence listened but also of the
case where one seeks to identify a thing come in contact with one’s
sense-organs. The Naiyayika felt that these two cases were not
obviously similar to the standard case of inferring fire from smoke
and so concluded that the former represents a new pramana called
verbal testimony, the latter another new ‘pramana called perception.
So far as the latter case was concerned the Buddhist too did not insist
that it is a case of inference, for.he had chosen to call it a case of
post-perceptual thought"(‘perception’ being his word for bare sensory
experience); in fact, this only meant that the case in question is a case
of inference though not obviously like the case of inferring fire from
smoke. On the. other hand, the former case was actually declared by
the Buddhist to be a case of inference; but since it too was not
obviously like the case of inferring fire from smoke the Naiyayika
quarrelled in a big way with him on this score! The Buddhist
emphasized that what a sentence conveys is the intention of the
speaker concerned and that a sentence is proved to be true when the
speaker concerned is proved to be an authoritative person; the
Naiyayika conceded both the points and yet insisted that that does
not mean that to understand the meaning from_a sentence is a case
of inference. Really, in the case of understanding the meaning of a
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sentence as also in the-case of perceptual cognition the real problem
was not to deny the presence of an inferential factor operative there
but to precisety define the nature of this inferential factor, a task. which
proved beyond the competence of our logicians largely because they
had conceived in a rather narrow fashion what inference consists in.
The following, for example, is how the process of understanding the
meaning of a sentence could be shown to involve an inferential factor
: “When the words x, y, z are joined according to this rule of syntax
the sentence means that the things denoted by x, y, z stand related
in this manner, and the words x, y, z denote these and these things.”

Having completed the above refutation Jayanta undertakes a
refutation of the Buddhist view that a word has nothing to do with
things real. Really, the Buddhist has a theory according to which
perception understood as bare sensory experience is what alone grasps
things real; and in line with this theory he declares that no thought
whatsoever—neither post-perceptual thought. nor an ordinary infer-
ence, nor an understanding of the meaning-of-a-sentence — has
anything to do with things real. Hence his view is presently refuted
by Jayanta. Thus the Buddhist argues : “The words of a sentence do
not acquaint one with things real; having little to do with things real
they are a product of mere thought. And what they do is to naturally
generate certain thought type -of. cognitions irrespective of how real
things behave. For example, the sentence ‘a hundred hordes of
elephants are.seated on the finger-tip’ has nothing to do with things
real.”® Jayanta pleads : “That way even eye, etc. often produce a false
cognition, but from this you do not conclude that eye, etc. have nothing
to do with things real”; the Buddhist retorts : “Eye, etc. are not in
themselves an instrument of false cognition, they become so in case
they are defective.”* Jayanta pleads : “Even words produce a false
cognition only in case they are uttered by a faulty person;” the
Buddhist retorts : “Even a faulty person produces no false cognition
if he just keeps silent while a sentence like ‘a hundred hordes etc.’
will produce-a false cognition even when uttered by a faultless person.
Moréver, eye etc. cease to perceive the wrong way as soon as the
