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FOREWORD

The L.D. Institute of Indology has great pleasure in publishing Slokavartika-
A Study by Dr. K. K. Dixit. His aim in this stady is to present a critico-
analytical summary of the text.

In Chapter I Dr. Dixit tries to correct our general impression that Mimarmsa
is concerned with rituals only and has very little to contribute to Indian Philo-
sophy. As a matter of fact, ‘the Mimamsaka followers of Kumarila and Prabha-
kara have contributed gems to the treasure-house of Indian Philosophy’. Then
he analyses the subject-matter of the Slokavartika of Kumirila and rearranges
topics discussed in the text. Chapters II and III are devoted to the treatment
of six ways ef knowing (Pramanas). All the important and crucial problems per-
taining to each pramana are critically explained and examined. Chapter 1V refutes
the Buddhist idealism and Chapter V expounds the Mimarsa conception of soul.
This shows that the work deals with all the main problems of Indian Philosophy.
We are grateful to Dr. Dixit for this illuminating work. -

It is hoped that ihe publication of this work will be of considerable value to
the students of Indian Philosophy.

L. D. Tastitute of Indology Nagin J. Shah
Ahmedabad-9 B . Director -
15th December 1982
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PREFACE

The following appraisal of Kumarila’s Slokavartika wasattempted some nine years
back as a part of the series which likewise took under its purview Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavartika and Jayaata’s Nyayamaijari; (the texts were taken up for consideration
in the order here indicated). The idea was to present before the readers of ancient
Iadian Philosophy a critico-analytical summary of these three most outstanding
works of three most outstanding schools of ancient Indian Philosophy. Of courze, a
word of explanation is needed as to why precisely these works were regarded as the
most ovtstanding works and these schools as the most outstarding schools. For it
is quite possible to take a different view of the matter; nay, it is seldom - if ever
~ that these works and these schools are assigned so much importarce as this.

To my mind philosophy is what Hegel calls ‘a thinking consideration of things’
and philosophy as thus understood reached maturity in India in the period lying
between 300 A. D. and 1000 A. D.; what appeared before this period represented
philosophy’s infancy, what appeared after this period its senility. So it was in this
intermediate period that most mature - that is, most logical - consideration of
philosophical issues was undertaken by our authors who were divided into three
great camps, viz. those manned by the Nyaya-Vaisesikas, the Dinnagite Buddhists
and ‘the Kumarilite aad Prabhakarite Mimamsakas. These authors defended their

* views in conscious cenfrontation with those of their rivals and the circumstance
made for a considerable amount of clarification of issues. A clos¢c study — even a
cursory study — of their texts reveals that these authors painstakingly sought to
understand the rival views and do as much justice fo them as was possible. Natur-
ally, with the passage of time their views grew in malurity though a tendency to
hair-splitting made its appearance towards the period under consideration (and its
became a bane of what I have chosen to call the ‘period of senility’). Thus it wa
that the most weighty texts of the Kumarilite Mimarhsakas and Dinnagite Buddhists,
viz. Kumarila’s Slokavartika and Dharmakirti’s Pramanavartika were composed in
6th-7th Centuries A. D. though - as if to serve as an exception to the rule just
hinted - the most weighty text of the Nyaya School - viz. Jayanta’s Nyayama#jari ~
was composed in 10th Century A, D. Here is my reason for choosing these three
texts by way of presenting before readers the most outstanding specimens of the
ancient Indian philosophical speculation.

And as indicated above, my aim was to present a critico-analytical summary of
the texts thus chosen. For a reader has to be acquainted with the entire range of
problems discussed in these texts and with the mode and terminology adopted in the
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course of pursuing this discussion — hence summary, Next he needs to be helped in
following the logic of the arrangement given to the topics discussed (in case needed
by suitably rearranging these topics) — hence an analysis. Lastly, he is to be tolci,
about the most glaring weaknesses vitiating the positions adopted in these texts -
hence a criticism. Details of this sort of treatment accorded to Kumarila’s $loka-
vartika are to be gleaned from the pages that follow.

, Slokavartika is primarily a text dealing. with the problems of logic though - here
occasion is found to take up for consideration certain problems of ontology as well.
And among problems of logic u‘most importance is attached to those pertaining to
verbal testimony. Hence the two chief chapters of the present monograph-viz. Chap-
ters 11 and IlI- successively offer a critico-analytical summery of Kumarila’s treat-
meat of verbal testimony and that of his treatment of the remaining means of valid
cognition. And the two subsidiary chapters -viz. Chapters 1V ‘and V - similarly
offer a critio- _analytical summary of Kumarila’s treatment of two ontological topics
which to him appeared to be considerably important - viz. the refutation of idealism
and the claboration of a doctrine of soul. This way it has been possible to
summarise almost the entire content of the text, to analyse this content (after making
minor rearrangements) and to criticise its most glaring weaknesses,

While rendering Kumarila’s ideas into English my ideal has been to do mo
violation to the spirit of these ideas and yet to dress them up in readable English.
How far this ideal bas been realised is for the readers to judge.

For the Sanskrit text Slokavartika use has been made of the Chowkhamba .
gaaskrit Series edition which also carries the commentary Nyayaratnakara of Partha-

sarathi Miéra.

Ajoy Bhavan K. K. Dixit
New Delhi

$-11-82
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Students of Indian philosophy are generally accustomed to think that the Mimaxhsa
school, since it flourished under the patronage of priests wholeheartedly devoted to
the problems of Vedic ritualism, has little to offer that should interest them. As a matter
of fact, however, it 1s one of the three Indian schools whose philosophical output
has been most original and extensive, the other two being the Nyiya-Vaidesika scksool
and the school of Buddist logic founded by Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. There is deubt-
less something freakish about a Buddhist or a Mimarnsaka taking genuine interest
in philosophy. For Buddha is already noted for his antipathy towards metaphysical
speculations and it would have surprised no one if there "never arose a school of.
Buddhism to cultivate philosophy in right earnest. Likewise, it would have surprised
no one if the priestly propoundasrs of Mimarsa left philosophy. severely alone. But
as things stand, both the Buddhist followers of Dinndga and. Dharmakirti and the
Mimamsaka followers of Kumarila and Prabhidkara have contributed gems' to the
treasure-house \of Indian philosophy. A case in point is $lokavartika, Kumarila's
magnum opus and a very high-ranking philosophical masterpiece. ‘

As a Mimisaka Kumarila stood committed to maintain the thesis that Vedas
are an authorless composition. For in the eyes of his school and schoolmates some
such thesis alone would ensure that Vedas are an absolutely infallible source so far.
‘as our knowledge of religious matter is concerned. The argument was that since
religion deals with things supersensuous and since no man, however * competent, can
by himself cognize things supersensuous knwledge of religious ‘matter cannot be
yielded by a source originating from man. For various reasons, historically determined,
the Mimarhsakas did not posit God and so they also could not say that "knowledge
of religious matters is to be yielded by a source of divine origin. Thus cornered
(rather thhs having cornered themselves) they fell back upon the thesis that knowledge
of religious matters is to be yielded by Vedas which are a text devoid of origin,
human or divine. To the outsiders this thesis sounded nothing short of preposterous
but within the body of a Mimarhsaka’s philosophical speculation it acted as a
veritable running thread. For one thing, it is this circumstance that' explains as to
why the Mimirhsaka is so much preoccupied with the problem of verbal testimony
‘and as to why he thinks it necessary to bestow consideration on the means of
valid cognition other than verbal tcstimoany placed at man’s disposal. For he has to
demonstrate that no means of valid cognition other than verbal testimony placed at
man’s disposal can yield knowledge of things supersensuous' in general and’ ‘religious
matters in particular, and this necessitafes a consideration of the nature of these
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means of valid cognition; similarly, he has to demonstrate that Vedas are a case
of verbal testimony requiring no personal agent as its source and this necessitates
a consideration of the nature of verbal testimony in general. What other philosophical
problems the Mimarhsaka cares to consider are incidental to these two central
sets of problems. This at least is the picture that is left on one’s mind after a close
.perusal of Slokavartika. Thus the text deals with important philosophical problems
in its 18 sections bearing the following titles (what is here ignored bemg a very
small portion devoted to relatively unimportant problems)

- I  Codanasitra X  Citraksepavada
II  Pratyaksasitra - XI  Sphotavada
IIl  Niralambanavida ’ Xl Akptivada
v Sinyavada XIII  Apohaviada
. 'V Anumanapariccheda . X1V Vanavida
VI Sabdapariccheda XV Sambandhaksepaparihira
VII Upamanapariccheda ' XvI  Atmavada
VIII .Arthapattipariccheda xvir Sabdanityatddhikarar_za \
IX . Abhavapariccheda XVIII Vakyadhikarana

Here as many as 9. sections take up questions related to the problems of
verbal testimony; this as follows : .

1. Section VI demonstrates how the acquisition of the meaning of a word on
someone’s part is not a case of inference,

2. Section X indicates as to what precisely is the type of relationship obtaining
between a word and its meaning and as to how in practice one grasps this
relationship. : )

3. Section XI demonstrates (i) that a letter or a word is a single eternal entity
and not a perishing entity possessed of an appropriat: universal, and (ii) that a
word is an entity made up of the letters concerned and not an mdependent entity
(called sphota) made manifest by these. letters.

- 4. Section XII demonstrates the existence of universals in the context of arguing
that the signification of a word lies in a universal (rather than a particular possessed
of the appropriate universal). ,

5. Section XIII refutes the Buddhist contention that the signification of a word lies
not in a universal but in a bare conceptual demarcation.

" 6. Section XIV further develops the position maintained in section XII.

" -

7. Section XV denies the possibility of a conventional . fixing of the relationship
between a word and its meaning—the argument being that this relationship s eternal
and patural. ’

8. Section XVII argues that a letter or 3 word is something eternal and not

gomething perishing,
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9. Section XVIII demonstrates that a sentence yiélds meaning not through the
instrumentality of its words but through that of the meanings corresponding to those
words (the Sanskrit word for ‘wordmeaning’ being ‘padartha’ which also means an
entity).

Similarly, five sections - viz. I1, V, VII-IX - deal with those five means of valid
cognition which the Kumarilite Mimarnsakas posit besides verbal testimony; these
means are pratyaksa or perception (II), anumana or inference (V), upamina or analogy
(VII), arthapatti or implication (VIII), abhava or absence (IX). Then there ‘remain
only four sections - I, III, IV, XVI; of these, section I secrves as an introduction to
the whole text as is evident from the fact that it deals with the following four topics :

(i) The validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition—are they intrinsic to this
cognition or extrinsic to it ?

(ii) Vedas as an authorlcss composxtlon are alone an outhority ~concerning
religious matters. ’ o

(ili) No man can by himself acquire knowledge of things supersensuous in
general and religious matters in pertlcular. i

(Giv) What constitutes a religious act ?

of the remaining ones sections III and IV are devoted to a refutation of Buddhlst'
indealism while section XVI is devoted to demonstrating the existence and nature
of soul; both these are pieces of philosophical speculation of considerable importance
but viewed in the total present contest they are of a somewhat miscellaneous : sort
—somewhat comparable to the interesting and important speculations strewn throfighout
the body of Slokavartika. (e. g. the refutation of theism in section XV, wv. 43-86,
the refutation of momentariness in section XVII vv. 424-41) '

It will therefore be advisable to examine the contents of .§Iokavdrtika‘ under the
following four Heads : '

1 Verbal Tetimony

II Means of valid cognition other than verbal testimony,

III Refutation of Idealism.

IV Doctrine of soul.



CHAPTER I1

"VERBAL TESTIMONY

Before taking up for consideration the relevant texts let us have a cursory glance
at the way Kumarila views the problem of verbal testimony. On this question
discussion is conducted on two levels not unconnected with one another; they might
be -called the. ontological level and the logical level and they are not unconnected
with one another for the reason that Kumarila maintains certain positions as regards
the ontological status of words precisely because he has to defend certain positions
as regards the logical status of verbal testimony. Kumarila finds it striking that a
word means the same thing whenever it is uttered, wherever it -is Juttered, by whom-
soever it is uttered, to whomsoever it is uttered; from this he concludes that a word
must be an eternal and ubiquitous entity possesed of an inherent capacity to denote
the thing it does, Of course, Kumarila concedes that one must acquaint oneself with
the denotative capacity of a word if one is to employ it or understand it, but his
argument is that this capacity must be already present there in this word if one is
to -acquaint oneself with it just as the thing to be seen must be already present there
if one is to see it with the help of one’s eyes and the accessories like light etc,
Kumarila thinks that all this remains unaccounted for if a word is regarded not as an
eternal 'eptity' but. as a transient entity produced by the speaker ¢at the time of
speaking) and pershing then and there. On this latter supposition—so thinks Kumarila—
it cannot be said that the same word means the same thing whenever it is uttered;
for how it should be impossible to say about two words uttered under different
circumstances that they are the same words, Kumarila also says a lot about the conditions
under which a word is uttered and heard, and his point is that what takes place
under these conditions is that a word existing everywhere and always is made
manifest here and now. In the times of Kumarila there also prevailed a view-called
sphotavida-according to which a word is not only an eternal and ubiquitous entity
but also an impartite entity-so that the letters suppased to constitute it do not really
constitute it but only manifest it at the time of its being uttered and heard. The
distinction of this view from Kumarila’s own is extremely subtle but he has thought
it neceésary to refute it in no wuncertain terms. On Kumdirila’s visw, the letters of
a word are its real constituent units and what makes it manifest ace not these
letters but the vocal activity on the part of the speaker concerned-an activity aimed
-at pronoimcing these letters. Kumirila himself finds it somewhat difficult to explain
how both a letter and a word are of the form of an eternal and ubiquitious entity;
for a word seems to be only certain letters arranged in an ordered succession but an
ordered succession which is eternal and which obtains between elements that are themselves
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eternal is not easy to comprehend, Kumarila has also discussed as fo how a sentence yields
its meaning, His understanding is that this meaning is yiclded by the constituent words
of this sentence not directly but through the mediation of their respective meanings,
This thesis, apparently innocent, becomes intriguing on account of the ambiguity of
the Sanskrit word padartha which means both word-meaning and entity, so that Ku-
marila seems to be saying that the words of a sentence yield its meaning fot diréctly
but through the mediation of the entities they stand for, a puzzling statement. Then
Kumarila has refuted the view according to which verbal testimony is but a case of
inference; his point is that no inference of any sort is involved either in one grasping
the meaning of a word or in one grasping the meaning of a sentence. Kumarila does
not deny that we infer the truth or falsity of a sentence on the ground whether the
speaker concerned is trustworthy or otherwise, but he would insist that no sort of
‘inference is required to elicit meaning out of a sentence. It is difficult to see how a
sentence — i. ., a sentence not judged to be true or false —can be a posible case of
verbal testimony, and for all practical perposes'Kumérila himself would concede that
only a sentence judged to be true is a case of valid verbal testimony. It is a. different
matter altogether that Kumarila has persuaded himself that a sentence is judged to
be true not only when the speaker concerned is found to be tiustworthy but also
when it is found to possess no speaker at all (Vedas being a collection of such
sentences as possess no speaker at all). These so many aspects of Kumarila’s under-
standing of the nature of verbal testimony have received a more or less elaborate-
treatment in different parts of Slokavartika; we consider these parts one by one

Section I (Codanastitra)

This section which, as has already been noted, serves as an introduction to the
whole text provides a good clue to the basic working of Kumirila’s mind on the
questions of philosophy in general and those of verbal testimony in particular. His
central argument here is that Vedas are an absolutely infalliable text concerning
religious matters because they are an authorless text. It is in this connection that -
Kumarila first undertakes a consideration of ths general problem of intrinsic versus.
extrinsic validity of cognition (vv. 33-61) and then applies it to the particular case of
varbal testimony (vv. 62-109). In a nutshell his position is thatall cognition is valid unless
proved to be otherwise (vv. 47-53); and proceeding further he argues that since in a
verbal testimony the only possible source of invalidity is the untrustworthy character of
the speaker concerned a verbal testimony devoid of all speaker.is automatically proved
to be valid (vv. 62-63). Needless to say, if Kumarila’s present argumentation is
valid and if Vedas are really an authorless text then whatever they say must be true.
‘But the difficulty with Kumarila’s argumentation is that a piece of cognition not
prdved to be iavalid is not necessarily valid, it might be valid but it might as well
be otherwise. And the less said ‘the better about Kumarila’s fond belief that Vedas
are an authorless text. Be that as it may, it is in this background that we have to
follow Kumarila’s famous saying ’
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atyantasaty api hy arthe jianam $abdah karoti hi |
tenotsarge sthite tasya dosabhavat pramanata [| 6 ||

In view of what has just been said the verse is to be translated as follows : “A
word verily produces understanding concerning even an altogether absent object.
Thus exhibiting the basic feature of ali cognition ~viz. self-validity—it is confirméd
as a case of valid cognition when no defects are present in it.”” It is difficult to see
why a piece of cognition should require to be confirmed as valid if it is already self-
valid to begin with and why it should be treated as self-valid “to begin with if it
later on requries to be confirmed as valid. In all this, however, Kumirila has posed
in his own manner an important philosophical problem-viz. ‘that of the mechanism
through which words produce understanding concerning things; in future it will be
his 'endeavour to attack this problem now from this side, now from that.