falsity of the cognition concerned is realized, but a sentence like ‘a .
hundred hordes etc.” will produce a false cognition even when listened
for the hundredth time.”** Jayanta pleads : “Your conclusion follows
if words were never to produce a true cognition. But as a matter of
fact, when a faultless person says ‘there are fruits on the river-bank’
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the cognition generated is a true cognition;” the Buddhist retorts by
asking: “But what about the case when a faultless person utters a
sentence like ‘a hundred hordes etc.” ?”; Jayanta snubs him : “A
faultless person would not indulge in a frivolity like that.”? The
Buddhist pleads : “Granted that a faultless person would not utter a
frivolous sentence like that. Even then one would remain in doubt
whether no false cognition is generated because the person concerned
is faultless or because no words are uttered”; Jayanta retorts : “When
a sentence like ‘there are fruits etc.’ is uttered by a faulty person,
the people deceived thereby blame this person, not his words; when
the same sentence is uttered by a faultless person, the people correctly
informed thereby praise this person, not his words. From this it follows
that words are not in themselves a means of false cognition, what
makes them such a means are the faults vitiating the speaker.”” The
Buddhist pleads : “What words do, they do by themselves irrespective.
of who utters them”; Jayanta retorts : “This means that when words
produce a true cognition they do so by themselves, so that it is wrong
for you to say that words are by naturé a- means of false cognition.?
As a matter of fact, words are by nature-neither a means of false
cognition nor a means of true cognition, just as a lamp is by nature
neither; the only difference between the two is that a lamp produces
a cognition - false or true - by its sheer presence while words produce
a cognition - false or true - only when understood.”* As can be seen,
misguided by his pervert understanding that words have nothing to
do with things real the Buddhist is bent upon proving that white is
black. The endeavour is particularly tragic because he himself
normally distinguish between a true sentence and a-false one, it being
his own famous argument that a sentence is proved to be true in case
it is proved that the speaker concemned is an authoritative person.
Jayanta, on the other hand, is straightaway-endorsing the essentially
sound position that a sentence is true in case uttered by an authoritative
person, false otherwise. Here really closes the most important part of
Jayanta’s thesis on the question of verbal testimony. But at this stage
he is reminded of a queer position adopted on this question by the
Mimarhsaka. Thus the Mimarhsaka submits that a sentence is true not
only in case it is uttred by an authoritative person but also in case
it happens to be a sentence uttered by nobody, it being his belief that
the Vedas have the unique distinction of being a text composed by
no author. And this position maintained by the Mimarhsaka is a
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corollary to his general position that all cognition is intrinsically valid.
So keeping all this in mind Jayanta says :“In connection with the
question as to how verbal testimony is a pramana, the Mimarhsakas
have raised the question as to whether the validity of a cognition is
intrinsic or extrinsic. And this latter question is discussed by them not
for its own sake but for the sake of throwing light on the former
question.”*® Thus begins Jayanta’s discussion of what really constitutes
the second independent topic of Ahnika III, this Ahnika having four
such topics in all and as follows :

(i) The Nature of Verbal Testimony (a topic already covered

in our examination) : '

(ii)) The Validity of Cognition - Intnnsnc or Extrinsic

(iii) The Existence of God

(iv) The Eternity or Otherwise of a word

So it is these last three topics that we now examine one by one.

(ii) The Validity of Cognition — Intrinsic or Extrinsic

The Mimarmsa thesis that all cognition is intrinsically valid is
defended by the Kumarilite and the Prabhakarite in two very different
ways; so Jayanta first presents-and criticizes its Kumarilite version
and then its Prabhakarite version. .

The Kumarilite. begins by posmg four alternatives in this
connection, viz, (1) both the validity and invalidity of a cognition are
intrinsic, (2) both are extrinsic, (3) the invalidity is intrinsic, the
validity extringic, (4) the validity is intrinsic, the invalidity extrinsic.!
The position that the validity of a cognition is intrinsic is rejected on
the _ground that in that case it should be impossible for one to be
deceived in the activity one undertakes in the light of an invalid
cognition, for in that case one should be automatically assured that
the cognition in question is not valid; the position that the invalidity
of a cognition is intrinsic is rejected on the ground that in that case:
it should be impossible for one to undertake an activity in the light
of an invalid cognition, for in that case one should be automatically
assured that the cognition in question is invalid. These two points are
made by way of dismissing the first alternative.? But then the natural
conclusion ought to be that the second alternative is worthy of
acceptance ; and since this conclusion is not actually drawn while the
second point is repeated while dismissing the third alternative,? it is
clear that the first point is here made inadvertantly. Certainly it cannot
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be a Kumarilite’s contention that a cognition is not intrinsically valid.
While dismissing the third alternative the second point is further
buttressed by arguing that the invalidity of a cognition cannot be
intrinsic because this invalidity is caused when a defect is present in
the concerned causal aggregate and it is known when the cognition
concerned is contradicted by a subsequent cognition;* in this
connection the above first point is expressly repudiated by promising
that it will be later argued in details why the validity of a cognition
cannot be extrinsic,’ a repudiation further confirmed while dismissing
the second alternative (which itself endorses the above second point).°
Then begins a detailed repudiation of the first point, that i is a detailed
vindication of the thesis that the validity of a cognition is inrinsic.
But before all that is examined let a brief review be made of what
has already been said. Thus since the first three altgrnatlves are
rejected in the above manner, the fourth turns out to be the
Kumdrilite’s own alternative. Then what is said by way of arguing
that the validity of a cognmon cannet be intrinsic is something that
the Kumarilite is expected to argue against; for he has to show how
one is deceived in practice in case the preceding cognition happens
to be invalid, it being his contention that the validity of a cognition
is intrinsic. However, some clue to the working of his mind is given
by how he argues that the invalidity of a cognition cannot be intrinsic.
Thus to him the very fact that one undertakes activity in the light of
a cognition seems to suggest that the validity of a cognition is intrinsic,
a surmise to be confirmed by his detaifled agrumentation that is
forthcoming. Then we already have some idea of what is here meant
by the qualification ‘extrinsic’ as attributed to the validity or invalidity
of a cognition. Then we have been told how the invalidity of a
cognition is caused and how it is known; since this causation requires
an additional factor in the form of defect the invalidity is extrinsic
in one sense, since this knowledge requires the services of a subsequent
cognition the invalidity is extrinsic in another sense. So the Kumarilite
is expected to argue that since the causation of the validity of a
cognition requires no additional factor this validity is intrinsic in one
sense, since the knowledge of this validity requires no services of a
subsequent cognition this validity is intrinsic in another sense, an
expectation to be fulfilled by his detailed argumenation that is
forthcoming. And now we can take up this argumentation itself with
a view to evaluating its worth.
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The Kumarilite begins by defining valid cognition (= pramana)
as ‘that which reveals an object as it is’, so that validity of a cognition
(= pramanya) is defined as ‘being true of the object cognized’; and
then it is argued that the validity of a cognition, as thus understood,
is to be called extrinsic only in case it depends on something else but
that in fact it does not depend on anything else.” In this connection
dependence on something else is sought to be understood in three .
senses, viz. such dependence in respect of causation, it in respect of
functioning; it in respect of own-cognition;® and the point is made that
the validity of a cognition cannot be dependent on something else in
any of these three senses. The three alternatives are considered one
by one.

First is consideréd dependence in respect of causation. Thus one
might argue that the validity of a cognition depends on something else
because this cognition is produced by a causal aggregate that is
‘something different from this cognition itself; or one might argue that
the validity of a cognition depends on something else because this
validity is produced by a ‘merit’ that is something different from the

_causal aggregate which goes to produce this cognition itself.’” The
former argument will not prove that the validity of a cognition is
extrinsic, for as here conceived this validity and this cognition are
produced by the same ‘causal aggregate ; the latter argument is
. untenable.!® Really, it is the latter argument that presents the prima
4fac1'e view the Kumarilite is arguing against. Thus on his showing the
“merit’ here spoken of is mythical inasmuch as the causal aggregate
~which produces a cognition will produce a valid cognition in case it
just happens to be free of ail defect, not in case it also happens to
be equlpped with an alleged ‘merit’."" The Kumarilite’s point is that
-there are no three entities - viz. a cognition as such, a valid cognition,
an invalid cognition - requiting three separate sorts of  causal
aggregate for on his showing the same causal aggregate which when
vitiated by a defect produces invalid cognition produces valid
cognition when vitiated by no defect.’? Thus the same consideration
which demonstrates that the validity of a cognition is intrinsic also
demonstrates that its invalidity is extrinsic.
" Next is considered dependence in respect of functioning. Here the
Kumarilite’s simple point is that a cognition when once produced
performs its proper function iz, apprehension of the object concerned,
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without requiring anything else.'® The point is not much important and
has played no conspicuous role in the present controversy.