Section VI (Sabdapariccheda)

In this section Kumrila considers the question whether verbal ‘testimony is to
be treated as a case of inference. As he tells us, the Buddhists and Vaisesikas answer
it in the affirmative, the Safikhya etc. in the negative (v. 15). On his own. part,
Kumarila would side with latter but he feels dissatisfied with the procedure adopted
by them in this connection, and mostly his difficulty with them is that the feature
which' according to them distinguish verbal testimony from inference are actually
found even in certain cases of inference (vv. 15-37). For example, they say that a
word is associated with its meaning accdrding to an arbitrary convention but not
so a probans with its probandum; he points ut that when a particular bodily
gesture is made to stand for a particular situation it is associated with the latter
according to an arbitrary convention and yet it acts as a probans for the latter (vv.
19-20). Again, they say that a word and its meaning bear the same form but not a
probans and its probandum; he points out that when reflection in a mirror is made
the ground for inferring the thing reflected the probans and the probandum too bear
the same form (26-27). Likewise, they say that a sentence not propetly understood
suggests various shades of meaning but nething of the sort happens with a probans;
he points out that a probans not properly discriminated suggests the presence of
various probanda (v. 32 ). Lastly, they say that verbal testimony requires no
mention of an illustration while an inference does; he points out that an inference
with a well-known relation of invariable concomitencc too can dispense with the
services of an illustration (v. 33), Then Kumarila considers the position of certain
Mimamsakas who distinguish verbal testimony from the remaining means of valid
cognition on the ground that it possesses an altogether unique subject-matter (vv.
38-43). He conceds that this description would well apply to Vedic verbal testimony
but goes on to add that it would fail to cover the cases of human verbal testimony.
The suggestion that the cases of human verbal testimony be treated as cases of
inference he rejects on the ground that.there is something unique even about these
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cases. Lastly, Kumirila quotes the view of certain other Mimamsaka according to
which verbal testimony is that particular case of inference in which things are inferred
from words (whereas in other cases of inference things are inferred from things) (vv.
44-45), -He raises, no specific objection against this view but comes out with the
general contention that to reduce verbal testimony to a case of inference must involve
the supposition that all valid verble testimony comes from an authoritative person,
a supposition not applicable to Vedic verbal testimony (vv. 46-50). Consequently, he
also rejects the definition according to which verbal testimony is the cognition yielded
by the words of .an authoritative person (v.52). However, referring back to this own
view formulated in section I and already considered by us he offers a counter defini-
tion according to which verbal testimony is the cognition yielded. by words, a
cognition that is valid in its own right and remains so unless defects are detected in
it (v.53). Then Kumarila undertakes a long refutation of the view that the ecquisition
of the meaning of a word on one’s part is a case of inference (vv. 54-98). In this
connection his chief argument is that all inference presupposes the cognition of a
relation of invariable concomitance between the concerned probans and probandum
but that the only relation obtaining between a word and its meaning is the relation
of denoter-and-denoted, a relation whose very cognition renders superfluous -inference
sought to be based on this cognition (vv. 65/2-66/1, 76-77, 94). More sigdificantly,
Kumarila soon argues that the acquisition of the meaning of a word is pot a case of
acquiring valid cognition strictly so called which is always of the from of the
cognition of a situation-a novel situation at that (the cognition of word-meaning
being no cognition of a situation) (vv. 99-107). On this very ground, however, he
would even not mind if the acquisition of word-meaning is proved to be a case
of inference; for what he is chiefly interested in maintaining is that verbal testim\ony
is not a case of inference while verbal testimony is always of the form of a rightly
constructed sentence and never of the form of loose words (v. 108). As for the acquistion
of sentential meaning itself, Kumarila is convinced that it is so unique a performance
that it is impossible to reduce it to a case of inference; hence his taunt that the
acquisition of word-meaning is sought to bs reduced to a case of inference by people
who find it frighteningly impossible to redt}ce to a case of inference the acquisition
of sentential meaning (vv. 109-11).
Section X (Citraksepavada) . : ?
In this section Kumarila makes his start with the following two pieces of inference
(1) *“A Vedic sentence is true,because in respect of its meaning it is independent
of a speaker, just as a word is true because in respect of its meaning it is independent
of a speaker.” (v. 1). (2) “The coguition yielded by a Vedic sentence is valid because
it is cognition yielded by an authorless sentence, just as the cognition yielded by
any sentente is valid.” (v. 2). The first ihference is.fallacious because a word is trie
in, respect of its meaning only in the, trivial sens¢ that it means what it means,. whcreas/
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a Vedic sentence has to be true in the far more important sence that what it says
is the case; glossing over this vital diffcrence as regards the meaning of the word

‘true’ Kumarila argues that'a word is true in respect of its meaning because nobody
ever gave this word this meaning and a Vedic sentence is true because nobody ever

composed it. Kumarila’s' position becomes still more vulnerable when it is remembered
that each single word has a history of its being given the meaning it now expresses.
Similarly fallacious is Kumarila’s second inference. The cognition yielded by an
ordinary sentence is valid only in the Kumarilian sense that it is valid unless proved
invalid; but the cognition yielded by a Vedic sentence has to be valid in the sense
that it.is never going to be proved ‘invalid. This is-a gross discrepancy of contents
but a formal discrepancy too lurks here. For the word ‘authorless’ occurring in the
probans is anomalous inasmuch as the character of being authorless is lacking in the
illustration cited. Be that as it may, Kumarila does not dilate upon the two inferences
in question but only makes them the occasion for an opponent raising the objection
that no relation can conceivably obtain between a word and its alleged meaning and
that even if such a relation does obtain it must be a made affair (v.5). The opponent’s
point is that the only relation conceivable between a word and the thing meant
by it is the relatain of conjunction but that such a relation is apparently absent here
* just as it is absent between the mountains Himalaya and Vindhya (vv. 6-7). Kumarila
retorts that the relation of father-and-son is a relation and yet no relation of conjunction
while there does obtain between the mountains Himalaya and Vindhya the relation called
‘co-residence on the same earth.’ (v.10) His positive point is that the relation between
a word and the thing meant b); it is. that relation of denoter and denoted (v. 11). By
way of elaborating his point Kumarila tells us that in the act called denotation .
the word acts in its capacity as agent or instrument while the thing meant
acts in its capacity as object which is all that is understood when the
word and the thing meant by it are said to stand in the relation of denoter and
denoted (vv, 12-15). Kumirila concede that once this relation is  cognised one can
offer inference to the effect that whoever utters such and such a word means such and
such a thing, but he insists that the original cognition of this 1elation is not a case
of inference but a type sui generis (vv. 16-20). Kumarila also describes how the relation
in question is first learnt (vv. 20-25). Thus in some cases an expert tells the novice
‘such and such a thing is meant by such and such a word’; in other cases, the
novice first watches the experts acting in the wake of words having been uttered
and then applying the method of concomitance in presence and concomitance in abs-
ence he comes to understand that such and such a thing is meant by such and such
a word. Here the opponent objects that if this is how a word comes to acquire
~ meaning for a novice then this word connot be said to possess an inherent capa-
city to yield this meaning (v. 33). Kumarila’s reply to the objection is considerably
elaborate (vv. 34-44). Thus he points out that even if a thing possesses the capacity
to yield a certain result this capacity is realized and result yiclded usually in the
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presence of certain accessories. This, however, does not mean that these accessories
taken by themselves would yield the result in question. For example, an eye possesses
the capacity to see things but it actually sees things- only in the presence of an
accessory like light; this however does not mean that a blind person would see things
only if they are placed in a well-lit compartment. Similarly, a word comes to acquire
a meaning for a novice only when he has cognised the relation obtaining between
this word and this meaning, but that does not mean that this word could thus yield
this meaning even in case it did not possess it originally.

Section X1 (Sphotavada)

In this section Kumarila seeks to explain what he understands by a word (rather
by the generic entity in Sanskrit called $abda of which two subspecies are letter -
Skt. varpa - and word-Skt. pada). He comes out with the defiaition that a fabda
is’ what is an object of auditory perception irrespective of whether it yields a mean-
ing or not (v. 5). An individual letter is the case of a Jabda yielding no meaning
(v. 7). a word (-composed-of-letters) is the case of a $abda yielding meaning
(v. 6). The exact import of this distinction becomes evident as Kumarxla s argument
develops. Thus he first undertakes a long description of what a letter is (vv. 9-64).
He arguse that since a letter is never found to possess constituent parts one and the
same letter must be being pronounced whenever and wherever it is pronounced just
as sky since it possesses no constituent. parts is one and the same entity whenever
and wherever it is observed (vv. 9-15). The opponent asks Kumarila to account for
the diffence that obtains between two cases of pronouncing one and the same letter;
Kumarila retorts by asking the opponent to account for the identity that obtains
between these very two cases (v. 15). The opponent submits that two cases of pronoun-
cing the same letter are identical insofar as the same universal resides in them while
they are different in so far as they are two seats of thc same universal (v. 16). The
sum and substance of the Kumarila’s counter-argument iz that two entities can be
said to be two 'seats of the same universal only in case they are found to
exhibit mutval similarity as well as mutual dissimilarity but that since two
cases of pronouncing the same letter exhibit guo inutual dissimilarity whatsoever
(this in turn because a letter exhibits no constituent parts) they cannot be
said 1o be two seats of the same universal (vv. 17-22). Soon afterwords,
however, Kumarila, goes on to concede that whatever differences might be
exhibited by two cases of pronoucing thesame letter must be due to the two nadas
(=aif~vibrations) that are active in making manifest this letter in these two cases;
‘nav, he even points out that he is speaking of one aud the same letter being made
mu‘Mfest by two nadas precisely as the opponent speaks of one and the same universal
beisig made manifest by two particulars falling under this universal (vv. 23-26):-
. Litfle  wonder*that at the close of his argument Kumarila frankly admits that



10 , ‘ ‘ ~ Slokavartika—a study .

he would not even mind if two cases of pronouncing the same letter are treated as
a case of two particulars fal]ihg under the same universal; for all that he is interested
in maintaining is that an entity existing everywhere and always is made manifest whenever
one and the same letter is pronounced now here now there, a position defensible on the
hypothesis of an unitary letter as also on that of a letter—universal (vv. 63-64). [In the
mean-while (vv. 31-62) Kumarila discusses various ways how the unitary character of a
vowel is to be defended—for it i3 admitted on all hands that a vowel is of three types.
viz, short, long, double long. But the discussion is unimportant.] Then Kumarila .
investigates the nature of a word as against that of a letter (vv. 65-90). Here Kumaila’s
main endeavour is to demonstrate how the constituent letters of a word pronounced
successivly manage to yield a unitary cognition of this word. His simple argument
is that it is the very nature of certain things that they cooperate in producing the same
result by existing simultaneously while it is the ‘very nature of certain other things
that they do so by existing successively (v. 73)—the constituent letters of a word producing
a unitary cognition of this word belonging to the latter ecategory. By way of
example'itb is said that‘ the various steps of a ritual successively performed lead to
the total result, one reading after another of a text leads to the mastery of this
text (v. 74); it is also suggested that the entire period during which the successive
acts in question take place can be treated as one grand present (vv. 79-82) Lastly.
it is argued that the constituent parts of an apparatus - bullock cart, say - cannot be
said to be useless simply on the ground that none of them taken singly is in a
position to perform the function undertaken by this apparatus (v. 86); this even
on the supposition that no contribution of this or that from among these constituent
parts can be pointed out but as a matter of fact even such pointing out is not
impossible (vv. 87-90). Much that Kumarila had said at the time of introducing the pre-
sent section of his text and much that he has just said by way of describing the
pature of a word make clear sense only in the context of his refutation of the.
doctrine of sphota which he now starts and continues upto the end, of the present
gection ( vv. 91—I37 ) Kumarila had earlier said that a Sabda is what is an object.
of auditory perception and that it is either of the form of a letter or of the
form of a word. As against this, the dgctrine of sphota maintains that a word is
not only an eternal and ubiquitous ‘entlty but also an impartite entity, so that the
letters alleged to be the constituent units of a word are not really its constituent units
but just the agents that make this word manifest at the time when they are pronounced;
( it is the word thus understood which is called sphota-to be more precise, pada-
sphota ). So when Kumarila says that a word is an object of auditory perception he
means to hint that a word understood as sphota, since it is admittedly no object of
auditory perception, is no word at all, ( a spho'a is no object of auditory perception
because letters which are in fact an object of auditory perception are supposed only
to gake it manifest ). Similarly, when Kumarila in the end says that a_word is made
wp of the letters congerned he means to hint that a ‘word understood as sphota,
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since it is admittedly not made up of letters, is mo word at all; ( a sphoja is not made
up of the letters concerned because these letters are only supposed to make it manifest).
And Kumnarila bas endeavoured so much to demonsirate how the constiuent letters of a
word cognizcd successively make possible a unitory cognition of this word precisely
because the doctrine of sphota crucially hinges upon the denial of this possibility.
Kumarila’s simple argument is that the difficulties he faces in this connection would
not fail to be felt even by the advocate of sphofa; for the latter too will have to
demenstrate how certain letters cognized successively make possible the manifestation
of one single sphoza (vv. 91-93). Here Kumarila considers several hypotheses which
should account for the possibility in question (vv. 97-121)but he persists in his charge
against the advocate of sphota that by giving the name ‘word’ to something.
which is not made up ef letters he is not only positing an uncalled for concept
(vv. 94-96) but is also going against all popular usage, for plain people would
always readily concede that a word is what is made up of letters (vv. 126).

Section XII (Akstivada)
L4

In this section Kumarila discusses the problem of the -ontological status of a
universal, and the occasion for it arises as follows (vv. 1-4). According to Kumarila
a word is an eternal entily eternally related to the entity it weans; this in turn
requires that the entity meant by a word must itself be something eternal. On the
other hand, it is admitted on all hands that a word stands for that feature which is
shared in common by all the objects to which this word applies. Combining these
two trains of thought Kumdrila comes out with the view that the entity meant by
a word is of the form of a universal which is an eternal entity residing in each and
every object to which this word applies. Then he offers a positive account of the
pature of universal and defends it against possible objections. He begains by making
a general declaration to the effect that things are found to possess features that are
common to several of them as also those that are peculiar to each and that neither set
is a case of illusory appearence (vv.5--11). This consideration is supposed to bestow
at least prima facie plausibility on Kumarila’s thesis on a universal. But he considers
it necessary to answer the objection that several particular objects might possess the
capacity to produce a cognition of identity in respect of themselves without their
being the seat of a common universal (v. 12). On Kumarila’s showing such a
capacity must be (i) one in the case of all these particulars, (ii) different from these
particulars, (iii) a cognized something, and then in his eyes it becomes just another
name for th§ universal posited by him (vv. 13-18). He also considers the objection that
several particular objects might be called by the same name without their being the
seat of a common universal just as all ithe universals are called by the same name
suniversal’ without a new universal residing in them at all (v. 19). Kumarila’s reply
to this objection is interesting and many-pronged (vv.20--23) but its net purport
is that the universals are called by the same name not on account of this being the

.
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seat of a new universal but on account of their sharing the feature ‘while being one
residing in many’ or on account of their performing the common function ‘produeing
the cognition of identity in respect of many’ (v.24), a terminology peculiarly remini-
scent of Buddhists who with its aid seek to deny that anything like a universal at
all resides in a set of particular objects. Kumarila next submits that a universal is
not an ubiquitous entity inasmuch as it resides only in those places where there
exists a particular body acting as its scat (v. 25). But he soon goes on to concede
that a universal is an ubiquitous entity which is only made manifest at a place where
there exists a body acting as its seat (v. 26). In this connection he considers the
objection that there seems to be no reason why a particular object should make
manifest just one universal when all the universals are equally present there; his reply
amounts to saying that this is so because this is the very nature of things (vv.27-34)
Somewhat similar is Kumarika’s answer to the objection that if the presence of a
common featyre in several particular objects necessitates the presence there of a uni-
versal then the presence of the common feature ‘relatedness to the universal in
question’ should necessitate the presence of another universal in ¢hese very objects;
for it virtually amounts to saying that the presence of the universal in question is
and the presense of ‘relatedness to the universal in question’ is not a matter
.of -plain observation (vv. 35-40). Kumarila concedes that the particular objects,
which share a universal also share a corresponding capacity, but his point is
that since this capacity is itself posited on the basis of the observation
of this universal it cannot be made the basis for denying the existence of this
universal (vv. 41-44). As for the common feature which corresponds to a
common udiversal Kumarila first insists that it is quite different from the latter
and is just a sign for the presence of the letter (v. 45), but he soon goes on to con-
cede that the two are somechow identical with one another (v. 46-47). Kumarila also
considers. the view according to which there exists only one grand universal which jis
made manifest in the form of this universal or that when this particular object or
that acts as the manifesting agent (vv.48-50). Against this view his objettion is that
the alleged manifesting agent, unless possessed of a distinct feature, cannot make
possible the manifestation of a distinct universal. but that this distinct feature can
only be the possession of the universal in question—so that it is impossble to deny
real reality to distinct universals. Kumarila next returns to the point with whish he
has started his argumentation—viz. to emphasize that a thing exhibits a common
feature as well as a peculiar feature while this common feature and this peculiar feature
are idential with one another as well as different from one another and both are
identical with the thing itself as well as different from it (vv. 51--64). In this connection
he considers the objection that it is logically absurd to treat asidentical with one another
a common feature and a peculiar feature; his reply to itisthat identity and differeace he
is speaking of are not absolute identity and absolte difference but partial identy and partral
difference (vv.53-55). Here Kumarila incidentally remarks that a common feature belonging
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to a thing is what a word stands for; he concedes that certain philosophers call this
common feature a false feature because it does not represent the total natare of this things
but he goss on to point out that even they admit that this common feature represents
part-nature of this thing (vv.64-65). In the end Kumarila considers the view according
to which a common feature of a thing consists in sérupya (vv. 65-77). His objection
against this view is that if sérupya means‘possession of the same form’ then it is
but another name for universal (v. 66), but that if it means ‘similarily’ then it is
difficult to specify this similarity. For example, if certain particular objects are called
scow’ not on the basis of their possessing the cow-—universval but on the basis of their
being similar to a sub-set of these objects then logic will demand that only this sub-
set be called ‘cow’ (vv. 67--70), nor can it be said that these objects are called ‘cow’
on the basis of their similarly to an originally existing cow, for nobody knows how
this mythical cow looked like (vv. 73-74). Moreover, on Kumarila’s showing similarity
means ‘identity of parts’, but identity of parts is inconceivable unless these parts
be the seat of an identical universal (vv. 74--75), so that the hypothesis of similarity
logically presupposes the hypothesis of universal.

Section —XIII ( Apohavada )

‘In this section Kumarila undertakes a refutation of the Buddhist doetrine of apoha
accordicg which 2 word is applied to a set of objects not because these objects
share any specific feature in common but simply’ because they are excluded from all
the objects l)/'ing outside this set. Thus the Buddhist would say that the word ‘cow’
is applied to the objects which are characterised by ‘exclusion from non-cows
(ago ’poha ), the word “horse’ to the objects which are characterised by ‘exclusion’
from non-horses ( anasvapoha )'. Kumarila submits that ‘exclusion from non-cows’
posited by the Buddhist must mean the very same thing as the cow-universal
posited by him (v. 1) Oa his showing, ‘exclusiou from non-cows’ must characterize
neither anything more than all the cows nor anything less than all the cows.
Certainly, ‘exclusion from non-cows’ cannot characterize horse, but nor can it
characterize only certain types of cows, for in the latter case the cows not belonging
to the types in question will cease to be cows ( vv.4-8). But cow-universal is just
the thing that resides neither in anything more than all the cows not in anything
less than all the cows; hence Kumarila’s equation of ‘cow-universal’ with ‘exclusion
from non-cows’ ( v. 10 ). In this connection Kumarila examines a number of negative
words on whose apalogy the Buddhist might plead that even positive words are essentially
negative in i’mport (vv. 11-34); most important is his examination of the word  non-
Brahmin ( Skt. a-brahmana )’ (vv. 13-30 ). In the case of the word ‘non-Brahmin’
his verdict is that it means not just ‘absence of Brihminhood’ but ‘manhood-unaccom-
panied~ by-Brahminhood, ( v. 22 ); and his general verdict is that a negative word
always means ‘a universal - unaccompanied-by-a-subspecies of itself> ( v. 28).
Kumirila has equated the Buddhist’s ‘exclusion’ with his own universal but he takes
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noté of the fact the Buddhist dismisses a universal as unreal. So he argues that if a
universal-and hence an ‘exclusion’is dismissed as unreal then the only real things
will be extreme particulars ( v. 35 ) but that since no practical dealing is possible in
relation to extreme particulars the Buddhist’s doctrine of ‘exclusion' turns out to
be a part of his nihilist campaign (v. 36) And then Kumairila’s honest advice
to the Buddhist is that he should only say that a universal is a mere mental
construct but should not indulge in the misconceived venture of . substituting
‘exclusion’ for universal ( v. 37 ). Kumarila further argues that since an
‘exclusion’ is merely of the form of an gabsence nothing should distinguish
one ‘exclusion’ from another ( v. 42 ). He refused to concede that one ¢ exclusion’ can
be distinguished from another on the ground that the two have got two different seats;
for his point is. that the seat of a thing does not affect the nature of this thing
( vv.48-49 ). Nor does he concede that one ‘exclusion’ can he distinguished from.
another on the ground that the two have got two different sets of excluded things;
for his point is that these excluded things are foreign to an ‘exclusion’ and what is
foreign to a thing does not affect the nature of this thing ( v. 52) Kumarila has also
offered a rather ingenious argument to demonstrate that one ¢ exclusion’ means almost
the same thing as another; it runs as follows: * A cow is what is excluded from
non-cows, a horse is what is excluded. from non—horses. But the set of objects
called © non - cow’ is virtually the same as the set of objects called ¢ non-horse’, the
two enly differing in that the former includes horses and excludes cows while - the
latter includes cows and excludes: horses. This mean that a non-cow is
virtually the same thing as a non-- horse, which in turn means that a cow is virtually
the same thing as a horse ( vv.53-57 ). If jt be said that the total set of objects
called ‘non--cow’is different from the tetal set of objects called ‘non-horse’, then we
woud point out that this totality is something of an enigma. For if it resides separately
in the objects in question the * exclusions’ in question weuld cease to have one
fixed locus each, and it obviously cannot reside in all these objects for the simple
reason (among others) that so many of them are yet 'to come into existence
(vv. 58--62).” More seriously, Kumarila argues that to say that a cow is what is
-excluded from non-cows involves the fallacy. of mutual dependence; for just as a cow
js being said to be what is exclided from non--cows, a non-cow will have to be
said to be what is excluded from cows (vv. 65--66, 83-84). These are the most formi-
dable difficulties urged by Kumirila against the doctrine of apoha, but his polemic
continues. Thus he next offers one set of arguments (vv. 86--114) to demonstrate that
on accepting this doctrine word-meaning becomes an impossibility and another set to
demonstrate that on accepting it sentential meaning becomes an impossibility (vv.115-
134). Both sets are cansiderably elaborate but they bring out nothing that is much
significant. In the case of the first set Kumarila’s central contention is that the know-
ledge of word-meaning should enable us to deal with the real things of the world
‘but that the relation of an ‘exclusion’—which is what a word means according to the
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Buddhist—to the real things of the world is ambiguous in the extreme. In one word,
being itself unreal an ‘exclusion’ cannot have any real relation with the real things
but it cannot play any meaningful role in the knowledge-situation unless it has some
real relation with these real things. In the case of the second set Kumarila’s central
contention is that the entities meant by the words of a sentence. must stand in some
meaningful relation with each other but that ‘exclusions’ which are what these words
mean according to the Buddhist cannot stand in any meaningful relation with each
other. Kumarila closes his polemic with a set of minor obJectlons of a miscellaneous
sort. Here are examples :

(1) The entity meant by a word must be capable of being assigned a gender,
number and the like but an ‘exclusion’ is incapable of all this (vv. 135--37). (2) If an
universal is of the form of an ‘exclusion’ it must be cognized by means of non-coga-
ition which is the accredited means of cognizing ‘absences’, but it is never actully
thus cognized (v.128). (3) In the case of a verb it is impossible to see how an ‘excl-
usion’ can be meant, so also in the case of words like ‘not’ and ‘and’ as also in the
case of a sentence (vv.139--43). And his grand cenclusion is that a word is to be
said to mean an exclusion only in case it is explicitly a negative word while in evcry
other case it is to be assigned a pesitive meamng (v. 164).