Lastly is considered dependence in respect of own-cognition and
the most important observations are made in this connection. Here the
question is whether the validity of a cognition is itself cognized
through a subsequent cognition, and the Kumdrilite contention is that
it is not." For on his showing this subsequent cognition alléged to
cognize the validity of a cognition could be one of the three things,
viz. (1) the cognition of a ‘merit’ belonging to the concerned causal
aggregate, (2) the cognition of an absence of contradiction, (3) the
cognition of the form of confirmation.'s The first alternative is rejected
on two grounds - viz. (1) there exists no ‘merit’ thus spoken of, (2) .
even if a cognition is inferred to be possessed of a merit in case it *
is found to produce the proper apprehension of an object, such an
inference will serve no purpose if the proper apprehension of an object
has already taken place while to say that this inference itself produces
this proper apprehension of an object will involve mutual depen-
.dence.'* The second alternative is rejected on the ground that a_
temporary absence of contradiction will serve no purpose while an all
time absence of contradiction can be available only to an omniscient
person.'” The third alternative is rejected on three grounds, viz. (1)
If by cognition of the form of confirmation is understood a subsequent
cognition of the original object itself, the new cognition will be in
the same boat as the original cognition and so will not go to confirm
it. (2) If by cognition of the form of confirmation is understood a
subsequent cognition of another object, the new cognition will have
nothing to do with the original cognition and so will not go to confirm
it. (3) If by cognition of the form of confirmation is understood a
subsequent cognition of practical success related to the object

- concerned then there will arise an infinite regress inasmuch as the
latter cognition will need confirmation at the hands of a third cognition
and so on and so forth, there being no reason why the second cognition
should require no confirmation if the first does.!® Really, the third
ground considered in connection ‘with the third alternative is most
important; for a cognition is in fact proved to be valid only in case
the practical activity undertaken in relation to the object concerned”
is found to be successful. So the Kumarilite pays special attention to
this ground. Thus he is ready to give thought to the suggeStion that
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there is something exceptional about the cognition of successful
practice, so that it stands in no need of further confirmation; but the
suggestion is rejected on the ground that in dream too there takes place
cognition of successful practice, a cognition so obviously illusory.'®
And granting that the cognition of successful practice stands in no need
of further confirmation, the point is made that this cognition serves
no purpose if the original cognition without waiting for a confirmation
well leads one to undertake a practical activity.?® The opponent pleads
“Practical activity undertaken in the wake of a cognition is of two
types—that undertaken .when this cognition is had for the first time
and that undertaken when it is had for another time; the former is what
goes to confirm the earlier had cognition, the latter is not that. This
is like a farmer first sowing a few paddy-seeds in an earthen bowl
and on finding them fit later on sowing a good number of them in
the open field; ' the Kumarilite fails to be convinced and retorts that
a cognition had for the first time and the same had for another time
are absolutely in the same category so far as their alleged confirmation
at the hands of a subsequent practical activity is concerned.?* The
opponent pleads : “One has a cognition that is doubtful, then makes
a move and then finds one’$ cognition practically confirmed. For
example,-one hears a sound coming from a particular direction and
is in doubt whether it is a singer singing or a black bee humming;
then proceeding in that direction ‘one finds that a singer is singing
there;”?* repeating his old point the Kumarilite retorts : “But in this
case too the practical move is made without waiting for a confirmation
which therefore serves no purpose.”? Thus the Kumarilite concludes
that the valldlty of a cognition does not depend on something else even
in respect of its own-cognition;> and since he has already proved that
it does not depend on something else in respect of causation or in
respect of functioning, his grand conclusion is that the validity of a
cognition does not at all depend on something else.? To this is added
that the invalidity of a cognition does depend on something else both
in respect of causation and in respect of own-cognition ; for an invalid
cognition is produced when the concerned causal aggregate is
possessed of a ‘defect’ while the invalidity of this cognition is
cognized when a subsequent cognition either reveals that the
concerned causal aggregate is possessed of a ‘defect’ or directly
contradicts the original cognition.”” This is how the Kumarilite
endorses the last of the four alternatives posed at the beginning of this
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present enquiry — that is, the alternative that the validity of a cogmtxon
is intrinsic, its invalidity extrinsic.®