Sectlon—XIV Vanavada

In this Section Kumarila again grapples with the problem of universal. Here
he considers some of the most acute objections that used to be raised against the
position maintained by himself. The title of the section — viz. Vanavada (a treatize
on forest)—is significant, for a very serious argnment against this position was that
a universal is nothing over and above the particulars to which it is alleged to belong
just as a forest is nothing over and above the trees of which it is made up. This
argument Kumarila considers in great details but he also considers certain other argu-
ments. Thus fiest of all he investigates the relation that obtains between a
universal and the features through which it is wusually recognized. On his
showing, the bodily parts like dewlap etc. are found in each and every cow
just as the cow-universal is found in each and every cow and yet the two
are two dis_tinct entities, between which there obtains the relation called ‘co-residence
in the same body’ (vv.(-2). Kumarila would not even concede that the observation
of dewlap etc. is a necessary condition for observing the cow-universal (v.4), for
his fear is that if the cow—univ_ersal cannot be observed without observing‘ dewlap
etc. these latter too should not be observed without observing some third thing, and
that would lead to an infinite regress (v. 5); moreover, in that case the cow-universal

' should not be observed unless dewelap etc. are observed in their totality—which
latter observation would take time while as 'a matter of fact the cow-universal ig
observed all at once (vv.6-7). As to why the observation of the cow-universal does
not take place without at the same time observing dewlap etc. Kumarila’s explanation
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is that it is so because the two are located at the same place (v.8). In the end, how-
ever, Kumarila concedes that there is no harm even in maintaining that dewlap etc. and
the cow-universal are not absolutely different from each other (v. 10). The opponent
agrues that a unsversal is not different from the particulars concerned, because it is
not cognized when the latter are not cognized just like a row, a herd, a
forest (which are of the form of a group that is not cognized when its members are not
cognized) (v. 11). Kumarila’s first reaction is that such argumentation is of no avail
when a universal is a matter of universal popular acceptance (vy. 12-15), but in his
heart of heart he knows that it needs convincing rebuttal and so gets ready for that.
But beiore doing that he incidentally argues that a universal is not the same thing as
configuration (Kumirila’s favourite Sanskrit word for a universal is akr#i which literally
means configuration). His point is that in the case of things like air and fire there
airses no question of configuration (v. 16) while in a portrait of cow we observe the
cow-configuration but no cow-universal {v. 19). Similarly, when one golden ornament
is converted into another there is a change of configuration_ but a continuity of the
gold-universal (the illustration is obscure) (vv.20-23); and when a heap of pulse-seeds
is observed there is observed the universal concerned even in the absence of a con-
figuration concerned (v. 24). Then coming to his original point Kumirila submits that
a universal is a matter of plain perception, that being why even from a distance we
observe a man as man though remaining in  doubt whether he is Brahmin or not
(v. 25). He however concedes thatincertain cases a uhiversal might be recognized on the
basis of observing certain relevant features; e. 8. gold is recognized as distnict from
copper on the basis of its colour, oil as distinct from ghee on the basis of its smell
and taste, ash-covered fire on the basis of its touch, a distant lying horse on the
basis of the sound it makes (vv.26-28). Then Kumarila avers that there is nothing
incongruous about a universal residing in each and every particular object that exh-
ibits it, for that is' what we plainly perceive (v.30). And he argues that a universal
does not become different by being located in different particular objects simply for
the reason that as a result of coming in contact with different objects a thing does
not cease to be what it is (vv. 30-31). As for the ubiquitous and impartite character
of a universal Kumarila recommends that it be established just as in the case of
a word; (let us recall that on Kumarila’s showing a word is ubiquitous and impartite
because it exhibit absolutely the same form wherever it is uttered) (v.31). We are
further told that a universal is eternal because it can possibly belong to the part'
culars that are separated by a time-gap (v.32). As for whether a universal resides in a -
partlcular partly or wholly Kumarila remarks that thc question makes no sense in the
case of an impartite eatity like universal (v. 33) His point is that an impartite
entity might well reside in its different seats in a manner sui generis (v.37), - just
as fire is hot in a manner sui generis (v.39) Kumarila then argues that the cognit-
ion of two cows as cow is not a case of just cognising two similar things; for the
things in question have got an identity of form, and just as the valid recognition
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of at thing as-the same thing is not false so also is the cognition of identity~of-form
in the -case of two cows not false. (vv. 48-49). Hence coming back to -an -earlier
point: Kumarila remarks that -when a universal is thus a matter of ' plain ‘percoption
‘it is senseless to argue’ that a universal does not exist over and above the particulars
concerned  just as a ‘forest does not exist over and above the trees concerned (v. 50).
His point s ‘that the percaption of a universal is not a case of pseudo-perception
sven 3f the perception of a forest is (v. 53); certainly the falsity of the perception of
a’ forest:idoes not render false the perception of a universal, just as it does not render
filse the perception of taste etc. (v. 54). Here is Kumarila’s account of how unlike
the ‘perception of a universal the perception of a forest is false. *“On account of dis-
tance acting as a defect there arises the cognition of one forest over and above the
trees concerned, but no such defect operates in the case of a.universal (v. 55). On
apptoachiﬁé close the cognition of oneness in respect of the trees concerned comes
to-anend; but ‘the cognition of a universal never comes.to an end (v. 56).-Fhe
espaition: of oneness in respect of forest which takes place 'without the employment
éfwords is thus discarded but the same as taking place in conpection with 'the
émployment of words persists even for a neutral person; however even this' latter
cognition is fales because it finds no corroboration from perception etc. whereas &
universal is cognized in an identical manner by all the means of valid cognition. (vv.
87-58).  @ertainly, a’ word is properly applied only in the case of things ' that :are
already cognized by other means of valid cognition but as in the cabe of - ferest - etc.
it“turns out to be false because not applied to things perceived (readingrdryfe’prayuk-
tusya’for dyste prayuktasya) (v. 59). But Kumarila next quotes at length the .view:of
certain other thinkers who treat forest as a real entity; it runs:as follows “The
coghition of oneness in respect of forest is true even when generated through :words
— 'this in spite of its not'being corroborated by other means of valid cognition; -just
as the cognition of taste etc. is true (even in spite of its not being corroborated by
other means of valid cogaition) (v. 60). Certainly, it is not necessarily required that
the cognition generated through words ‘be corroborate by other ' means : of 'valid
cbgniﬁon (v. 62). However, in the’present case even such a corroboration is available;
for @fter-alk 2 forest is but: trees mdny in number, and they are already cognized.
by dther means of valid cognition while the number one is cognized in the case <of
other objects (v. 63). On ‘their part, certain others maintain that a forest is-the
universal “manyness” residing in the trees concerned and this universal is already one
"(so ‘that the cognition of oneness in respect of forest is not - false) (v. 66) - Naj‘,’ ‘we
nﬁkht even concede that there exists a forest-universal which *however latké ‘s’
single locus, just like a composite-whole (Which has got numerous lociiin ‘the ‘form’
of its. eomponent parts); true, the locii of the forest—umversal are'fiot conjoined to
each other (just as those of a composite -whole are), but there is nothing’i incongruous
about it because it is a matter of plain observation (vv. 66-67). Certainly, ‘the
cogaition of forestness takes place in relation to all forests (just as "cognition * of
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cowhess takes place in relation to all cows) (v. 68). Aad then there are even-other

cases where a universal has got a locus whose elements do not appear all together
but one after another (e.g. the universal motion-ness residing in an act of motion
~— which necessarily takes time to be performed) (v. 69). Or we might say that a
forest is a single entity because the trees concerned perform one function -— just as a
cow is a single entity because it perfoms one function; certainly, we do not give. ‘ the
name ‘forest’ to trees standing far apart (vv. 69-70). Lastly, Kumarila quotes -a yiew
according to which the cognition of oneness in respect of a forest is only ﬁgurayvp
but even on this view a universal remains a real entity; it runs as follows : ¢“On the
basis of an identity of place, time, function etc. there arises a figurative cognition of
oneness c¢ven in the absence of one substance being present there — just as  in . the
case of a row, a herd, a forest (vv. 70-71). However, it is not the case that just ,aé
the cognition of a forest arises in respect of a group of trees so also the cognition of
eow-universal arises in respect of a group of cows; as a matter of. fact, the, cognition
of cow-universal in the latter case corresponds to the cognition of trees in the: forest
(both being. true) (vv. 71-72). Certainly, trees in the case of a forest are mnot foynd
separate from one another and so are to be treated as a group, but cows in the case
of the cow-universal are found separate from one another and so are not to be treated
as.a group.(v. 73).” Kumarila now takes up a point already mooted- and develops it
in.a new direction. Thus he argues that dewlap etc. (in the case of a cow) -dq . not
go to constitute the cow-universal, bccause they only manage to produce the cogaition.

of identity in. relation to the body of one particular cow whereas~ tha cow—unlvzx:s&l
produces the cogmtxon of identity in relation to on2 partlcular cow.and . another

particular cow; so Kumarila feels that the cow-universal retains an mdependent ;role.

iespective of whether there is or is not a composite-whole over-and above. its com-
potient-parts (vv. 73-74). Soon, however, he submits that a composxtc-whole does

exist.over and above its compouent - parts; his only suggestion is that jt - should :nat,
be treated as: something absolutely distinct from these component-parts (v. 75)

Kumarila’s poiat is that a composite-whole is both somehow identical. with its ., com:.
ponent-parts and somehow. different from them, it being his conviction. that thxpgs p,f
the.world invariably thus exhibit mutually contradictory features (vv..76- 80),(Kumarqa
has already argued and he reminds us of it in v. 76 that the relatnon bewteen a
upiversal .and a particular too is that- of partial identity and . partial - dxffezcnce)

for the question whether a composite whole exists in its component parts partly or

wholcly, Kumarila remrks that it should be dismissed as senseless just like . the

question whether a universal exists in a particular partly or wholly (v. 82). And ,,t,hg

following -is what Kumarila says while finally concluding his ‘treatise on fore;t’ “A{
universal is .a matter of plain perception and to say that what . corresponds to the
unxvcrsal in the case of a furest is something unreal is to say that the trees. °f a fONSt
are something unreal, a truly nihilist position. As for the forest concelved as somethmg
over and above the trees concerned it is certainly an obJect of pseudo—perceptxon,

3
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but it deserves no comparison with a universal which is an object of genuine pcrceptféfﬁf
(vv. 94-96)”
Section--XV (Sambandhzksepaparihara)

"In this section Kumarila considers the question whether the establishment of the
relatlon between a word and its meaning be not the result of some sort of convention
oh someone’s part. In this connection two views are taken into account, one -accordinf
to whlch the connotation in question is established by a teacher at the time when he
teaches the word-meaning concerned to a learner, the other according to which it is
es(abhshed by God at the time of world-creation (v.13). The following is how Kumiarila
argues against the first view. “If a new convention about the meaning of a ‘word bé
established whenever a new teacher teaches it to a leaner then there will be no unahi-
mity as to the employment of this word which will thus be rendered practically useless
(vv.l4~2[) Moreover, if a word uttered on different occasions is a different - word
then the word whose meaning the teacher had himself learnt will not be the sane’
word whose meaning he is teaching to the learner ——an obvious anomaly (vv.21-23)%
The difficulty is somewhat obviated if it be granted that a word uttered now ‘and it
uttered on another occasion both possess the same universal, for then this universal.

will be the common vehxcle of meaning in the two cases, but the trouble is that &
word does not exhibit a universal feature and a pertxcu;ar feature, it being one- and
the sahe whenever it is uttered (v. 27). As for the relation of & word to its meaning it
is nothmg bt the-denotative capacity of this word, and this capacity exhibits oneand.
the‘“samé‘form whenever it makes its appearance —— which too should mean that a
word is'one and the same whenever it is uttered (vv. 28-29). Of course, even.if.a
word is a single entlty possessed of a single denotative capacity this word becomes
practically useful only to one who has taken cognizance of this capacity, but the point
is that one cannot take cognizance of this capacity unless it already exists there in:
its own right (vv.30-36). To cite an analogy, a thing cannot be seen without an eye.
but it must already exist there if it is to be'seen with the help of aneye (vv.37-39).”
As agamst the view accordmg to which the convention regarding word-meaning is.:
established ‘by God at the time of word-creation Kumarila’s chief objection s that;
the very concept of God and world-creation on his part is untouchable. It will be copduc-
tive to convenience if this objection is quoted after notice has been taken of Kumarila’s
other objections against the view in question; they are as follows : “God is supposedv
to. be a superordinary person but nobody can become superordinary =person withouts
pérformmg religious observances, nobody can perform religious observances’ ‘without!
khowlng about them, nobody can know about them without learning Vedas, nobody":
can “learn Vedas without being in possesssion of words etc. All this, in turn, means!
that ‘the ptoccss of employing words is beginingless (vv.114-17), Then “he emphaticafly
refufed th se who would argue that someone must have established convention regaraw
mg the meanmg of a word because everyone is found to learn: this meaning- t‘miﬁ3
preaecessor GA 118-19). Another point. If a word yxelds meaning because it is #ss:g&dd
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this meaning by a an authoritative person then this person must be recalled whenever
this word is used, just as a Buddhist would not put reliance on a religions utterance
unless he makes sure that it is Buddha’s own utterance (vv.123-25). In any case, one
should not put reliance on a Vedic utterance without recalling its author, but since
people put reliance on a Vedic utterance without recalling its author this utterance
must be without an author (vv.130-131). It might be said that God at the time

of world-creation established convention about the meaning of a word with the help
of another set of words that were at his disposal, but the pity is that the only words
we know of are those current in our midst (vv.134-36). It wlil not do to retort that
on this logic — that is, if convention about the meaning of a word cannot be establ-
ished without the help of another set of words — one might as well say that the
meaning of a word cannot be learnt without the help of another set of words; for
/it is a matter of everyday occurrence that people learn the meaning of a word , by,
observing that behaviour of their elders which takes place in the wake of an employ-
ment of words (vv. 138-39). Nor will it do to say that G>d at the time of world-

&eation established convention about the mzaning of a word with the help.of. bodily.
gestures signifying this situation or that, for evea the signification of bodily gestures
must be already known to the learners concernsd but there could bz no such learners

in. the. midst of beings that were first produced at the time of world-creation (vv. 139-

40).” Thus having acquainted ourselves with what Kumarila has to say about matters

directly relevant to his present inquiry we might take notice of his arguments. disected:
against the hypothesis of God and world--creation on his part; they are as follows.:
«When nothing whatsoever existed before world--creation who caa tell us how God.
(ij;pati swlit. the lord of creatures) looked iike at that time (vv. 45--46)? And in the

absence of ‘all motive and all means why shoald God uadertake world--creation .at. all.
(vv. 47=49) ? Morever, why should he create a world so full of misery (v. 49) ? Pity.
could ‘not: be:his motive, because at that tims there was nobody to be pitied (v. 52) 2
And if world--creation be an .act of play on his part, that means he does not have
all his :desires fulfilled (v. 56). Granted that the beings first created found - themselyes.
insthe. presence -of God, but how could they be sure that:it. was he who, had, created
them: (vy. 58-59) ? God’s own words to that effect could well be false. (v. 60);. but
Vedasitag could yield no necessary information, for on the present hypothesis even
Vedas.ate a creation of God (v. 61). Nor is there any logic behind the concept of an
all-round world -- dissolution (v. 68). Certainly, why should it come about' that no
being Wwhatsoever is reaping the consequence of his accumulated karmas .(vv. 69-70) ?
And if that be due to. a desire. on God’s part then why not altogether give up the
hypothesis of karma (v. 72) ? Maybe it is felt that an organization of component
parts. as is exhibited by a living bedy must be due to the controlling activity of a.
conmscious - agent, but even then . why God and not the soul inhabiting this body
be the agent nceded (vv. 74--75) ? Moreover, in the very nature of .things there can
be no such controlling agent in the case of God’s own body. If it ba God himself
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then he would require another body to do the controlling and that will - lead; to

an infinite. regress; for certainly a disembodided soul can undertake no function- just,
as an emancipated soul does not (vv. 77-78). Equally untenable is the doctrine

according to which there exists just one soul which gets itself transformed in the
form of this world; for this soul is supposed to be free from all blemish while our

world i¢ so full 'of blemishes (v. 82). And if a factor like nescience is posited to

account -for: this anomaly the doctine will no more be a monist doctrine; morever,

in that case it will be difficult to see how the sole existing soul should ever-be rid-
of nescience (vv. 84 -86). The Sankhya version of world--creation has: its own

difficulties. According to it, a soul is inactive while all activity takes place on the

part of gunas (= the constituent units of prakrti, but such activity cannot take place

at the time when there does not yet exist any factor possibly responsible for such

activity (all such factors coming into existence as a result of this activity itself)

(¥v. 87-88). Certain people maintain that karmas - existing - in — the -~ form =- of =-

potency bring about the activity in question; but that is illogical; certainly, the-
capacity to produce curd exists in milk but that does not enable milk to produces

curd--products (vv. 89--90). As a matter of fact, if karmas existing in the form of*
potency really cause the activity in question then it should always be possible for

an emancipated soul to become a worldly soul, for karmasso described will rever cedse

to be there (vv. 91--92). Certain others maintain that activity in question goes on so”
long ‘a‘soul retains the capacity to be an enjoyer and the prakrti the capacity to be
the' thing enjoyed; but since a soul’s capacity in question is its being a conscious’
entity and ‘the praksti’s capacity in question its being an uncomscious entity and"
since the  two’ capacities as thus understood will never cease to be there the emancit

p@tiou*of “a soul will never come about (vv.99- 100). Similarly, defective is the Sankhya’
contention that knowledge causes emancipation; true, a karma is caused by - nescienoce

bat’ it vanishes not as a result of knowledge but as a result of producing its apxiro-‘ ‘
priate fruit (vv. 101-2). Certainly, if emancipation is caused by knowledge then like all
caused-entities it must be a perishing entity (v.106). As a matter of fact, emancipas«

tion-is non-perishing because it is of the form of an absence-of-all--karmas, an

abyence which is brought about as a result of enjoying the fruit of the past karmas

and preventing the accumulation of new karmas (vv. 106--12). g :

" Section—XVII (Sabdanityatadhikarana)

In this- section Kumirila seeks to clinch finally the problem whether-a word!* igs
etoeoalion otherwise. It may be divided into four parts as follows : : L
. +{i)idm1yv:8-228- there are put four major ontological considerations in- supportiof’
w%ay;g of a word. o »
1o Luyteians recall. that sabda is the generic entity whose two sub-speeies are variai.
(W)‘*md“%ﬁdm (sword), Barlier we had left the word ‘fabda’. untranslated* bugiins.
thelpresoit. oontext-we are  translating it as ‘word’. This will indeed : cause-some’
confusionibug - will: facilitate: English-rendering.
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(ii) In vv.229-277 it it argued how the establishment of relation between a word
and its meaning becomes impossible in case a word is not an eternal entity.

(iii) In vv.278-308, it is argued how not only a letter but a word too is an ctefn;f
entity. 7

(iv) Ia vv.309-44), thetz are put forth certain minor ontological considerations in
support of the eternality of a word, the occasion arising in connection with the.formal
examination of certain rival inferances.

.. We take up these four parts one by -one.
M
(vv.8-228)

~ Kumarila begins by posing in brief the opponent’s case which is as follows:
(vv.8-18) “A word is simultaneously observed at different places and that is because
it is simultaneously produced at these different places; had the word been a single
eternal entity this simultaneous observation would have been illusory (vv.9-14). It
cannot be said that here is a case of one single word being made manifest at different
places, for a maaifesting agent like lamp when employed in number does not change
from one into many a manifested eatity like jar (v.15). Moreover, a word is found to
be loud or slow under different ‘conditions, but a manifesting agent like lamp when
employed in number does not increase the size of a manifested entity like jar (v.16).
" Again, one impartite sky being the locus of all the words and all the alleged manife-.
sting égenfs of the form of dhvani (=air-vibration) a word made manifest at one
place should not be simultaneously made manifest at any other place (v.16). Lastly. .
there are cases (e 8. in a word-conjunction) where one letter is transformed into annther .
(e. g i into ya), and this means that a word is a perishing entity. (v. 17)” -
Kumanla launches his counter—attaclc by first pointing out that even rival phllosophets
concede the possiblity of an entity existing there all right but being made manifest
only under certain conditions. For example, the Vaidesika puilosophers posit a unive- .
rsal which while existing always and everywhere is made manifest only at a placewherez;
the relevant particular is -available (v.21). Similarly the Sankhya philosphers maintain
that a soul is ever possessed of consciousness———which means that in the states of
sleep, swoon etc. consciousness is present in an unmanifested form (v.21). Lastly, the
Buddhist philosophers maintain that a thing undergoes destruction every moment but
that this destruction becomes observable only when if assumes a gross dimension——
which means that destruction not of a gross dimension exists there in an unmanifested -
form (vv.24-29). To all this is added the observation that even sky which exists always
and everywhere becomes invisible when covered by a mass of water or a mass of earth
and becomes visible again when this coverage is removed (vv.30-31). Kumarila’s . point
is that a word exists always and everywhere and is only made manifest now here, now there. .
(vv.33-36). He further remarks that the activity supposed to produce a word is noth-
ing but the activity of pronouncing this word, aa activity which only reveals this word:
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-which was existing since ever (vv.37-40). As to why a word is cognized only for a moment
Kumadirla’s reply is that it is so because the concerned manifesting agent is only of .a
momentary duration——like a flash of lightening in a pitch-dark night (v.41). On
Kumirila’s showing, a lamp is called the manifesting agent in the case of a jar
because it renders assistance to the visual sense-organ which is thus enabled. to see
Abis jar-and a dhvani is similarly called the manifesting agent in the case of a word
becauss .it produces refinement in the auditory sense-organ which is thus enabled to
hear - this ‘word (v.42). Kumairila concedes that he has only postulated that thete
exists in.a dhvani the capacity to produce refinement in the auditory sense-organ,
but his submission is that the opponent too must postulate that there exisfs
in-a dhvani —— or whatever be according to him the pioducer of a word —— the
capacity to produce a word (v. 43). Then Kumadrila quotes at length an objection
whose sum and subtance is that jf an auditory sense — organ is of the form of theé
ubiquitous sky and if a word too is something ubiquitous then whether a dhvani pro-
doces refinement in an auditory sense-organ or in a word there must arise the
undesirable contingency that a word made manifest at one place for one person must be
heard at every place by every person (vv. 51--65). His first reply is that he would not
mind if sky be admitted to be made up of parts, an . admission actudlly
made by. the Jainas and Sankhyas (vv. 66-67); as a -matter of fact, he -would .not
mind if anything whatsoever which is different in the case of different persons is:
t;gated as an audltory sense--organ (vv. 67--68). But even granting that an auditory
egser-organ is of the form of the impartite sky Kumarila would say that & word “is
heard: by only that person whose ear-drum acting as the locus of this auditory sense-
organ has received the necessary refinement (or, say, whose auditory sense--organ
which is specifically his insofaras it is associated with his ear-drum has received
the necessary refinement) (vv, 68-71). Alternately, he would say that even if an
auditory sense-organ and a word are both ubiquitous a word is heard only at those'
places where there appear the dhvanis acting as a manifesting agent (vv. 78-79).. And
since one ‘type of dhvani differs from another type of it we can also now see why-
the refinement produced by one type of dhvani makes possible the hearing of - just:
one word; this exactly corresponds to the oppoent’s view according to which-one type’
of .dhvani — or whether be according to him the produce of a word —— produces/
just one type of word (vv. 80--82). Then Kumaiila pointedly raises objection agaidst’
the Nyaya-Vaiesika account of how a word is produced and heard (vv, 88-106)."
According to this account a word produced near the mouth of the speaker  gets’
propagated in all directions in the form of a series made up 'of momentary ' words
where an earlier member produces its immediaté successor, the last member of a-
setigs.coming in contact with the auditory sense-organ of the hearer and ther¢ being’
heasd by him. (vv. 88-90). Against all this Kumirila remarks : “We do not find on¢:
word,differing from another; it is illogical to say that another word is produced by’
a.word which is by nature inactive, intangible, non-obstructive; there is no knowing:
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Rowelong: the séries will continue; there is no explanation of the :obvious ‘fact-that
favourable:wind: facilitates the hearing of a word; there is no explanation “Wwhy ‘the
aflegéd’ propagation stiould take place in all the directions, it is strange that e 'momeén-
tarysehtity 'perishing without a residue should produce another entity; 'wave - like
motioniis possible only in the case of entities possessed of a moméntum and-an
activity; it is-difficult to see why the propagation of a word-series should be obstrutted
by a:wall or ‘the like where too sky is available after all (vv. 90-99).” At thé telose
of liis ‘counter--argumentation, Kumarila remarks that better than this are the:acctismt
offered- by the Jainas and Sankhyas (vv.. 106-7), but he soon starts arguing 'agaimst
the datter too. According to the Jainas, words are a type of physical substances but
Kumarila finds it difficult to conceive of any type of physical substances ‘which ‘can
pegform: the function of a word (vv. 107-13). According to the Sinkhyas, ‘an object
first produces in the sense--organ concernd a modification bearing its own form -while
this: modification .then reaches where the object happens to lie (a special - case ‘eing
where-a ‘word is the object and the auditory organ the sense--organ). Kumavila- finds
itidifficult to see how :an object can act on a semse--organ from a distance or: howithe
aleged ‘modification’ of a sense-organ should behave in the manner described (vv.
113--17), he particularly remarks that on this hypothesis it should be more difficult
to:hear.a word when wind is flowing from it towarde the auditory sense-=organ (for the
alleged “modification’ will now be travelling counter to the flowing wind)(vv. 118-19), In
the end-Kumarila maRes a passing remark against the doctrine —-— subscribed to by
the Buddhists —— according to which the auditory sense--organ hears a word with-
out-coming in contact with it; his submission is that in that case there should be no
reason why the auditory sense--organ should hear one word rather than another, should
hear it distinctly rather. than otherwise, ‘and so on and so forth (vv, 120-21). After
this mueh consideration of the views Kumarila offers his own account of the pheno-
menon in question, it runs-as follows (vv. 121--30) : “The air from within' the:thest--
region /goes .out: but-while going out it experiences conjuaction--cum-:disjunotidn <with
the- vocal organs like palate etc. and assumes a. specific form that correspondsito iis
conjunction-cum-disjunction (vv. 121--221). Since this air is possessed of a “momehtum:
its. motion lasts only so long as the momentum lasts, and ' while ‘on the ‘move “it
experigaces conjunction -cum—disjunction with.the steady-air that exists: all ‘around
(vv.:123--24).- It is this air which reaching the sky--region--confined--to~an--auditory--
organ produces in it a refinement that enables it to hear a word (vv. *124), In the
case of air like this it is easy to see why its motion should be obstructed by :a ‘ wall
or the like (v. 128). Moreover, since this air is possessed -of -a definite suck¥ssive
order while it ﬂself -as well as its mementum are of a limited duration it"is dlso-easy

to-sec why the- refinement produced by it should be possessed of a defihite ‘suceessive
order and be intense or mild (vv. 129-30).” In this connection' Kumarila: véhemenitly

and at length argues against the view of certain: Mimirhsakas according to: whiChithe
refinement in question is itself what constitutes the .auditory sense~organ (vv.’ 130-
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149). His central contention against it is that it goes against both the popular usage and
a scriptural statement, for people understand by an auditory sensc-organ a standing
possession of a body and not something that is created temporarily (as the refinement,
in question certainly is) (vv.133-34, 141-42) while there is a scriptural statement to
the effet that sense-organs make their appearance in an organism while it is yet in
the mother’s womb (vv.137-38). In the end Kumarila advises these Mimamsakas that
if they are so insistent on discarding the Nyaya-Vaisasika view they should rather
say that the auditory sense-organ is not;of the form of sky but of the form of dik
(=direction); for there is a scriptural statement to the affect that a dead man’s auditory
sense-organ goes back to dik just as his visual semse-organ goes back to the sunm, a
statement implying that the auditory sense-organ is of the form of dik just as the
visual sense-organ is of the form of fire (vv. 149-52). Kumarila next considers thé
argument that a word is a produced entity because we often say ‘Please produce a
word (Skt. $abdam kuru), (vv.157-60). In retort he remarks ; “But we also often say
‘Please produce cow dung’ (a literal paraphrase of the Sanskrit expression gomayan
kuru meaning, please gather together the cow-dung). Nay, we even say, ‘please prod-
uce sky’ (a literal paraparase of the Sanskrit expression dakafan kuru meaning
¢Please make room’. His point is that the statements in question are all a figurative
usage. Then is considered the objection that a word is not a single entity because
it is simultaneously heard by different persons at different places, Kumarila’s reply
is that persons located at different places feel that the sun exists just over -their head
and yet at that time the sun actually exists at some one single place; his point is
that a word is one single entity just as at one time the sun exists at some one single
place (vv.163-69). The opponent says that in the case of the sun mistake is possible
because a person located at one place does not know that persons located at other
places too find the sun to be existing just over their 'headi but that no such mistake
should be possible in the case of a word (v. 170); Kumarila replies that even in the
latter case mistake is possible because even if impartite and ubiquitous a word is made
manifest only in those places where a dhvani is available in the form of a manifesting
agent and the persons hearing this word at these different places might not be know-
ing all this (vv. 170-73). (In this connection Kumarila also shows how the illusory
perception of sun as located at different places takes place in the-case of one single
person (Vv. 178-90). He says that this happens when the sun is perceived as reflected
in different water—filled pots. But the discussion is derailed because it has taken the
form of a controversy between those who feel that the case in question is a case of
illusory perception of the sun and those who feel that it is a case of genuine percep-
tion of the reflections of the sun). Kumairila next considers the objection that a
word is not eternal lzecause there are cases when one word is transformed into
another; e.g. in the word - cojunction dadhitatra=dadhyatra the letter i is transformed
into the letter y. His answer is that the opponent has sitaply misconceived what hag .
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actually taken place hece; for here we are oaly being told that there are cases when
‘the word which is usually found in the form dadhi assumes the form dadhya (vv. 201~
10). Lastly, Kumarila considers the objection that a word appears as loud or slow
according as the means employed are more powerful of less but such a thing is
possible only in case the means in question are a means of causation and not just a
means of manifestation (vv. 210-21). His reply is that neither a letter nor a word-
made-up-of-letters assumes a different form when different means are employed to
make it manifest; on his showing, what does happen is that the manifestation is more
powerful when the means employed is more powerful, it is less powerful when the
means employed is less powerful. The point has been made clear with the help of a
few illustrations. Thus the face reflected in a big mirror appears big, the same reflected
in ‘a small mirror appears small; and the reflection retains the same form in both
cases (vv. 216). Again, when sky covered by a big mass of earth or water is made
manifest the manifestation is big, when the same covered by a small mass is made -
manifest the manifestation is small, but in neither case is sky produced (vv. 217-18).
Lastly, a jar is made manifest more powerfully by a more powerful light and less
powerfully by a less powerful' light, but it remains the same jar in both cases (vv.
219-20). Here ends Kumrila’s defence of the eternal character of a word based on
major ontological considerations. But before taking leave of the topic he raises a new
point (vv. 221-28). We have scen that according to Kumirila $abda is a generic
-entity whose two subspecies are letter and word. This means that a tolerably correct
translation of the word <sabda’ will de articulate sound. But we have also found
Kumarila saying that ‘Sabda’ is what is an object of auditory perceptlon This means
that this classification is anomalous in that it makes no room for inarticulate sound
which too is an object of auditary perception. So Kumarila now offers three alter-
native views of what an inarticulate sound (e.g. the sound made by a conch-shell)
should be : (i) On one view, a dhvani which is of the form of air-vibration is what
constitutes inarticulate sound——so that when employed to make manifest a letter it
is heard along with an articulate sound, when not so employed it is heard alone
(vv. 223-24). The difficulty with this view is that it makes a property. of air an
object of auditory perception (2) On another view, a dhvani when produced by a
particular vocal organ makes manifest a particular letter, when produced otherwise it
makes manifest all the letters taken together (vv. 224-28). The difficulty with this view is
that it fails to account for the variety of inarticulate sounds. (3) On the third view,
inarticulate sounds are a third sub-species of fabda (v.228). Logically, this view implies -
that all sorts of inarticulate sounds exist in an unmanifested form always and every-
where— —just as all the letters exist in an unmanifested form always and everywhere,
(ii) ‘
( vv. 229-77 )
In this part of his text Kumarila argues that if a word be not an eternal entity
then all talk of there being a relation between it and. its meaning will turn out to
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be nonsensical. The crux of his argument lies in the contention that if a word be not
an eternal entity then the word ‘cow’ (say) uttered now and the word ‘cow’ uttered on
another occasion must be as much different from each other as are the word ‘cow’ and
the word ‘horse’ (vv. 243-—44). On Kumarila’s showing, a teacher at the time of teaching
the meaning of a word to a learner employs this word two or three times and it
acquires a meaning for the learner only when utiered last time, but if a word as
uttered at one time is differsnt from it as uttered at another time then this would
mean that a word becomes meaningful to a learner as a result of being uitered in a
meaningless fashion once or twice; nor can it be said that the two or three words
in question are similar to cach other, for a meaningful word cannot at all be similar
to a meaningless word (vv. 248-30, 258~63). An essentially similar difficulty has been-
urged against the possibility of establishing relation between a word and its meaning, '
for at the time of establishing this relation too a word requires to .be pronouced
several times; nor can it be said that pronouncing a word, establishing relation between
it and its meaning, and practically. demonstrating this meaning——these three acts can
be performed simultaneously, for it is the very natwe of these acts that they are
performed one after another (vv. 255-58). Kumarila also refutes the thesis that God
at the time of world-creation established relation between a word and its meaning
and that the subsequent generations of men employed a word similar to it, for on
his showing this could be possible only in case those later men were acquainted with
that word uttered by God (vv. 264). The following is how he continues his argument: :
“Nor can it be said that the first created men were in fact acquainted with God’s
word and that the tradition of employing words similar to it began from them, for .
this too requires that a last man empldying this word is acquainted ‘with the entire
past tradition of employing it (vv. 265~66). Moreover, an act performed on the basis
of similarity becomes a very different act within a space of few generations—-so
that on the opponent’s hypothisis a word as uttered now must have become very
different from the same as uttered by God at the time of world--creation {vv. 267-
'68). As a matter of fact, if a word is really employed on the basis of its similarity
with God’s word then his employment must be a case of mistaken performance just
like the act of inferring fire on the basis of vapour rather than smoke (v. 269).”
' (iii)
(vv.278-308)

In this part of his fext Kumarila considers the question as to how a word-
composed-of-letters is to be conceived as an eternal entity just like these letters them-
selves, a question that seems to have taxed his patience coﬁsiderbly. For on a later
occation (Section XVIiI, v.112) he remarks as if in exésperatioﬁ ‘It is with difficulty
that we have established that the letters themselves are capable of acting as a word’,
In this connection the opponent’s case runs as follows (vv.278-93) : “The words are
of the form of letters following an order of succession, but since letters are themsélves
“cternal the order of sucressxon followed by them must be product of dhvami which
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makes them manifest, and this in tura means that a word itself is a product of
* dhvani. So just as a jar-made-up-of-atoms is not eternal even if atoms are, a word-
made-up-of-letters is not eternal even if letters are. Certainly, a word can be treated
as an eternal entity only by those philosophers who consider it to be something over
and above letters and something devoid of a successive order.” Kumarila’s first reaction
is that a word is not of the form of successive order as such but of the form of
successive order exhibited by letters (vv.284-87), but that was never denied by the
opponent. He next observes that the successive order exhibited by a word is learnt by
a learner from an elderly teacher, just as the relation of a word to its meaning is
learnt by him from an elderly teacher (vv.281-89). But Kumarila has argued that the
meaning-relation of a word can be learnt precisely because it already belongs to this
word, and the point is whethsr he can similarly argue that its successive order already
belongs to a word. Curiously, Kumarila concedes that the successive order exhibited
by a word is not katasthanitya i. e. eternal in its own right——but just vyavahara-
nitya——i. e. eternal by way of an uninterrupted tradition (v.289). This is anomalous,
for his claim always is that a word is katasthanitya not just vyavaharanitya, a claim
repeated at the very beginning of the enquiry of the present section (v.6). As if to
redeem the situation Kumarila emphasises that letters are nevertheless kitasthanitya
while a successive order makes its appearance in them just as a jar is constructed
out of atoms that are eternal (vv.290--91). But as a matter of fact this position is
the opponent’s position and this analogy too is his -analogy. Be that as it may,
Kumarila makes another valiant effort to prove that the successive order exhibited by a
word is eternal (vv.295-301). But now his essential point is that lhis order owes its
origin to dhvani which in turn is a product of a vocal organ like palate” and that
since this dhmm aad this vocal organ are both possessed of an eternal universal this
order too is somehow eternal, The difficulty is that Kumarila never concedes to the
Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers the much simpler point that a word is eternal only in
the sense that it as uttered on different occasions is possessed of an eternal universal;
(to be sure, the point was once conceded but that was an isolated occurrence). Lastly,
Kumanla argues that the various temporal properties exhibited by a word are in
fact a case of Time being made manifest while Time is itself single and ubiquitous,
which means that these properties do not affect the single and ubiquitous
character of a word (vv.302-4). This too seems to be an argument of desperation.

(iv)
~ (vv.309-440)

In this part of his text Kumarila urges certain ontological considerations of minor
importance that are supposed to indicate the eternal character of a word. The occa-
gion for them arises in connection with examining the rival inferences and in many
cases they are just flimsy. Here are examples :

(1) A word is eternal because it yields thé* knowledge of a universal based on the
pbservation of a relationship, just like smoke-universal (which in an inference yields
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the knowledge of fire universal based on the observation of the relation of invariable
concomitance) (v.311). :

(2) Since a word expresses meaning only in case it is eternal ome who utters
words with a view to expressing meaning and yet says that a word is not eternal
contradicts himself (vv. 313-14).