Inspite of all this the opponent once more pleads : “When a
cognition arises it is just of the form of apprehension of an object.
a form which is common to valid cognition and invalid cognition. So
there does then arise a doubt as to whether this cognition is valid or
invalid, and this doubt will not go unless a subsequent cognition
confirms the matter one way or the cther. And that means accepung
the second of those four alternatives. that is, the alternative that both
the validity and invalidity of a cognition are extrinsic.”® The
Kumarilite remains unconvinced and retorts : “Since all cognition is
in a position to impel one to undertake a practical activity without
a moment’s doubt, all cognition is valid cognition as a general rule;
and when a subsequent cognition proves the original cognition to be
invalid it only proves that this original cognition comstitutes an
exceptional case.® True, there are obvious cases of doubtful cognition,
_but it will be unwarranted to hold that all cognition remains a doubtful
cognition until confirmed by a subsequent cognition.> Nay, there are
even cases when one doubts whether the subsequentlv arisen cognition
which contradicted the original cognition” and thus proved it to be
invalid is itself valid or not; but in such cases too a third cognition
will normally decide the matter one way or the other through
confirming either the original cognition or the second one; and if there
is a doubt whether the third cognition is valid or not a fourth one will
certainly decide the matter through confirming either the second
cognition or the third one.” Lastly, his thesis that all cognition is
intrinsically valid the Kumarilite applies to the cases of verbal
testimony in general and Vedic testimony in’ particular. In this
connection he cogitates as follows : “All cognition remains valid
unless a defect is proved to have vitiated the causal aggregate that
produced it. But in the case of verbal testimony the only possible
defect is a defect belonging to the speaker concerned. On the other
hand. the Vedas are a text that have existed there since ever without
a speaker having uttered them. So what the Vedas say is automatically
true.”® As can be seen, the whole edifice of the thesis that all
cognition is intrinsically valid has been erected by the Kumarilite just
to accommodate his dogma that Vedas are an absolutely infallible text.
For otherwise the thesis is so palpably absured. Certainly. it makes
no sense to say that a cognition remains valid until proved to be
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invalid. but this is what turns out to be the central import of the
Kumarilite thesis under examination. What can at the most be said
is that a cognition is believed to be valid until proved to be invalid,
but even that is not correct unconditionally, as is conceded by the
Kumarilite himself when he admits the possibility of cases when a
cognition is believed to be doubtful. But let us see how Jayanta argues
against the Kumarilite.

Jayanta begins by drawing a distinction between the everyday
objects cognized through perception, inference etc. and the supersensuous
objects cognized through Vedic testimony. Apparently his point is a
theological point. For he insists that a decision must be made as to
what ensures the validity of Vedic testimony while one might well
leave undecided the question as to what ensures the validity of a
perceptual cognition or the like; and he informs us that he is going
to demonstrate that the validity of Vedic testimony is ensured not
automatically but because of its particular origin.> However, J ayanta’s
present pose of modesty is deceptive inasmuch as he is now going
to concentrate all attention on the question as to what ensures the
validity of a perceptual cognition or the like. and this question he
decides by way of refuting the Kumarilite contention that all cognition
is intrinsically valid. Thus the Kumarilite has argued that the validity
of a coghition is intrinsic because it cannot be extrinsic either in
respect of causation or in respect of functioning or in respect of its
own-cognition. Jayanta considers all the three aspects of this argument
but before doing that he has undertaken an independent discussion that
throws much-light on the third of these aspects which is the most
important one. For he asks the Kumarilite as to whether according to
the latter all cognition just is valid or all cognition is cognized to be
valid; the first alternative is postponed for a subsequent consideration
which takes the form of meeting the Kumarilite’s objections following
the latter’s own order of succession, the second alternative is.
considered hére and now.* Now the Kumarilite has virtually argued
(1) that all cognition is valid because all cognition is of the form of
apprehension of an object and (2) that all cognition is valid because
all cognition is in a position to impel one to undertake a practical
activity without a moment’s doubt; but he develops his case in such
a manner that these arguments so crucial for the purpose are smuggled
in rather than thrust to the forefront. Jayanta’s present discussion has
the merit of punching these two arguments in a most effective manner.
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Thus he asks the Kumarilite : “When through perception a blue-patch
is cognized as a blue-patch what it is that cognizes that the cognition
concerned is a valid cognition ?7*¢ On Jayanta’s showing this
instrument must be either a perception or an inference;* he first argues
as to why it cannot be a perception, then as to way it cannot be an
inference. Both arguments are formulated in terms of certain
technicalities of the Kumarilite notion of pramana and pramanaphala
but their sum and substance is simple as also telling. For if the
Kumarilite were to maintain that all cognition autox’natxcally grasps
itself as a valid cognition then he must at least grant that all cognition
automatically grasps itself, a point actually conceded by the Buddhist
and the Prabhakarite and hotly contested by the Naiyayika and the
Kumarilite. Nay, while the Naiyayika granted the possibility. that a
cognition can be perceived the Kumarilite did not do even that and
insisted that a cognition can be cognized only by way of inference
with the concerned object-cognizedness acting as probans. Keeping -
all this in mind Jayanta urges againstfthe Kumarilite the following
points :

(1) A cognition cannot be percelved at all.