(3) If one says that a word as such is non-eternal he must grant that even the
word-universal is non-eternal, for it too is some sort of word (v. 322).

(4) The Vaidesika philosopher is mistaken when he argues that a word is non-
eternal because it is open to preception (v. 329). For a universal which too is open
to preception is eternal (v. 331), atoms which are open’ to a yogin’s perception are
eternal (vv. 335-36), soul which is open to ordinary self-preception is eternal (v. 337).

(5) The Vaidesika philosopher can be forced to concede his validity of the inference,
‘A word is eternal, because it resides only in sky, just like the ubiquity belonging to
sky’ (v. 349).

‘(6) It takes time for one to grasp the meaning of a word and if it can stay that
long it must stay for ever (vv. 363-66). '

(7)‘A usage like ‘pronouncing a word several times’ makes sense only in case this
word is the same in the case of all those pronunciations (vv. 367-71).

(8) Recognition of something as the saine entity is mistaken when this sbmething'
“is in fact not one entity but a group or series of several similar entities; but the

recognition of a word as the same entity is not thus wistaken (vv. 373-74). (In this
connection Kumarila quotes at length the arguments of a disputant according to

whom cognjtion is one entity which is only made manifest in the form of different
pieces of cognition (vv. 404-10), action is one entity which is only made manifest in
the form of different actions (vv. 399-403), white colour is one entity which is onty
made manifest in the form of different white colours (vv. 411--12). Kumarila’s point
is that in such cases one can suspend judgment inasmuch the party advocating oneness
and the party advocating manyness both base themselves on inference but that in the
case of a word its oneness is a matter of clear--cut perception (vv. 390--92).

(9) Even the momentarist considers a word to be non--eternal only on the general
ground that everything whatsoever is momentary so that if the hypothesis of momen-
tarism is refuted he will have no ground to deny the eternal character of a word
(vv. 424 -41). (In this connection Kumarila argues in some details against the hypo-
thesis of momentarism. His main contention is that it will be impossible to establish
fixed causal relationships if it is glibly declared that everything is momentary and
that in a series of momentary entities the immediate successor is caused by the
immediate predecessor (vv. 428.-33). Morever; he elaborately describes the mechanism
of how flame operates——with a view to demonstrating that there is nothing mome-
ntary about it (vv. 434.-38).
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Section XVIHI (Vakyadhikarana)

In this section Kumarila discusses the problem of sentential meaning. It is made

up of two chief parts, one (vv. 1--110) containing the argument of an opponent who
objects against all the theories of sentential meaning including Kumarila’s, the other

(vv. 110-369) containing the afgument of Kumarila who objects agaiost the rival
theories while defending his own. The two parts manage to throw considerable light
on the type of issuses raised by the ancient Indian theorists in this connection and

they deserve separate consideration. We take them up one by one. f 2§
‘ @
(vv. 1-110)

The opponent opens his case by saying : ‘“The meaning of a sentence is yielded
neither by its constituent words taken singly nor by them taken collectively nor by
any extra word. Nor is it yielded by the meanings of these words, either taken
singly or taken collectively. For no relationship is known fo obtain between
any of these things on the one hand and the sentential meaning on the
other (vv. 2-5).” His point is that the meaning of a word has a fixed
relation to this word and so this word is meaningful to ome who knows this
relation but that the meaning of a sentence has a fixed relation to
nothing whatsosver and so it is difficult to see as to who would find this
sentence meaningful. Then it is argued that neither a sentence nor its
meaning can be a umitary whole made up of parts——the reasons being  two--
viz. (i) it is difficult to prove either that the whole in question is different from its
parts or that it is identical with them, (ii) the parts in question are found to exist not
simultaneously but one after another (though even if they are found to "exist simul-
taneously it should be impossible. to cognize them simultaneously) (vv. 6--9). It is next
argued that no relation whatsoever can be shown to exist between the words of a
sentence or between the meanings of these words; not even the relation called ‘co-
producing the same cognition’ is possible here because in both cases the cognition of
one unit follows that of another and is not simultaneous with it; (as for the relation
called ‘eternally co-existing in the same sky’ it obtains between all words and between
‘all word-meanings and so would not explain how words or word-meanings pertaining
to one sentence differ from those pertaining to another) (vv. 10-17). It is emphasised
that to know a sentence or its meaning part by part is not to know it as asingle
unit (v. 18) while the thesis that a sentence and its meaning are each an impartite
unit is dismissed summarily as going against what is self-evident (vv. 18--10). The
-opponent next examines the theory according to which the meaning of a sentence
consists in ‘connection’ or ‘disconnection’ (these are two theories). To take the example
of the sentence ‘Here is a white cow’, the theory of ‘connection’ ' will maintain that
its meaning consists in connecting cowness (the meaning of the word ‘cow’) with
whiteness (the meaning of the word swhite’) while the theory of ‘disconnection® will
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maintain that it consists in disconnecting cowness from non-whiteness and whiteness
from non-cowness. Against these theories, it is first argued that all talk of a ‘connec-
tion’ or °‘disconnection’ betwcen X and Y makes sense only when it is
possible for the cognition of X to exist simultaneously with the cognition of Y but that
since that is not possible the theories are untenable (vv.19-29). Then it is argued that no
‘connection’ is possible between cowness and whiteness because the two are two inde-
pendent entities existing in their own right (vv. 29-31). It is conceded that a particular
body -can well be ‘connected’ with both cowness and whiteness, but it is ‘at once
pointed out that since a particular body is mever what a word means this cognition
of sconnection’ will not be a case of verbal cogniti'n (vv. 31-32); nay, it is even
added that cowness and whiteness do not actually coexist in one and the same body
(vv. 34-35). Against the theory of ‘disconnection’ it is urged that a mere employment of
the word ‘white’ should not ‘disconnect’ cowness from blackness etc., for cows which
are black etc. are a matter of common cognition (vv. 37-38); and granting that the
word ‘white’ signifies disconnection from blackness etc. the question is asked why
this disconnection should be linked with cowness——certainly, not simply because the
word ‘cow’ exists in proximity to the word ‘white’ (vv. 38-39). This leads to a lengthy
argamentation purported to maintain that a mere proximity of certain words should
not suffice to establish a relation between their respective mean\ings (vv. 39-44); (it
can easily be seen that the question is as to what distinguishes the proximity of words
in a sentence from their meaningless proximity). Coming back to the theories of
sconnection’ and ‘disconnection’ it is argued that they do not constitute sentential
meaning_ because they can be proved to be nothing over and above the word-meanings
concerned (vv. 44-46). More generally, it is argued that nothing new existing objec-
tively is produced by these word-meanings——so that to see the sentential meaning
as something new produced by the word-meanings concernsd is a case of subjective
illusion (vv. 46-67). (in this connection a theory is refuted according to which the
relation between two word-meanings exists eternally and is only made manifest when
the words concerned are uttered in proximity {vv. 47-49). Then keeping in mind
several theories of sentential meaning catalogued in a famous verse of the grammarians
the following submissions are made summarily (vv. 49-55) :

(1) Ceitain words grouped together do not constitute a sentence because they do
not render any service to one another (vv. 49.52),

(2) There exists no single impartite sentenc: (vakya-sphota) just as there exists
no single impartite word (padasphota) (v. 52).

(3) There exists no - sentence--universal just as there: extsts no word--umversal
(v. 52).

(C)] The successive order obtaining among certain words does not constitute a
sentence just as the successive order obtaining amoug certain letters does not consti-
tute a word; (in the case of a sentence a further difficulty is that the words of the
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same sentence can be placed in whatever successive order one wishes) (vv. 52 55).
This? verse also mentions the theory according to which the verb-word existing in a
sentence is what really constitutes this sentence; this is Kumarila’s own theory and
the opponent now proceeds to argue against it. ’

According to Kumarila’s theory, all sentence seeks to describe the details of an
act of ‘causing-something-to-be’——this being a rough English rendering of the highly
techical word ‘bhavana® which is an abstract noun formed from the causative form of the .
verb ‘bhi’ meaning ‘to be’ or ‘to become’. It is understood that all ‘causing’ requires
a chief agent (kartr) usually finding expression in a sentegce in the form of a noun
with nominative case-ending; and then it is said that there are three essential
elements of it viz.

(1) an objective (sadhya) or the thing sought to be caused, usually finding
expression in a sentence in the form of a noun with accusative case-ending.

(2) an instrument (sadhana) or the thing through whose instrumentation the
scausing’ is undertaken —— usually finding expression in a sentence in the form of
a noun with instrumental case-ending.

(3) a manner-of-doing (itikartavyatd) or the employment of accessories with a
view to assisting the instrument in its task, these accessories usually finding expression
in a sentence in the form of mnouns with all sorgs of case-endings.

Thus in the sentence ‘Devadatta cooks cooked-rice (Devadattah odanam pgcatiy
Devadatta is the chief agent because he does the ‘causing’, cooked rice is the objec-
tive becauss it is sought to be caused, cooking is the instrument because through its
instrumentation the ‘causing’ is done; (let it be noted that here the instrument ig
\expressed by a verbal root rather than a noun with instrumental casc-ending). As it
stands this sentence is silent about the manner--of -doing, but if it is extended to
assume the form ‘Devadatta cooks cooked rice in a vessel by means of fuel sticks
(Devadattah ukhayar kasthaih odanarn pacati), then the role of the vessel and that of
the fuel sticks will constitute the manner of doing. Similarly, in the Vedic sentence
‘One desirous of heaven ought to perform a sacrifice ‘svargakamo yajeta’ the person
desirous of heaven is the chief agent, heaven is the objective, the performance of a
sacrifice is the instrument; (here too the instrument is expressed by a  verbal root
while the word expressing objective is enclosed within a compound). As for the
manner-of-doing it will here be found one from thé context —— that is, from other
sentences placed suitably. The Mimarhsakas were chiefly interested in determining
the syntactical and semantic nature of a Vedic injunction (vidhi) and their whole
treatment of ‘causing’ bears a clear imprint of this interest. An injunctive sentence
was defined as one that impels a person to undertake the ‘causing’ concerned; e. g,
the Vedic sentence just quoted is an injunctive sentence and it is supposed to impe]
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the person- desirous of heaven to cause heaven through the instrumentality of the per-

formance of a sacrifice. All this delibaration of Kumarila’s school is at the back of
the oppouent’s mind in the present phase of his argumentation. The following is what

he says :

“Bven in the theory according which the verb-word om account of its centrality
constitutes a sentence and © causing’ on account of its predominance constitutes the
sentential meaning there obtains no objective relationship either between the agents
concerned and the chief act, or between the agents concerned, or between the acts
concerned (vv. 55-57). Thus in the sentence ‘Devadatta cooks cooked-rice in a vessel
by means of fuelsticks’ the agents concerned are Devadatta, cooked rice, vessel and
fuel-sticks but being absolutely independent of each other they stand in no need of
each other—they are not even proximate to each other except in the sense that they
find expression through words which as accompanied by different case-endings occur
in the same sentence (vv.57-59). Nor do the agents like fuel-sticks etc. as such have
any relation with the chief act—viz. cooking; e.g. when fuel-sticks are wet they cause
no cooking and even when they cause it they do so not by standing inactive (vv. 59-61),
And if it be said that the fuel-sticks efc. cause cooking through their own acts like
burning etc. then one difficulty is that here one act cannot cause another because
the two are not related to each other—not even in the sense that they reside
in the same locus (vv. 61-62). Moreover, if the cooking is done by burning -then
why should the fuel-sticks be called an agent (v.63) ? Similarly, if what the fuel-sticks
do is burning then why should they be called an agent in respect of cooking (v. 63)?
And certainly, the things which do no cooking should here find no expression in the
same sentence (v.64). Nor can it be said that the fuel-sticks etc. are really an agent
in respect of burning etc. and that they are figuratively so called in respect of
cooking; for in respect of burning etc. the fuel-sticks etc. are not instrument etc. (as
they are in respect of cooking) but chief agent—so that the figurative attribution in
question is impossible (vv.64-68). Even granting that the fuel-sticks etc. do cooking
through thier own acts like burning etc. the fact remains that these acts are not exper-
essed by the verb ‘to cook™—so that in the context of sentential meaning the fuel-sticks
etc. should have nothing to do with cooking (vv.68-69). Certainly, if the verb ‘to ceok’
is to be linked with the fuel-sticks etc. it will have to be delinked from Devadatta—
the chief agent (vv.69-70); and if it be said that it expresses the specific act of each and
every agent then each and every agent will have to be treated as chief agenf just like
Devadatta (vv.70-71). Certainly, the agent whose specific act is expressed by the verb
is nothing but chief agent, as is evident from the usages like <The fuel-sticks cook
cooked-rice’ (vv.71-73). In one word, if the yerb ‘to cook’ expresses the specific acts
of the fuel-sticks etc. the question is why then use different case-endings in reference
to them, if it does not the question is why the words standing for the fuel—sticks.e@;

§-5
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should form one sentence (and why should the usages like ‘The fuel-sticks cook cooked-
rice’ be possible) (vv.73-75). Not can it be said that the specific acts of the agents
other than the chief agent will be expressed by the verbal suffix, for that is not the
function of -a verbal suffix (vv. 75-76). As a matter of fact, on the present theory
there obtains no relation between the verbal root and the verbal suffix (vv.77-79). For
a verbal suffix expresses ‘causing’ which invariably requires an objective and an
instrument; but the verb ‘to cook’, e.g., offers an objective in the form ‘pakan’ (= to
cooking) and an instrument in the form ‘pakena’ (=through cooking)-——neither of which
is present there when we have before us in the form of ‘pacati’ (=cooks) the verbal-
root ‘pac’ (=to cook) and a verbal suffix (viz fijp). Nor is any relation possible bet-
ween a ‘causing’ (bhavand) and an ‘injunction’ (vidhi) ( vv.79-86 ). For we are told
that the same verbal suffix expresses ‘causing’ as well as ‘injunction’, and this means
that an injunction has performed its job even before the ‘causing’ could get linked
with an objective, an instrument, a manner-of-doing (vv. 79-80)., But how can an
injunction impel one to undertake c‘causing’ as such (vv. 80-81)? And if an
injunction has thus forfeited the right to get linked with objective etc.
expressed in the same sentence then the Vedic scholar’s practice to posit a manner-
of-doing on the basis of contextual references becomes particularly objectionable
(v.82). For there obtains no relation between the deficient sentence and the alleged
contextual sentence just as there obtains no relation between the words, ‘cow’ and ‘white’
in the sentence ‘Here is a white cow’ (v. 83). Nay, in the latter case some relation
‘might well be posited on the basis of an empirical evidence but in the former all
establishment of a relation must prove utterly arbitrary (vv. 83-83).”

After having thus disposed of Kumarila’s theory the opponent resumes his general
onslaught. He pays tribute fo Kumarila’s theorty by saying something which implies
that it is strongast of all the theories that are in the field. For he argues, “The
relation of agent and act is the root of all objective relations and when the former
is shown to be untenable the latter must follow suit (vv. 86-87)". Then he seeks to
show that the prefixes and particles have no independent meaning in a sentence but
his chief endeavour lies in pointing out that whatever role is allegedly attributed to
them by the theoreticians is anomalous (vv. 87-98). For example, a prefix is said to
act as a qualifier in relation to a verb, but as a matter of fact in certain cases its
employment is just redundant, in certain cases it altogether changes the meaning of
a verb, in certain cases it gives to a verb a meaning just opposite of the original—-
none of which things a genuine qualifier is expected to do (vv. 90-93), Similarly, a
particle denoting negation (say ‘not’) secks to do away with a thing that has alrcady
been posited——an impossible task (vv.96-97). Lastly, a particle denoting alternation
(say ‘or’) proposes to attribute two contradictory features to the same thing———a
still more impossible task (v. 98). By way of concluding his enquiry the opponent
raises certain points that have already been discussed in some way or other. For he
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says (vv. 100-107): “There obtains no relation between the meanings that belong to
the words of a sentece (v. 100), As for the individual words of it they are found
elsewhere too and so would not yield its meaning (v. 101), but they as taken together
are found nowhere else and so would not yield a meaning (v. 102). Nor is sentential
meaning just a jumble of the word-meanings concerned, for then even an arbitrary
proximity of words should constitute a sentence (vv. 102-3). It too seems illogical
that the meaning of a sentence should have nothing to do with the word-meanings
concerned, for then this meaning should be evident even to one who is unacqainted
with these word-meanings (vv. 105-6). So considering everything, there seems to be
no basis for sentential meaning to be built upon (v. 107).”

(ii)
(vv. 110-369)

Like the opponent Kumarila too raises a host of issues, more or less interesting.
He begms by conceding that a sentence as a unit made up of letters is not possessed
of a unitary denotation just as a word as a unit madz up .of letters is possessed of a
unitary denotation (vv. 111-12). This seems something like conceding the opponent’s point,
but as a matter of fact Kumarila has so many reservations to make. For one thing,
denotation is learnt once for all but this can happen only in the case of individual
werds and not in the case of a sentence made up of words. Then Kumdrila feels
that it is already dfficult to explain how certain letters cognized successively yield a
wnitary cognition of the word coneerned and that it should be still more difficult to
explain how certain letters cognized successively yield a unitary coguition of the
sentence concerned (vv. 112-13). He therefore looks for a way to explain how' the
meaning of a sentence can be made out without cognising this sentence as a unit
made up of letters (vv. 114-117); by way of solution he suggests that the cognition
of the first word of a sentence is followed by the cognition of its meaning, then
occurs the cognition of the second word followed by the cognition of its meaning,
and so on and so forth, while the word-meanings thus learnt are ultimately recalled
together and combined into a unitary whole which is what constitutes the meaning
of the sentence in question. In Kumirila’s language, this is the thesis that not words
of a sentence but the meanings of these words are instrumental in yielding sentential
meaning, It can easily be seen that this thesis virtually amounts to saying that the
words of a sentence yield sentential meaning not directly, but through the mediation
of their raspective meanings, a verson Kumdrila will reject as invalid———on the
ground that the supposition that a word yields meaning twice should be. avoided if
it can somehow be shown that the supposition that it yields meaning only
once will also do. Be that as it may, in the background of such an understanding
of a sentence and sentential meaning ‘Kumirila was bound to oppose the
view according to which a sentence is an impartite unit possessed of an impartite’
meaning, a view against which he polemizts in great details (vv. 118-228)., Kumarila
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- argues that if on the basis of attributing denotative capacity to a limited number of
words it can be shown how meaning is had by an infinite number of sentences now
possessed of these words now possessed of these, then it would be cumbersome to
attribute denotative capacity to these infinite number of sentences themselves (vv.
121-22). Not does he concede that a sentence is thought to be made up of parts on
the basis of falsely observing a similarity between two sentences, for on his view all
observation of a similarity between two things presupposes that these things be really
possessed of corresponding parts; otherwise, one can as well tell us that a rabbit’s
horn is similar to a donkey’s horn (vv. 123-22). Even granting that two impartite
sentences can somehow be similar Kumarila points out that we usually extract out
from a sentence letters and words that are common to several sentences, something
which should not be possible if all sentences are equally impartite (v. 134). The
opponent maintains that a sentence is an eternal, impartite entity which is made
manifest by dhvanis; Kumarila retorts that dhvanis can make manifest a sentence
never except part by part but that it is in the very nature of things impossible for
an impartite sentence to be made manifest part by part (vv. 137-38). He next argues
that if all part of a sentence is unreal then a small sentence which is part of a big
sentence should be equally unreal; and if it is replied that the small sentence in
question is real because it is found to exist even separately then it should equally
be conceded that the words of a sentence are real because they are found to exist
even separately (vv. 140-41). The opponent argues that individual words are unreal
because they are never employed in practice (v. 143); Kumairila points out that there
are cases when individual words assume practical importance. For example, while
learning a text one sceks to know what each and every word of it means (v, 146).
Then Kumarila argues that simply because they are not employed practically the
individual words should not be dismissed as unreal just as simply because they are
not employed practically the component-parts of a chariot should not be dismissed
as unreal (v. 148). Nor is Kumarila frightened by the opponent’s argument that if
words are the parts of a sentence and letters the parts of a word then one might as
well posit parts of a letter (v. 150); his plain point is that a thing does not become
unreal simply because it is made up of parts(v. 151); at the same time he argues
that simply because a word is made up of parts one should not insist that even a
letter should be made up of parts just as simply because a jar is made up of parts
one should not insist that even an atom should be made up of parts (v. 152), The
oppcnent argues that the division of a sentence into words is false just as the
division of a word into.a root and a suffix is false; Kumarila retorts that there is
nothing false about the division of a word into a root and a suffix; for example,
the words vrksam and vrksena have got the same root and different suffixes while the
words vrksam and ghatarm have got the same suffix and different roots (vv. 154-60).
The opponent points out that in the meanings of the words kipa, yipa and sipa
nothing common corresponds to the common word-part apa; Kumarila replies that
a word-part is declared to have a meaning ‘only when concomitance in presence and
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concomitance in absence prove it to have it but that they do not prove the word-
part @pa to have any meaning (vv. 161-67). The opponent argues that concomitance

in presence and concomitance in absence do not suffice to attribute one fixed meaning
to a word (vv. 168-81). For there are cases when the same letters can be construed
as two or more very different words and cases where the same word appears in (wo
or more very different forms; for example, the word agat can be construed as the
ablative-case form of the noun aga as also as a past-tense form of the verb gam
(v. 175), while on the other hand the word rdjan appears in the forms rdja, rajia
etc. (v. 177). The opponent’s general conclusion is that the alleged partsof asentence
contribute nothing towards the meaning of this sentence just as the alleged parts of
the word asvakarna contribute nothing towards the meaning of this word; (asvakarna)
is the name of a tree which has nothing to do either with asva meaning horse nor
with karnma meaning ear) (v. 181). Kumarila’s answer is very claborate (vv. 182-
227) but its essential point is that even in the case of an ambiguous word the con-
text should enable us to decide as to what meaning this word is to have and that
similarly even in the case of a multi-formed word the context should enable us to make
out as to why a particular form of it has been used. The fdllowing is Kumarila’s con-
cluding remark against the doctrine of an impartite sentence: ‘“The meaning of a sentence
is always found accompanied by the meanings of its constituent words; hence the fact
that a sentence has its own specific meaning would a0t go to prove that it is an
entity independent of its constituent words (v. 228)”. This enables him to pick up
his original thread, for in the present part of his text he is out to show how the
meaning of a sentence is yielded through the instrumentality of the meanings of its
constituent words. On Kumdirila’s showing, the meaning of a word is yielded by
this word but the meaning of a sentence is yielded not by the words concerned but
by the word-meanings concerned. It is therefore somcwhat understandable why he
emphasizes that the cognition of word-meaping is a case of verbal cognition inasmuch
as it is a piece of cognition produced by words but that the cognition of sentential
meaning is not a case of verbal cognition irasmuch as itis produced not by the words
conceened but by the word-meanings concerned (v. 230). This however is a mere
technical point. The material question is as to how on Kumarila’s view sentential
meaning is yielded by the word-meanings concerned. In this connection we find
him using two expressions viz ’ ‘

(i) Sentential meaning is implied-by (gamya) the ~word-meanings concerned
(v. 229). ’

(ii) Sentential meaning is absent-in-the-absence-of (avinabhi) the word-mean-
ings concerned (v. 231).

/

Strictly speaking, both these expressions mean that sentential meaning  is
ipferred from the word-meanings concerned. Aware of this Kumarila hastens to argue
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that the acquisition of sentential meaning with the help of the word-meanings con-
cerned is not a cise of inference (v. 232). He feels that in this connection one can
possibly propose only two pieces of inference, both invalid. Thus one might say ‘These
word-meanings yield this sentential meaning, because they are these word-meanings’,
or one might say ‘This sentential meaning is yielded by these word-meanings, because
they are these word-meanings’; against the first Kumarila objects that the thing
acting as probans — viz. these word-meaunings - already finds mention in the thesis,
against the second that it finds mention not in the subject part of the thesis but in
its predicate part (vv. 232-34). Both this objections are based on certain obscure
formal considerations and are trivial; in any case, both the inferences in question are
valid provided it can be shown that there obtains a relation of invariable concomi.
tance between the probans and the probondum concerned. So Kumarila next argues -
more by implication than in so many words - that no relation of invariable concomi-
tance is known to obtain between sentential meaning and the word-meanings con-
cerned; for if X and Y are to be cognized as possessing a relation of invariable
concomitance then they both must be first cognized as such but on the present view
sentential meaning is not cognized except with the help of the inferences under con-
sideration (vv. 234-39), Kumarila's point is valid but it only means that if the
acquisition of sentential meaning is to involve an inference this inference cannot be
of so simple a form as considered by Kumarila. As a matter of fact, a sentence
possesses a structure and a content, and on listening to it the hearer says to
himself : “This sentence possesses such and such a structure and whatever sentence
possesses such a structure yields this type of meaning. Again, this sentence possesses
such and such a content, and this content as filling the structure in question makes
this sentence yield this particular meaning”’; (these steps of reasoning are clearly
noticeable in the case of an adult person learning a new language). Be that as it
may, Kumarila is of the view that it is in a manner sui generis that asentence yields
cognition concerning something not known before (vv. 240-42). He is ready to concede
that a sentence (i.e. non-Vedic sentence) is taken to be true only when the speaker
concerned is known to be an authoritative person and also that the hearer concerned
resorts to an inference to the effect “This sentence must be true, because it is uttered
by an authoritative person’, but his point is that a meaning is yielded by a false
sentence as by a true one and that the yielding of a meaning on the part of a
sentence requires no inference of any sort (vv. 242-46). Then Kumarila offers a de-
tailed account of that celebrated theory of bhavana (causing) —— by way of describ-
ing how the word-meanings manage to bring about sentential meaning; the following
are the salient points of his account :—

«The verb-word occurring in a sentence :xpresses—~either through its root-part or
through the suffix-part, or through both (these being three alternative views)—a
‘Causing’ which in general stands in  need of an objective, an instrument and a
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manner-of-doing; in a particular case these three elements are availed of from three
perticular sources (vv. 248-51). Take for example the Vedic sentence ‘One desirous
of hcaven ought to perform a sacrifice (svargakamoyajeta)’. Here heaven, since it is
mentioned as something desired, acts as an objective and as such stands in need ofa
¢ Causing ’; thus it gets linked with the ¢ Causing’ that is available through proximity
(i.e. available in the verb-word yajeta (v. 252). However, the ‘Causing’ thus equipped
with an objective stands in need of an instiument, for no act whatsoever (and ‘Causing’
is an act) is performed except with the help of an instrument; this instrument in
the form of yaga (sacrifice) it receives from the root-part yaj available in the verb-
word yajcta, an instrument which on its part stands in need of an objective ( vv.253-
54). Then comes the question of a manner-of-doing which as a general rule is available
either in the same sentence or in another one (vv. 260-61). There is nothing incongruous
‘about a sentence needing the services of another sentences just as there is nothing
incongruous about the root-part of a word needing the service of its suffix-part or
one word of a sentence needing the services of another word (v, 262). Now our sentence
is silent about a manner-of-doing but an instrument does nothing unless equipped
with a manner-of-doing; on the other hand, there are certain Vedic sentences enjoining
certain subsidiary sacrificial acts with no apparent purpose in view and these senten-
ces supply a manner-of-doing to our sentence which on its part is deficient in this
respect (vv.263-64). Thus having become available to one and the same ¢ Causing’ the
three elements objective, iustrument and manner--of--doing are on this very account said
to render services to one another (vv.265--66). And just like the three elements of a
¢« Causing’ the meanings of the words ¢ cow’ and ‘ white > occurring in the sentence
¢Bring a white cow’ stand in need of each other, for thus needing each other they
belong to the particular body which is required by the act expressed by the verb--
word in question (vv. 267--69). Thus it is that a word occurring in a sentence expresses
a most general meaning--viz. the universal concered--but this meaning goes on be-
coming more and more particularized as it goes on getting linked with the meanings
of more and more such words—till in the end the sentential meaning is got in the
form of something most particular (v. 271). This means that a consideration of

concomitance in presence and concomitance in absence somehow takes place also
in the course of acquiring sentential meaning, but since it is so much unlike what
takes place in an inference the acquisition of sentential meaning is not a case of
inference (v 272). It isinrelation to a ¢Causing”’ equipped in the way described that
injunctions and prohibitions operate (v. 273). Since the two are expressed by the
same verbal suffix an injunction gets linked with a ¢Causing’ even before the
latter is equipped with the necessary elements, but since no injunction can impel a
person to undertake a ‘Causing’ deficient in any of the necessary elements it waits
till the ‘Causing’ in question gets equipped with all the necessary elements (vv. 274-
76). The theory of ‘Causing’ also explains how in the case of the sentence ‘Devadatta
cooks cooked ~ rice in a vessel by means of fuel-sticks (Devadattah ukhayam kasthaip
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odanam pacati), the acts like burning etc. undertaken by the agents like fuel-sticks
etc. get linked with the chief act that is cooking; for here these acts constitute
the manner--of--doing required by the act of cooking (vv.287--88). In relation to
cooked-rice which acts as objective cooking acts an instrument, but cooking does
not take place unless it is undertaken and so it itself requires an instrument; and
things like fuelsticks etc. or their acts like burning etc. act as instrument in relation
to cooking (vv. 288--89). Certainly, a manner--of--doing is required wherever an instrument
is spoken of, and what is manner--of--doing in relation to one act might well be inst-
rument in relation to another; (thus in the present case fuel etc. and burning etec.
constitute manner--of--doing in relation te the ¢ Causing’in question, the same constute
instrument and manner--of--doing respectively in relation to cooking which itself constitute
instrument in relation to this ¢ Causing’) (v.290). Thus it is that agents like fuel--
sticks etc. get linked with the chief act cooking through the mediation of
their own acts like burning etc., as for the view that an act cannot cause
another act we do not subscribe to it (v. 291). Then that point about
agentship and chief agentship. The fuel--sticks etc. are certainly a chief agent in relation
to their own acts like burnig etc. but in relation to the act of cooking they are an
agent of the form of instrument etc; for in the latter case a new capacity makes its
appearing in them (vv. 293--94). As a matter of fact, it is precisely because the fuel-
sticks etc. are found to be a chief agent in relation to their own acts like burning ete.
that they are employed as an agent of the form of instrument etc. in 1elation to the
act of cooking (vv. 294 -95); and when thus employed they find their chief agentship
suppressed by the chief agentship which now makes its appeatance in Devadatta etc,
(vv.295--96). Nay, in case we do not wish to make mention of this suppression of
their chief agentship we freely say ¢ Fuel--sticks etc. cook cooked--rice” (vv. 296--97).
Since the principle is that the verb--word expresses the act of the chief agent we might
concede that the acts of other agents, though operative there, are not expressed verbally;
there is nothing anomalous about that. But this principle itself might be discarded and
we might say that the verb--word expresses primarily the act of the chief agent and
secondarily the acts of the other agents; for after all, in relation to the ¢ Causing’

question these latter acts go to constitute the manner--of doing which is as indispensable
an element as any other (vv.297--99).” After so much elaboration of the theory of
¢ Causing’ Kumairila takes up the anomalies pointed out by the opponent in the
behaviour of the particles of negation and those of alternation (vv. 300--330), the opponent
had also pointed out anomalies in the behaviour of prefixes but this part of his argu-
ment Kumarila has incidentally disposed of earlier (vv.277-287). All this too deserves
some notice. Thus the opponent had argued that a prefix is supposed to qualify the
verb to which it is attached but that what it usually does is to alter the very meaning
of this verb—something no qualifier should do; Kumarila retorts that it is precisely by
somehow altering the meaning of the verb to which it is attached that a prefix acts
as a qualifier to this verb (vv. 282-87). Similarly, the opponent had said that a particle
of negation seeks to do away with something that is already posited as existing; Kumarilg
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tetorts that it does nothing of the sort but simply describes a thing as it is —viz. as
an absent thing (v. 301); (in this connection Kumarila recalls several aspects of his
general understanding that all negation somehow involves the affirmation of something
positive, but that is not particularly relevant to his enquiry into sentential meaning),
Lastly, the opponent had said that a particle of alternation attributs twoe contradictory
features to one and the same thing; Kumarila again retorts that it does nothing of the
sort but slmply expresses the fact that the cognizer concerned is in doubt about the identity
- of the thing lying befors him (vv. 320-21). By way of elaborating this point Kumarila
has said something which is somehow relevant for his enquiry into sentential meaning,
Thus he says that in the case of doubt what takes place is not that an objectively
existing thing comes to acquire two contradictory attributes; what takes place is that
two pieces of cognition arise in the same person one affirming one attribute in a thing
the other affirming an opposite attribute in the same thing (vv. 321-24). And continuing
the same train of thaught he says that when two persons attribute two meanings to
the%same sentence what takes place is not that this sentence comes to acquire two
conttadlctory meanings; what takes place is that two different aspects of the meaning
of this sentence are taken note of by these two persons (vv. 325~329) In the rest of
the section Kumdrial goes on saying miscellaneous things abou¢ sentential meaning.
Thus we are told that the meaning of a sentence verily consists in a ‘Causing * that
has turned variegated on account of its association with the meanings belonging to
the various words of the sentence denoting a quality, a universal, an agent. (vv. 330-31).
Sxmxltrly, we are told that this ¢Causing’ is grasped through one single piece of
cogiﬁtlon-‘-but by a piece of cognition that has been produced by the variegated mass
of impressious left by the earlier cognitions of the word-meannigs concerned (vv. 331~
32). Then it is added that the cognitions pertaining to the words concerned and those
pertaining to the word-meanings concerned get related to each other through the
mediation of this cognition pertaining to ¢ Causing” (v. 332). It is next explained how
the word-meanings concerned are not peevented from getting related to each other
even if while acquiring sentential meaning there alternately takes place the cognition
of & word and the cognition of a word?meaning, the explanation Iies in suggesting
that the ‘cognition of a word~meanmg is the main thing and the cognition of a word
the’ subsiaxary thmg while a subsidiary thing cannot prevent two main things from
getting related to each other (vv. 333-35). While closing the explanation it is emphasised
‘that this way the words concerned too get related to each other (v. 335). Then the
assertion that the sentential meaning is cognized through the mediation of the word--
meanings concerned is made an occasion for recapitulating certain points from the
earlier refutation of the doctrine according to which a sentence and a sentential
meaning are both an impartite unit (vv. 336--41). The role of the words .concerned
in the acquisition of sentential meaning is next explained with the help of an analogy:
so just as fuelesticks contribute towards the act of cooking only through the mediatiog

S-6
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of their own act of burniag, similarly words contribute towards sentential meaning only
through the  madiation of their own act of yielding word--m°amng (vv. 342.-43). As for
‘ Causing* it is said to constitute sentential meaning simply for the 'reason that all
mu-tual‘telatlng of the word.-meanings concarned takes place for the sake of ‘Causing’;
this is put forward as the explanation as to why there can be no sentence without a_
verb-word ‘(vv. 344--46). Lastly, a point has been raised which has something anomalous
about it and has attracted wide attention (vv. 355--60). Thus Kumarila begins by
observing that both a word-meaning and a sentential meaning are made up of par’ts-—f‘
the former made up of the meaning of the root-part and the meaning of the suffix-
part, the latter made up of the word-meanings eoncerned (v. 355). Then it is pointed
out-that a word-meaning and a sentential meaning differ firom one another in that
the constituent parts of the former are never found to exist separatly while those of
the' latter are found to exist separately (vv. 356-57). So far the sailing is smooth, but
now Kumirila proceeds to assert that those who even while grasping a sentence are too
lazy to-grasp the word-meanings concerned would not grasp the senten'tialkineahwing;
(v."360). This assertion too is perfectly understandable, but it is preceded by a strange
piece of -argumentation. For Kumarila says: “One who (from a distance;) sees a glimmer
of 'W'hitc'ness and hears the sound of neighing and the clattering of hoofs is at times
'found to acquxre cognition to the effect that a white horse gallops over there even if
one has not listéned to the corresponding sentence; but one is never found to .acquire
the’ cogmtxon in - question in the absence of the padarthas (-word-meamngs, things)
concerned (vv. 358-59).” The first part of the argument makes sense, for under the
conditions ‘described 09 can well infer the existence of a white horse galloping over
there’ and this inference will obviate the need for listening to the corresponding sentence;

but it is difficult to see the linkage of this part of the argument with the next. For
Kumarila talks as if he is refering to two contrary cases—one in which certain thmgs

are’ cogtuzed but not the coxrespondmg sentence, the other in which a certain sentence

is cognized but not the corresponding things. However, as a matter of fact it can never

. be Kumarila’s point—or anybody’s point—that a sentence cannot be undmtood
unless the ‘things it speaks of are present there. The whole confuslon secms to owe
its 'origin to the intriguing ambiguity of the Sanskrit word ¢ ‘ padartha’ which means

both ¢word-meaning > aud ¢ thing’. Kumarila’s theory of word-meanings being the

instrument of sentential meaning has difficulties no doubt, but they are mostly of a

rather technical character; on the other hand, the argument under consideration seems

to be a howlér produced in this connectjon,



CHAPTER Iif
MEANS OF VALID COGNITION OTHER THAN
| VERBAL TESTIMONY

. Kumarila’s treatment of the means of valid cognition other than verbal testimony
i perhaps even more important than his treatment of verbal testimony. For in conne-
ction with the latter treatment Kumarila has maintained certain posmons which. are
well-nigh fantastic—e. g. the position that Vedas are an authorless composition or the
position that a letter or a word is an eternal ubiquitous entity that is only made mani-
" fest at the time of being pronounced. No such anomaly mars Kumarila’s treatment of
“ the méeans of valid cogaition other than verbal testimony. Not that no posmons
”fﬁxmﬁtamed by Kumarila in this connection are open to more or less serious
" difficulties, not even that none of these positions has vital connections with those near—
‘fantastic positions related to verbal testimony; but the fact remams that thess posmons
“are on the whole sober and that they have their own independent Iegs to
‘stand upon. Thus while developing his positions relaied to the means of valid
“ cognition other than verbal tertimony Kumarila has found occasion to express his con-
sidered opinion on a very large number of questions that usually need to be discussed
by the Indian schools of logic. A common practice with these schools' was to come
out with a list of means of valid cognition and argue that so many-neither more nor
less— and these were the items of this list. It seems that towards the very begining
- the discussion was conducted in terms of an investigation into the classification and
- description of valid cognition (indiscriminately called pramdna or. prama or pramm)
“but that in due course it came to be conducted in terms of an investigation into

(1) the definition of valid cognition

(2) the criterion for testing the validity or otherwise of a piece of cogmtidn %

(3) the identification of what constitutes a means of valid cogmtlon and what
constitutes the corresponding valid cognition

(4) the classification and description of the means of valid cognmon
(at this latter stage of development it became necessary to use the word prama or
_pramiti for valid cognition and pramana for means of valid cognmon) Followmg the
. tradition of his school Kumarila proffered a list of means of valid cognition with the
followmg six items :

(1) Pratyaksa or Perception
(2) Anumana or Interence
-(3) Sabda .or - Verbal Testimony
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(4) Upamana or Analogy
(5) Arthapatti or Implication
(6) Abhava  or Absence.