(2) The concerned object-cogmzedness can be cognized neither
through sense-born perception nor through a manas-born one, and even
if it is cognized through the latter that will not be a case of automatic
self-cognition.

(3) Even a manas-bom . perceptlon of the concerned object-
cognizedness cannot guarantee that the cogmtlon concerned is valid.”

(4) There can be pointed out no probans to infer the concerned
object-cognizedness in such a manner that the cogmtlon concerned
is guaranteed to be valid.

(5) The concerned object-cognizedness can at the most act as
probans for inferring the bare existence of the cognition concerned
but never for inferring that this cognition is vaild.*

The Kumarilite pays no serious thought to these points and glibly
remarks : “Experience reveals that a cognition of blue is a cognition
of blue, this being all that is meant when this cognition is declared -
to be valid.”* Jayanta retorts : “On this logic the cognition of nacre
as silver too should be declared to be valid, for this cognition is after
all a cognition of silver.” The Kumarilite pleads : “This ¢ognition
is doubtless invalid because a subsequently arisen cognition contra-
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dicts it. But owing to that it will not be proper to entertain doubt about
~ the validity of any and every cognition.” Jayanta retorts : “That
means that the cognition of the validity of a cognition is not something
automatic but something dependent on the cognition of an absence
of contradiction. Certainly, if a cognition is cognized to be valid as
soon as it is born, then we should never be deceived in our practice
undertaken on the basis of this cognition. But since we are actually
often thus deceived, it means that a cognition is not cognized to be
valid as soon as it is born, while we undertake practice on the basis
of a cognition while doubt yet persists about its validity.”* This is
the most crucial consideration and should refute the Kumarilite’'s
argument that all cognition is cognized to be valid because all
cognition can possibly impel one to undertake practical activity. But
he pleads : “One does not experience doubt when one cognizes nacre
as silver and undertakes activity on the basis of this cognition, it being
impossible to undertake activity on the basis of a cognition that is
recognized to be doubtful. Why then unnecessarily posit doubt in a
case where no doubt is actually experienced ?”* Thus for the
Kumarilite a cognition is valid simply in case no doubt happens to
~ be entertained about its validity. So Jayanta proceeds to explain :
“True, a doubt generally involves a consideration of two possibilities,
which is not the case when nacre is cognized as silver. But since
subsequent practice proves this cognition to be invalid, the presump-
tion is necessary that this practice was undertaken when there was yet
doubt about the validity of this cognition. Certainly if this cognition
when it was born was valid and was cognized to be valid then the
subsequent deception in practice would have been.impossible; on the
other hand, if it was then cognized to be invalid then no practice would
. have been possible at all.”** Jayanta’s peint is that in case a cognition