And he so conducted his discussion that besides offering a description of these
six means of valid cognition he could also define his stand on

(1) the question as to what constitute the criterion for testing the validity or oth-
erwise of a piece of cogaition, and (ii) the question as to what constitutes a means
of valid cognition and what constitutes the corresponding valid cognition. So before
taking up for consideration Kumarila’s treatment of the means of valid cognition other
than verbal testimony it will be advisable to first dispose of his treatment of these
two questions. We consider them one by one.

Kumirila’s discussion of the question of the validity or otherwise of cognition is
contained in Codandsitra (vv. 33--61) and we have already taken summary notice of its
net finding; but it deserves a fuller examination. Now the normal understanding
ought to be that a piece of cognition is born either as valid or as invalid and that
the subseqent application of some criterion enables us to decide whether it is actually
valid or invalid. But this manner of puttings would not suit Kumairila who is out to
demonstrate that all piece of cognition is born as valid but that the subsequent
application of some criterion enables us to decide whether it is not invalid. He also
offers two criteria of invalidity by way of mainfaining that a piece of cognition is
declared to be invalid under two conditions viz.

(i) when it is found to be invalid ’
(i) when the causal aggregate that had produced it is found to be defective.

However, to say that a piece of cognition is declared to be invalid in case it
is found to be invalid is plainly tautological; so Kumarila is only telling us that a
piece of cognition is declared to be invalid in case the causal aggregate that had
produccd it is found to be defective. But then how can he also tell us that all piece
of cognition is born as valid ? This latter statement makes sense only -in  case
Kumarila is of the view that no subsequent application of criterion can prove a
piece of cognition——-—born as valid———to be invalid, a view actually maintained
by the Prabhakarite Mimarmsakas. In the technical language of Kumarila, to say that
a piece of cognition is born as valid (or invalid) is to say that the validity (or
invalidity) of a piece of cognition is intrinsic, while to say that the subsequent
application of a criterion proves a piece of cognition to be valid (or invalid) is to say
that the validity (or invalidity) of a piece of cognition is extrinsic. Expressed in this
technical language Kumarila’s view would be that the validity of a piece of cogm‘tlon
is intrinsic, its invalidity extrinsic, a view elaborated in vv. 47-61 and’ contrasted to

three others viz.
(i) that both the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition are intrinsic,
(i) that both the validity and juvalidity of a piece of cognition are extrinsic,
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(iii) that the invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic, its validity extrinsic.

The views (i) and (ii) are jointly explained and criticized in vv. 34-37, the
view (iii) is explained in vv. 38-46. On Kumarila's showing, the view (i) is self-con-
tradictory inasmuch as according to it all piece of cognition is botn both as valid
and as invalid; he might be correct. As for the view (ii) Kumarila calls it impossible
on the ground that according to it a piece of cognition is born neither as valid
por as invalid; as a matter of fact, there is nothing wrong about this view which
is committed to maintain not that a piece of cognition at the time of  its birth
is neither valid nor invalid but only that it at the time of its birth is not known
to be either valid or invalid. Lastly, the view (iii) maintains that a piece of cognition
is born as invalid but that it is proved to be valid in case it is subsequenty
found that the causal aggregate that had produced it possessed a special merit.
It can easily be seen that this view is just the reverse of Kumarila’s own and .8
vulnerable in an essentially similar fashion, for in the case of it too one might well
ask as to how a piece of cognition can be said to be born as invalid if it is possible for
a subsequent discovery ‘to prove it to be valid. (As presented by Kumarila the view
(iii) does mot run parallel to his own view, but the context requires that it should be
presented as running parallel to the latter. As it stands, the view (iii) only maintains
that the causal aggregate possessed of a special merit produces cognition possessed .of
validity while the causal aggregate possessed of ‘absence of a special merit’ produces
‘cognition possessed of ‘absence of validity’; then it is argued that since ‘absence of ‘a
' gpecial merit’, being a mere ‘absence’, is automatically available all cognition is intrin-
sically invalid (vv. 39-41). But the argument loses all force when ‘absence of a special
merit’ is described as ‘either the absence of some member in a causal aggregate or
the presence of a defect in the causal aggregate’ (v. 42), for certainly ‘presence of a
defect’ cannot be dismissed as a more ‘absence’. Nay, it can even be shown that
special merit here spoken of can be nothing but ‘absence of a defect’. For ‘causal
aggregate possessed of a special merit’ can only mean ‘properly constituted causal
aggregate, while the latter expression can only mean ‘causal aggregate possessed of
““absence of a defect” ( = non-defective causal aggregate)’. In later times the contro-
versy was conducted in terms of two aspects of the problem viz,

. (i) intrinsic versus extrinsic validity and invalidity as regards the production of
a piece of cognition, and ‘

(i) intrinsic versus extrinsic validity and invalidity as regards the cognition of
‘a piece of cognition. [n the controversy conducted in terms of the former aspect the
point of issue was whether the same causal aggregate which produces a piece of
~'cognition -also produces its validity (or invalidity), in that conducted in terms of the
l?tter aspect it was whether the same causal aggregate which brings about the cogni-
tion of a piece of cognition also brings about the cognition of its validity (or invali-
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dity). In Kumarila’s miand the two aspects in question are present in a somewhat
tangled form. So in his account of the view (iii) the former aspect gains prominence
while in his account of his own view the latter. We have seen how the view (iii)
should stand when understood as running parallel to Kumarila's view as presented in
Slokavartika; the following is how Kumarila’s view should stand whea understood as
ruaning parallel to the view (iii) as presented in Slokavartika : “The causal aggregate
possessed of a defect produces invalid cognition while the causal aggregate possessed
of “absence of a defect” produces valid cognition; but since ‘absence of a defect’
being a mere ‘absence’, is automatically available all cognition is intrins cally valid.”
Now when it is recalled that causal aggregate possessed of “‘absence of a defect’” can
mean nothing but ‘properly constituted causal aggregate’ the net meaning of Kumarllas
view turns out to be exactly the same as that of the view (iii); it would be that a
properly constituted causal aggregate produces valid cognition while a defcctive causal
aggregate produces invalid cogaition. There is nothing objectionable " about this net
meaning, but it runs counter to the central slogan of the view (iii) that all cogngtlon
is intrinsicaly invalid as also to the central slogan of Kumairila that all cognitidn is
intrinsically valid. For certainly, if only that piece of cognition is valid which -
produced by a properly constituted causal aggregate then not all piece of cogmtxon
can be called either intrinsically valid or intrinsically invalld. In this connection
something might be said about the view (ii) as well. We have opined that there is
nothing objectionable about it, but that is so only when it is examined in terms of
the second of the aspects here under consideration. For as expressed in terms of the
first aspect it should maintain that the causal aggregate possessed of a special merit
produces valid cognition while the causal aggregate possesed of a defect produces
invalid cognition, and as thus expressed it is open to the objection that ‘causal
-aggregate possessed of a special merit’ can mean nothing but ‘properly constituted causal
aggregate’. Kumarila’s own presentation of the view (ii) is extremely brief but since
it was the view actually maintained by the famous Nyaya-Vaisesika school we can
be very certain about its exact import. It is rather the view (iii) as also ‘the view (1)
about which we cannot be certain as to who, if anyone ever, maintained it.)

Let us next take up Kumaril’s consideration of the question as to what ¢insti
tutes a means of valid cognition and what constitutes the corresponding valid cogni-
tion; (it occurs im Pratyaksasitra vv. 53-82 and an additional remark follows in
Anumanapariccheda vv. 51-53). As was hinted earlier, the oldest authors simply
spoke of the types of valid cognition and they would seek to offar a characterization
of each of the types posited by them; but the later authors thought it xiccessary to
raise in the case of each type of valid cognition the question as to what here constitutes
the means of valid cognition and what the resultant valid cognition—-——the questidn
of pramanaphalabhiva as it was called in Saoskrit, the question of means - and -
resultant as we would abbreviate it in English. For example, the author of Nyayasitra
had declared that perceptual cognition is the type of cognition born of sense-object
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contact, but in the course of commenting upon this very declaration the later authors
raised the question as to what constitutes the means of valid cognition in the case of
the perceptual type of valid cognition. As a general rule, these authors posited various
successive steps which are supposed to be taken in the course of acquiring perceptual
cognition and it was given out that an earlier step acts as ‘means’ in relation to its
immediate successor. Thus according to them, sense-object contact was 'means’ in
relation to indefgrminate perception, indeterminate perception ‘means’ in relation to
| ' tion, defermirate perception ‘means’ in relation to the memory of
a past expenenc related to the object concerned, memory ‘means’ in relation to the
act now being undrtaken in relation to the object, Besides, it was understood that
sense-object contact is accompanied by the contact of manas with the sense-organ
concerned and that of soul with manas; sometimes it too was given out that this or
that from among these contacts acts as ‘means’ in relation to perceptual * cognition,
sometimes that the three together do so; sometimes the sense-organ concerned was
by ‘itself*: ‘gwen out to be the ‘means’ of perceptual cognition. A new turn altogether
was given to the discussion by the Buddhists who argued that nothing lying outside
a piece of cognition can act as ‘means’ in relation to it; so on their showing a piece
of eognition itself is a ‘means’ insofar as it bears the same form as the object con-
cerned while it is a ‘resultant’ insofar as it is of the form of the apprehension of
this object. The Buddhists thought that the merit of their position lay in that
according to it the ‘means’ and the ‘resultant’ have to do with one and the same-
thiﬁi’—’———-;their fear being that this would not be the case if the ‘means’ is
somethmg that precedes the ‘resultant’. The Buddhists were divided into (wo parnes,
some bemg realists and positing the reality of physical objects, the others being
idealists and denying the reality of physical objects; both had their own ideas on the
topic under consideration. Kumarila had closely stodied the Nyiaya and Buddhist
posi‘t"ions on the question of ‘means’ and ‘resultant’ and what he actually dces is to
quote wnth ‘approval the Nyaya position (vv. 59-73) and to offer critical observations
agamst the Buddhist position (yv. 74-82). But before doing these two thmgs he indulges
in 4n mdcpendcnt piece of speculation which is interesting becausc of its some affinity
wntﬁ the Buddhnst line of thinking (vv. 53-56), Thus the author of Mimamsasutra had
declared that blrth of cognition taking place in the wake of a contact (of the objects)
with the sense-organs is perception. This. was a sxmpIe descnpnon of perceptual
cognition but Kumirila reads into it a clarification relating to the problem of ‘means’
and "rcsu!tant’ For on his showing the aphorist has spoken of ‘birth of cognition®
in prder to make it clear that cognition is unlike other instruments inasmuch as it
undertakes its appropriate operation in the very process of being born———thus e.g.
bcmg unhke a sense--organ which first comes into existence and then undertakes an
omatnon Mth a view to bringing about perceptiual cognition. But granting that
cognmon is an instrument the question arises as to what constitutes its ‘operation’
and what 1ts resultant’ To thls questlon Kumarllas answer amounts to admmng‘
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that a piece of cogniti>n is itself an ‘instrument’, its ‘operation’ as also its ‘resul-
tant’; thus a piece of cogiition is treated as ‘instrument’ when one says that through
it the object concerned is apprehended, it is treated as ‘operation’ when one says
that it works by way of apprehending the object concerned, it is treated as ‘resultant’
when one says that it is of the form of the apprehension of the object concerned, so
that it is a mere manner of speaking whether one calls a piece of gcognition an
‘instrumeant’, an ‘operation’ or a ‘resultant’. Some similar ideas were alf the back of
the Buddhist’s mind when he had declared that a piece of cognitionffis a ‘means’
insofar as it bears the form of the object concerned while it is a ‘rglultant’ insofar
as it is of the form of the apprehension of this object. Kumarila, of* course, did not
subscribe to the theory of a piece of cognition bearing the form of the object con-
cerned, but his first criticism against the Buddhist is that he is going counter to the
popular usage b'<calling one and the same thing a ‘means’ as well as a ‘resultant’
(v. 74) —— something which, as we just saw, Kumarila has himself done in his own
manner. His another point of criticism against the Buddhist is that if ‘bearfng the
same form as the object concered’ be the ‘means’ and ‘self--cogaition’ be the
«resultant’ then the ‘means” and ‘resultant’ do not have to do with one and the same
thing (v. 79); but this criticism is based on some misunderstanding inasmuch as
according to the Buddhist ths ‘resultant’ here is ‘apprehension of the object concerned’
and not ‘self--cognition’. Kumarila’s third point of criticism against the Buddhist is
that a piece of coguition is said to bear the same form as the object concered but
that in that case this form as borne by this piece of cognition will require another
piece of cognition for its own cognition (v. 82); this criticism too seems to be mis-
placed, for whatever cognizes this piece of cognition will cognize its alleged form as
well and since according to the Buddhist a piece of cognition cognizes itself his
answer to Kumarila’s criticism will be that it will cognize itself along with its form.
An essentially similar difficulty Kumirila urges against the idealist version of the
thesis of cognition--having-a form (vv. 81--82), but in that case more to the point is
his general criticism that in the absence of a physical object nothing can impart
form to a piece of cognition (v. 80). As for the Nyaya position on the question
which Kumarila quotes with approval, its essential points are verily those that were
enumerated by us earlier. Thus he is ready to concede that ‘means’ of perceptual
cognition could be either the sense--organ, or the sense--object contact, or the sense--
manas contact, or the soul--manas contact, or all the three contacts in question (v.
60); similarly, he declares that indeterminate perception is ‘means’ in relation to
determinate perception, determinate peirception ‘means in relation to the memory of
a past experience related to the object concerned and if this memory be ignored then
directly in relation to the act now being undertaken in relation to this object (vv.
70--73). Of some interest is Kumarila's answer to the Buddhist‘s objection that if
soul - manas contact be treated as ‘means” of perceptual cognition then the ‘means’
and the ‘resultant’ will pot be having to do with one and the same thing; his
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sub-mission is that evea soul-manas contact is operative in relation to that very objéct
which happens to be the object of perceptual cognition (v. 66). And on this ques-
tion his general verdict Kumarila conveys to the Buddhist in the form of the
following address : ‘“You say that the ‘means’ and the ‘resultant’ not having to do
with one and the same thing is like an axe falling on one free and cutting taking
place in another; but then the ‘means’ and the ‘resnltant’ being one and the same
thing is like an axe and cutting being one and the same things {v. 75).” In the
chaper on inference Kumarila declares that in relation to inferential cognition the
means could be either the probans or the cognition of probans or the -relation of
invariable concomitance or the memory of this relation—all these being operative
in relation to that very object which happens to be the object of inferential cogni-

tion (vv. 51-52).

Having thus disposed of Kumarila’s treatment of two preliminary questions of
Logic we take up for consideration his treatment of the means of valid cognition
other than verbal testimony. As already noted, such means are five, viz. perception
(pratyaksa), inference (anumana), analogy (upamana), implication (arthapatti), absence
(abhava). We consider them one by one. ' '

‘ 1. Perception (Pratyaksa)
Kumarila’s treatment of perception is in essence a treatment of the following
five topics @ g -
(i) Denying the possibility of suprasensuous perception.
(ii). Defending the possibility of indéterminate perception.
(iiiy Defending the possibility of determinate perception.

(iv) Arguing that the object of sense-perception can be unitary despite the
multiplicity of semse-organs pgrceiving it.

(v) Arguing that the words are not superimposed on the things cognized
through them. ‘

As we shall see, in the case of each topic Kumarila was polemizing against a
view prevalent in his times. So let us consider them one by one.

(i) Why No Snprasensuous Perception
(vv. 1-53, 84-111)

The occasion for taking up this topic arose because of certain textual problems
faced by Kumarila. Thus the author of Mimarhsasitra had said first that percep-
tual cogaition which possesses such and such a characteristic is incapable of yielding
information about religious matters and then that verbal testimony which possésses

§-1
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such and such a characteristic is capable of doing the same. This raised two
questions, viz, :

(i) While saying that perceptual cognition possesses such and such a charac-
teristic, was the aphorist offering a full-Aedged definition of perception ? If he was,
then why is his wording apparently defieient in this cespect ? (vv. 1-2, 10)

(ii) Why does the aphorist maintain silence about the remaining means of valid
cognition other than verbal testimony which too are after all incapable of yielding
information about religious matters ? (vv. 2)

By way of answering these questions Kumirila made two submissions, viz.

(i) that the aphorist did not here intend to offer a full-fledged definition of
. perception but only to argue that perceptual cognition is incapable of yielding
information about religious matters because it possesses such and such a character-
istic-to be precisc, because all perception is necessarily sense-porception while reli-
gious matters are something supra-sensuous (though with some effort a definition of
perception can nevertheless be elicited out of the aphorist’s wording) (vv. 21, 38-39),

and (ii) that the aphorist maintained silence about the. remaining means of
valid cogaition other than verbal testimony because it was understood that their
very possibility depends on some sort of perception or other—so that if percep-
tion fails to yield information about religious matters they must follow suit (v. 22).

It is doubtful if Kumarila correctly fathomed the aphorist’s intentions but that
is immaterial, for the noteworthy point is that this way of looking at things enabled
him to discuss three important questions of Logic, viz.

(i) Why is all perception necessarily senseperception ?
(ii) What definition of perception is to be elicited out of the aphorist’s wording ?

(iii) In what sence does the very possibility of the remaining means of valid
cognition other than verbal testimony depend onm perception ?