is netiher cognized as valid nor coﬁ?;eld as invalid the meaning is
that it is cognized as doubtful; (while making this point Jayanta refers
to the Kumarilite’s own contention that a cognition at the time when
it is born is cognized neither as valid nor as invalid, a contention partly
a product of inadvertance). Jayanta concedes that the doubt
concerned is not experienced consciously but he insists that,
objectively speaking, not to be sure about the validity of a cognition
is to be doubtful about its validity; on his showing, the ground for
this doubt is the circumstance that a cognition, whether valid or
otherwise, is of the form of apprehension of an object while at the
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time this cognition is had there are noticed.in it no features which
should mark out a valid cognition from an invalid one*” The
Kumarilite feels otherwise and submits that there are certain features
specific to valid cognition which are noticed as soon as it is born;
Jayanta challenges him to point out a single such feature.”® As J ayanta
in effect argues, such a feature cannot be ‘lucidity’, ‘absence of a
feeling of doubt’, ‘not encountering a contradiction’, or ‘being true
of its object’, for the first two might be present in all cognition whether
valid or not while the last two are not noticed at the time when a
cognition is born.* To this is added that if there really were any
features that are specific to valid cognition one should never act on
the basis of an invalid cognition and find oneself deceived.® This is
how Jayanta argues that practical activity is well possible on the basis
of a doubtful cognition.’' But he hastens to add : “Of course, we t0o
do not advocate an all-out prevalence of doubt. For our only point
is that it is impossible to cognize the validity of a cognition at the
very time when it is born.” Thus closes Jayanta’s independent
discussion of the Kumarilite thesis that all cognition is intrinsically
valid; then comes a discussion of the same following the Kumarilite’s
own order of exposition. ' .
Jayanta undertakes to refute the three aspects of the Kumarilite’s
contention that the validity of a cognition cannot be extrinsic; for the
latter has argued that it cannot be extrinsic in respect of causation,
in respect of functioning, in respect of own-cognition. Thus Jayanta
argues that the validity of a cognition is" extrinsic’ in fespect of
causation because the causal aggregate which produces a cognition
produces a valid cognition when containing a ‘merit’, just as on the
Kumarilite’s own showing it-produces an invalid cognition when
containing a ‘defect’.”> The argument is of doubtful cogency because
a ‘merit’ thus speken of is really mythical, as the Kumarilite has
pointed out for his own reasons. Really, both the Kumarilite and .
Jayanta are conceding that there are only two types of cases when a
cognition is produced, both calling them the cases of valid cognition
and the cases of invalid cognition and both maintaining that the latter
type of cases presuppose the presence of a ‘defect’ in the concerned
causal aggregate. But from the fact that there are no third type of cases
when a cognition as such is produced, the Kumarilite draws the false
conclusion that a cognition as such is a valid cognition. For ‘a
cognition as such ° thus spoken of is mythical. On the other hand,
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from the fact that in the cases of invalid cognition the concerned causal
aggregate contains a ‘defect’ Jayanta drawn the false conclusion that
in the cases of valid cognition the concerned causal aggregate contains
a ‘merit’. For a ‘merit’ as thus spoken of is mythical. As a matter of
fact, the concerned causal aggregate produces valid cognition when
it happens to be free from all defect, it produces invalid cognition when
it happens to be suffering from a defect. Then Jayanta argues that the
validity of a cognition is extrinsic in respect of functioning because
each member of the concerned causal aggregate depends on every
other member of this aggregate, he having conceded that this aggregate
as a whole does not depend on anything else.* It is doubtful whether
the Kumarilite had all this in mind when he spoke of the validity of
a cognition being not extrinsic in respect of functioning. For his only
point was that a cognition when once produced performs its proper
function - viz, apprehensién of the object concemed — without
requiring anything else, a point Jayanta concedes without fearing any
danger to his own position.” In any case, the point is not important.
Lastly Jayanta argues that the validity of a cognition is extrinsic in
respect of its own-cognition because this validity is cognized through
the instrumentality of another cognition arisen subsequently. This is
the most important aspect of the problem and is developed in details,
but thig. aspect. was already well covered by Jayanta’s earlier
independent discussion of the problem. So picking up his threads
Jayanta now argues that if it is granted that the validity of a cognition
is cognized niot at all then there is no option to further granting that
it is cognized through the instrumentality of another cognition arisen
subsequently, his point being the old point that a cognition at the very
time when' it arises is not cognized to be valid.*® This time Jayanta
explicitly contends that-a cognition is cognized to be valid when it
is found to give rise to successful practice.”” But then the Kumarilite
has argued against a contention like that, and Jayanta proceeds to argue
against his argument. First of all, a flimsy point is disposed of.. Thus
the Kumarilite says : “A cognition being something momentary it is
already past when its validity is sought to be tested; so whose validity
it is that is being tested ?”; Jayanta retorts : “That is childish talk.
For the same thing can be said also about the testing of the invalidity
of a cognition, a testing which you yourself consider possible.”*® Then
begins a serious consideration of the difficulties urged by the
Kumarilite. Thus the Kumarilite has argued that if one already

IL-9
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- undertakes an activity on the basis of a cognition, then a subsequent
testing of its validity serves no purpose; Jayanta retorts : “Yes, one
can undertake an activity even on the basis of a doubtful cognition.
But by realizing that the validity of a cognition is not automatic but
is tested on the basis of some criterion one becomes convinced that
the validity of a verbal testimony in general and Vedic testimony in-
particular is to be tested on the basis of whether the speaker coricerned
_is or is not an authoritative person.”® Jayanta’s point is essentially
valid but its theological motivation is noteworthy. Really, a cognition
derived from verbal testimony is no exception to the general rule that
in the final count its validity has to be tested by applying the criterion
of successful practice. But a theologian inevitably deals with'sQ many
supersensuous things in whose case there arises no question of
applying the criterion of successful practice. So Jayanta the theologian
argues that in the case of verbal testimony the criterion for testing
the validity of a cognition is whether the speaker concerned is an
authoritative person, just as in the €ase of perception, inference efc.
it is whether the concerned subsequent practice is successful.
However, another noteworthy thing is that throughout the present
discussion Jayanta is concentrating his attention on the cases of
~everyday cognition had through perception, inference etc. In any case,
Jayanta next considers the Kumarilite’s objection that if all cognition
is to be tested by applying a criterion then the cognition of successful
practice too should be tested likewise, which wijll lead to an infinite
regress; Jayanta retorts : “It goes counter to all common experience
that the cognition of successful practice too should stand in need of
further testing. For certainly, at the time of experiencing successful
practice in relation to an object one has no doubt whatsoever that one
is actually experiencing successful practice. So there arises no
question of testing the validity of a cognition having successful
practice for its object, just as it arises in the case of the cognition of
an original object.”® Towards the close of his argumentation Jayanta
says that the cognition of successful practice is such a distinct type
of cognition that its validity is self-obvious.5' The Kumarilite asks :

«“What is distinctive about this cognition ?”'; Jayanta replies : “Such
a cognition is never had in the presence of illusory objects”; the
Kumarilite objects : “But one does have such a cognition during a
dream where the objects cognized are all illusory™; Jayanta retorts :
“During waking time one has an indubitable realization that one is



VALIDITY — EXTRINSIC OR INTRINSIC 121

not dreaming but is wide awake. And the cognition of successful
practice had dyring that time is really of a distinct type inasmuch as
such a cognition is never had in the presence of illusory objects.”®*
To this is added that the cognition of successful practice can be proved
to be valid also as a result of examining the causal aggregate that
produced this cognition and finding it all proper, in this connection
quoting the Kumarilite’s own contention that one should not doubt
the validity of a cognition in case even best efforts reveal no defect
in the causal aggregate that produced the cognition.® The Kumarilite
asks : “Then why not test the validity of the original cognition itself
rather than that of the cognition of successful practice ?”; Jayanta
taunts : “Will that prove that the original cognition was valid
automatically ? The fact of the matter is that people do not pause to
test the validity of a cognition as it arises but straightaway undertake
an activity on its basis and then see whether this activity is successful
or not.”s Lastly, it is argued that since all are agreed as to what
distinguishes a valid cognition from ‘an invalid cognition it should not
be impossible to decide about a given cognition whether it is valid
or invalid, this being Jayanta’s answer to the Kumarilite who has
argued that an infinite regress must be the result in case one cognition
is tested by another, the second by a third and so on and so forth.®
Thus closes Jayanta’s criticism of the‘ Kumarilite thesis that all
cognition ‘is intrinsically valid. On the whole, he has been able to
demonstrate that no cognition whatsoever—not certainly any and
every cognitions—has a right to be declared valid without being tested
through the application of an appropriate criterion (in the final count,
the criterion of successful practice). : .

Jayanta next criticizes the Prabhakarite version of the Mimarisa
thesis that all cognition is intrinsically valid. Here again the
Prabhakarite’s case is presented first and refuted afterwards. But the
Prabhakarite hifnself presents his case after having first criticized the
rival alternatives — first of all, the Nyaya alternative. Thus the
Prabhakarite begins by complaining against the Kumarilite that the
latter plays into the hands of the Naiyayika by granting the possibility
of there being cases of invalid cognition, the former’s own position
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