Kumarila’s discussion of all these question is more or less revealing. Thus in
his times the belief was widespread that a yogin can pérceive even things past and
" future ——so much so that it was shared by a large number of logicians even who
therefore offered such a definition of perception as should equaily apply to the
alleged extraordinery perception of a yogin. Kumarila refused to concede that anyone
——gven a yogin——can perceive things past and future. True, his ultimate motive was
-the fear that if a yogin can perceive things past and future, then he can also see
what result a priestly performance of yajiia is going to bring about at a distant
date with the result that all consultation of Vedas for the purpose will be rendered
~ wseless. But whatever his motive, Kumarila stuck to the position that all perception
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is necessarily sense-perception and as such perception of a present object. Hence
his submission that the aphorist was not interested in offering a definition of
perception but only in insisting that perception does not yield information about
religious matters because its object is necessarily a present thing and that in turn
because it is born of sense-object contact (vv. 17-18), It is by way of elucidating
this submission that repeated mention is made of the ‘alleged yogic perception——— )
the purpose being to deny the possibility of such a perception (v. 21, vv. 26-32, vv.
35-36). , ‘

Then the question about the aphorist intending or not intending to offer a
defininition of perception. It was felt that what the aphorist has said about peree-
ptual cognition is doubtless true of all valid perceptual cognition but that it is
equally true of certain cases of invalid perceptual ¢tognition. - To be explicit, the
aphorist says that perceptual cognition arises in the wake of sense-object contact and
this description is of- course not true of an invalid perceptual cognition like dreaming
which takes place without there being any sort of sense--object contact ‘but it is:
true of an invalid perceptnal cognition 'like misperceiving nacre for silver whaich
certainly takes place as a result of some sort of sense--object contact (vv. 10-11),

An old commentator——the reputed Vrttikara———had sought to obviate the
difficulty by proposing a variant reading (it cosisted in reading tat for sat and vice
versa) which should make the aphorism mean ‘valid perceptual cognition of an
object is that cognition which arises in the wake of a sense--organ coming in contact
with this object’ (vv. 13--14). Kumarila reports all this but in the end opines that
even as it stands the aphorist’s wording can be made to yield a good definition of
perception; for the aphorist’s word for contact is samprayoga and this, on account
of the prefix sam, can be made to mean not any sort of contact but just the
proper sort of it——that is, contact with just that object which happens to be the
object of perceptual cognition (vv. 38-39). In this connection Kumarila even
suggests that the word prayoga might be made to mean not contact but operation,
and in that case the proposed definition should be acceptable even to the Buddhists
according to whom the visual and auditory sense-organs perceive their respesctive
objects not through coming in contact with them but -merely through operating
from a distance (vv. 40-43). Lastly, the question about the aphorist’s silence about
the remaining means of valid cognition other than verbal testimony, Kumérila.begihu
by quoting an opponent who in essence avers that this silence could be understand-
able in case a definition of perception implied a ~ definition of those remaining
means inference etc. or in case these inference etc. necessarily presupposed perception
(vv. 2--8). That a definition of perception ‘does not imply a definition of inference
etc. is obvious and Kumarila does not consider the point. But in the end he does
consider the view of an opponent who seeks to show that inference etc. do mnot
presuppose perception and that in some sens¢ even Vedic testimony presupposes percep-
tion (vv. 87-94). E. g., on the showing of this opponent inference does not presupposgf
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perception because what is being made an object of inference is not at the same
time being made an object of perception (v. 91); on the other hand, Vedic testi-
mony presupposes perception because the words of Vedas too have to be made an
object of auditory perception (v. 94). Kumarila answers by pointing out that in the
case of inference etc. perception plays an extremely vital role———so vital that their
very possibility depends on it ¢v. 96, cf. 22). But the point is not- elaborated and
for that we will have to wait till Kumarila offers a detailed account of inference
etc. However, what Kumarila here soon says by way of showing that inference,
analogy and implication are incapable of yielding information about religious
matters gives some idea of the way his mind works on the question. About infer-
ence his contention is that it necessarily requires the establishment of a relation of
invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum but that since
this establishment of relation im turn requires frequent joint oPseluvation of the
probans and the probandum it should not be available in the case of religious
matters which are ex /ypothesi not open to observation (vv. 96-+99). About analogy
his contention is that it necsséarily requires the -observation of a similarity but that
such observation should not be available in the case of religious matters which are
ex hypothesi not open to observation (v. 100). Oa the other hand, in the case of
implication he is forced to concede that it is possible to posit certain religious
matters in the form of a necessary implicate of some observable srate of affairs even
if these religious matters are themselves not open to observation; bgit even here his
contertion is that Vedas alone can specify as to what these religious matters could
have been .in this case or that (vv. 101--9). So it cannot be Kumarila’s position that
supra--sensuous entities———-—even apart from religious matters——do not exist, for
he would readily posit such an entity if that alone accounts for an observable state
of affaires; (an obvious instance is the Mimamsaka’s very common practice of
positing a ‘capacity (fakti)’ ——— uecessarily suprasensious to account for all
sorts of ebservable phenomena). Kumarila’s only point is that a suprasensuous
entity cannot be an object of perception. This is a logical corollary of his indentifi-
cation of all perception with sense--perception, but even here let us note that
according to Kumarila manas too is a sense--organ and one that is instrumental in
observing the psychological states like pleasurc, pain etc. (v. 83). Thus accordfng to
Kumarila there exist physical entities that are perceptible through external sense--
organs, psychical entities that are perceptible through an internal sense-organ
called manas, ordinary suprasensuops entities --e.g. a ‘capacity’-- to be posited on
the basis of implication, one group of supfasensuous entities— —~—called ‘religious
matters———to be learnt of exclusively through: Vedic statements. &

(ii) Why Posit Indeterminate Perception
(vv. 112-19)

The oldest authors when they spoke of perception always meant by it our
9veryday perception of a cow, a horse, a tree, a man, or the’like. But in course of
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time they began to distingiush this ‘everyday’ perception from a ‘nebulous’ percep-
tion which was supposed to constitute the inevitable starting point of all ‘everyday’
perception, The. understanding was that  the ‘nebulous’ perception became more and
more specified as more and more thought was given to the matter at hand-this
specified perception being our ‘everyday’ perception. It is perhaps not possible to be
sertain about the exact circumstances that were responsible for the emergence of this
concept of a twofold perception, but certain trends of thought -appearing within the
Buddhist camp sgems to have had a big hand in it. The surmise is strengthened by the
fact that it was the Buddhist logicians who identified all perception with indeterminate
preception as also by the fact that the terminology employed by them in this connection
left its imprint on the final situation as it crystallized. For kalpana was the Buddhist
logicians® word for thought-element and they defined perception as the type of cog-
nition devoid of all kalpand;-on the other hand, the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Mimamsa
logicians, when they came to distinguish between the ‘nebulous’ percepﬁon and ‘every-
day’ perception, gave to the former the name ‘nirvikalpaka pratyaksa (= indetermi-
nate perception)’ and to the latter the name ‘savikalpaka pratyaksa (= determinate
perception)’ (vikalpa too being a word employed by the Buddhist logicians as a
synonym for kalpand). Be that as it may, the Buddhist logicians.came out with the
view that reality in its ultimate form and in its entirety is revealed in perception —
necessarily indeterminate—while post-perceptual thought either recalls it partly or
just falsifies it. This is the prima facie view Kumarila considers in details in the
course of his account of determinate perception which is pretty elaborate. On the
other hand, his account of indeterminate perception is very brief and the prima
facie view considered in this coanection is a different one———though it too” 1e-
gards indeterminate perception as a revealer of reality and post-perceptual thought
as a falsifier of it. According to this latter view, the ultimate reality is of the form
of a unitary entity devoid of all difference whatever———this ultimate reality
appearing whenever anything, be it a cow or a horse, is made an object of inder-
minate perception and differences of all sorts, say that between a cow and a horse,
appearing whenever things are made an object of post--perceptual thought (vv. 114-
1‘6). Kumarila objects to this view on the ground that even in indeterminate per-
ception one object appears as different from another (v. 117). By way of elaborat-
ing he says that an object is invairably possessed of a generic feature and a specific
feature and is noticed as such even in indeterminate perception (the wording of a
crucial step in the argument is obscure) (v. 118). But Kumdirila has earlier s‘&iid
(in v. 113) -- and he repeats the idea soon afterwards  (in v. 119) —— that ;vhat
is revealed in indeterminate perception is neither the generic feature of an object nor
its specific feature but this object as such. Kumarila’s wavering is unmistakable
and the solution of his difficulty lies in recognizing that what he calls indeterminate
perception is in' fact not any cognitive act but-the physiological act taking place in
the wake of sense--object contact; this physiological act is posseSSed of a genenc
feature and+a specific feature’ but is not itself of the from of a cogunition of a gererig
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feature and a specific feature (such a coguition—the same thing as what Kumarila
calls determinaie perception--takes place on ~the basis of the physiological act
in question). Kumarila has some inkling of all this when he compares indeter-
minate perception with the cognition of an infant or that of a dumb person (v. 112) —
his idea being that indeterminate perception is devoid of all employment of
words, a description true of the physiological act in question; but as a matter of
fact, even determinate perception can proceed on without an employment of words
and the more important thing to realize is that the physiological act in question is
not at all an act of cognition. Further light falls on this question when we consider
Kumarila’s account of determinate perception.

(iii) Why Posit Determinate Perception
(vv. 120-55, 229-54)

" The Buddhists maintain that psrception is that cogaitive act which immediately
follows sense-object coatact-so that memory etc, which are soon after employed
with a view to determining the nature of the object concerned in this respect or
that are not themselves a part of perception but certain post—perceptuél thought:-
processes. By way of supporting this position he offers two arguments, one based on-
etymological consideration the other based on factual considerations; they run as

follows :—

(i) The very etymologs of the word pratyaksa (the Sanskrit. word for perception
and being of the form prati+dkga where aksa means sense-organ) suggests that
perception ought to be a sense-born process but memory etc. in question are not a
sense-born process and so ought to fall outside the limits of perception proper.

(ii) The object concerned in all its particularity is already cognized by the
time memory etc. in question start operating with a view to seeing this object as a
" thing possessed of these features and those———so that to the extent that these
features actually belong to this object their observation is a case of memory and to
the extent that they do not belong to it their observation is a case of false superim-

position,

Kumarila’s consideration of these two Buddhist arguments is a mixed up lot
but it should be possible to disentangle his refutation of the first from that of the
other. Thus the following is what he urges against the first argument: “Even in-
determinate perception is not born of a sense-organ alone -so that to say that
perception is that cognitive process which is sense-born is merely a matter of defini-
tion or a matter of popular convention; nay, so far as popular convention is con-
cerned it rather supports the identification of "all perception with determinate
perception. (vv, 130-33). Then according to the Buddhist himself there are cogni=
tive processes (e.g. self-cognition on the part of an act of kalpani) which are
perceptual and yet take place without the instrumentality of an ordinary senge-
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organ; in such cases his plea is that the processes in question ate Pesceptual because
they take place through the instrumentality of manas conceived 38 a sense-organ,
but then we might say this very thing' about memory etc. in question, the idea
being that it is merely a matter of definition as to which cognitive acts taking
place through the instrumentality of manas are to be called perceptual and which
not (vv. 134-37). Certainly, memory etc. in question should be treated as no part
of perceptual process only in case the concerned sense-object contact has broken
off by the time they ensue but never otherwise) (vv. 123-25, 128)’. As against the
second Buddhist argument posed above Kumirila urges following points

“The fact that the features taken note of by determinate perception do not
ptesent themselves as soon as sense-object contact takes place does not mean that
these features do not exist there in the object; for there are cases when the very
existence of an object is not noticed even after sense-object contact has gone on
for a pretty long time (this e.g. happens when one enters an unlit underground room
after having stayed in sunshine for a long time (vv. 126-27). Nor can it be said
that the features seen in an object are a false superimposition-like the superimposi-
tion of water on mirage-sands, for these features———generic as well as specific
———are a part of the very make-up of this object (vv. 140-42). Even the case of
a white crystal appearing red on account of the proximit’yiof a piece of lac is a
case of the things concerned exhibiting certain features that really belong to them
(vv. 143-43). The Vais’esika\ philosophers are certainly wrong when they posit
absolute difference between a thing and its features (and a relation called samaviya
to account for the connection of this thing with these features), but even they are
not wrong w‘hen they say that there exist real things possessed of real features (vv.
146-50, 154-55). Nor can it be argued that all talk of a thing possessing certgin
features is mistaken because these features are not found to exist apart from this
thing; for it is the very definition of a thing that it persists in the midst of its
changing features—so that it should be impossible for this thing to be found apart
from these features (vv. 151-52). As a matter of fact, the greater number of
features one detects in a thing the deeper must be one’s knowledge of this thing,
and the stage of indeterminate perception should be treated as lasting exactly so
long as no features begin to be detected in a thing (vv. 237-46). As for determinate
perception. being an. act of memory, we do not deny that detetminate peréepﬁon
does necessarily require the memory of a feature as belonging to a past thing; but
the point is that the object of determinate perception is not: this feature as belong-
ing to a past thing but the same as belonging to a present thing (vv. 232-34). So
determinate perception is not a case of memory. Nor can it be insisted that the
stage of perception must come to an end as soon as memory begins operating, for
the rule ought to be that this stage persists so long as sense-object contact persists
———irrespective of whether memory begins operating or does not (vv. 234-37y>,
This controversy of Kumarila with the Buddhist makes it somewhat clear that. tﬁe
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act which the Buddhist calls ‘perception’ and Kumirila ‘indeterminate perception’ is
in fact a physiological rather than cognitive act. For. that i3 the logical meanining -
of the Buddhist’s insistence that perception is a sense-born process and one involv-
ing no thought-element at all. Kumarila himself moved in the same direction when he
made out that indeterninate perception is a process that involves no employment of
speech, but to be logical he will have to side with the Buddhist in toto. On the other
hand, the Buddhist himself is being illogical when he talks as if perception—neéessatily
indeterminate-reveals the total nature of a thing, for here Kumarila is right when
he insists that all revelation of the nature of a thing takes place through the
instrumentality of memory etc. that begin operating in the wake of sense—object
contact. In this connection one-point of difference, which in a way was alsoa point
- of agreement between the Buddhist’s position and Kumarila’s deserves notice. Thus
the Buddhist had argued that memory etc. that take place in the wake of sense-
object contact are no part of perception because they are of the form of “a thought-
element while perception is ex hypothesi devoid of ali thought-element. Te this
Kumarila had replied that memory etc. when they take place in the presence of
- senss-object contact are a part of perception while the same when they take placs
id the absence of sense-object contact are a part of jnference etc. This way Kuma-
rila was making the important point that perception is in essence a process of
identifying a present object while inference etc. in essence’ a process of learning
about an absent object; but while doing so he was at the same time conceding the
force of the Buddhist’s contention that pest-perceptual thought, insofar as it is ef
the form of a thought-clement, is essentially akin to inference etc. which too are
of the form of a thought-element. No¢ that the Buddhist weuld deny the specific
significance of the cases when post-perceptual thought proceeds in the presence of
sense-object contact. nor that Kumarila would deny that perception and inference
etc. are essentially similar insofar as both involve memory etc., but the former
point was properly emphasized by Kumarila and not the Buddhist while the latter
point was properly emphasized_by the Buddhist and not Kumarila. .All this should
become clearer when we coms to examine Kumirila’s treatmeat of inference etc.

(i) Object of Semse—-Perception—Unitary or Otherwise
(vv. 156-70)

In Kumarila’s times one somewhat ticklish question concerning sense-perception
was also often examined; it was as to what constitutes an object of perception. On
the basis of usages like ‘this thing is seen. heard, touched, tasted, smelled’ it was
suggested that the object of all the five sensc-organs eye, ear, skin, tongue and
nose is one and the same, while on the basis of the usages like ‘the colour of this
thing is seen, its sound heard, its touch touched, its taste tasted, its smell smelled” it
was suggested that the five sense-organs have five different objects. The dilemma was
sought to be solved sometimes by maintaning that the thing supposed to be the
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common seat of colour, sound, touch taste, smell is not in fact one, sometimes by
maintaining that the five sense-organs are not in fact different. Kumarila on his
part comes out against both these proposed solutions. As against the first he
argues : “If a thing ceases to be one simply because its colour and sound  are
perceived by two different sense--organs then its colour itself should cease to be ome
because it is perceived by two different eyes. And if it is said that the two eyesare
after all eyes, then we would say that the two sense--organs are after all sense--
organs (vv. 156--57)”. And the position that the five sense--organs are not
different but one he dismisses by pointing out that in that case it should be impossible
for one to lack a particular sense-organ while not lacking the rest (v. 163), However,
it too is not Kumarila’s argument that sense-organs are infinite in number because
the sensory features can be graded in infinite ways; for his simple position is that all
the sensory features can be classified into five groups that correspond to the five
sense-organs (v. 169). Of course, Kumarila also has in mind certain features which
are not commonly called sensory features but which en his showing are perceived
through sense-organs; keeping this in mind is necessary if we are to follow his
following submsssion : “The features ¢ existent-ness * and ¢ qualified-ness * are perceived
through all the five sense-organs, the features ¢ substance-ness’ and ‘corporeal-ness’
through two (viz. eye and skin) the five features colour etc. through the five sense-
organs eye etc. respectively (v. 170) . We thus see that on the question whether
the object of sense--perception is one or many Kumarila moves back and forth, but
that is something not out of tune with his general position that a thing and the
features that charactrise it are neither absolutely one with each other nor absolutely
different from one another. However, in the present context Kumarila does not rest
content to appeal to this general position but also emphasizes that it is on the basis
of observing concomitance in presence and concomitance in absence that we have to
conclude as to which sense-organ perceives which sensory feature (vv. 168, 161). To
quote his examples, on having observed that a deaf person does not hear sound and
a non--deaf person does we conclude that ear perceives sound (v. 164), on having
observed that one recalls a past experience of colour etc. even when the corresponding’
sense-organ is absent we conclude that the instrument of memory is manas that is
somsthing different from the five sense--organs (v. 162), on having observed that sound
is not perceived when ear is absent even while manas is present we conclude that
sound is net perceived though manas (v. 164), on having observed that there takes
place memory of a past experience of sound we conclude that at the time when ear
perceives sound manas too pzarceives it (v. 166, cf. 160), on having observed that the
absence of none of the five sense--organs prevents one from noticing one’s psychological
states- like pleasure, pain etc. we conclude the instrument of perceiving these states is
manas that is something different from' the five sense--organs (v. 160).

(This entire topic is discussed by Kumarila in the course of his polemic against
the Buddhist position on the question of determinate perception? but in view of the
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importance of the issues it raises it is advisable to study it separately. The same is
true of the topic considered next which in Slokavartika occurs immediately after
the present one.)

(v) No False Superimposition of Words on the Things They Denote
(vv. 171-228)

In Kumarila’s times there prevailed a fairly large number of views according to
which the things of our everyday experience are an illusory manifestation of this
alleged verity or that. Most well-known among these was Buddhist idealism which
posited consciousness as the ultimate reality and which Kumarila is going to refute
with great fanfare, a lesser . known one was the view which posited words as the
ultimate reality and which Kumarila now refutes in passing though at considerable
length. Kumairila was a stark realist in whose eyes the things of our everyday
- experience are as real as anything can be; naturally therefore the view under consid-
eration appeared to him nothing short of fantastic. For according to this view these
things are an illusory manifestation of the words which denote them, (the word actually
used in this connection is adhyasa meaning illusory superimposition, a word whose
smployment makes this view even more vulnerable than it actually is). Kumarila
begins by observing that it is never our experience that a thing is identical with the
word that denotes it, for even after eimploying a wolrd to denote this thing we find
it to remain the same as it was before (v. 172). The opponent argues that a thing is
identieal with the word denoting it because it is our expericnce that one not cone
versant with the word ‘cow ’ does not notice the common feature cowness (vv. 173-74);
Kumarila dismisses the argument as invalid on the ground that the common feature
cowness can well be noticed even by one who is not conversant with the word ‘ cow®
(vv. 175-76) ——further adding that even one who is conversant with the word ¢ cow’
distinguishes it from the thing cowaess inasmuch as the former is perceived through
ear the latter through eye (v. 177). Kumarila’s point is that a word is just a means
of cognizing this or that from among the features that charaterise a thing and so it
cannot be identical with this feature, just as a lamp or an eye which is a means of
cognizing colour is not identical with colour (vv. 178-79, cf. vv. 205-7, 216-18, 226-27).
More trenchantly Kumarila argues that if the word ‘cow’ and cowness are one thing
there can be nd superimposition because a thing is not superimposed on itself, if they.
are two things there can be no superimposition because one real thing is not superi-
mposed on another real thing (vv. 180-81). These are Kumarila’s most weighty obser-
vations against the view uader considzration; they are followed by certain relatively
minor ones which can be summarized as follows :-

(1) In popular practice the same word does refer to a thing, the word denoting
this thing, and the cognition of this thing; e. g. the thing cow is referned to as gauh
iti padirthak, the word cow as gauh iti Sabdah, the cognition of cow as gauk it
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jianam. And yet it is always easyb to distiguish from one another a thing, the word
denoting this thing, and the cognition of this thing (vv. 182-85).

(2) If a word is identical with the thing it denotes then a word denoting more
than one thing should be identical with more than one thing, which is impossible
(vv. 186-90).

(3) Different wotds belong to different grammatical types because tkey stand for
different types of things, but if there exist no things apart from words nothing
should distinguish one grammatical type from another, which should make impossible
all meaningful employment of words (vv. 191-99).

(4) There are persons who are conversant with a word but not with the corre-
sponding thing, those who are conversant with a thing butnot with the corresponding
word, those who are conversant with both, those who are conversant with neither,
but all this should be impossible if a word is identical with the thing it denotes (vv.
200-4, cf. vv, 220-22).

(5) If a thing is identical with the word denoting it then a thing denoted by
more than one word should be identical with more than one word, which is impo-
ssible (v. 208). '

(6) A thing is superimposed on another either because the two' are similar or
because they stand close by, but neither relationship is possible between a word and
the thing denoted by it (vv. 209-12).

(7) If a word is identical with the thing denoted by it then all determinate
perception is false (because) in a piece of determinate perception a thing is cognized
as denoted by the corresponding word not as identical with this word, which in turn
should mean that all inference is false and so also all verbal testimony (both being:
dependent on determinate perception) (v. 213). v : :

(8) In the case of a thing (c. g. a new-born child) to which a proper name is.
assigned before our very eyes we see the thing existing in its own right before even’
prima facie assertion is made that it is identical with the word deroting it (w.
223-25).

(2) Inference (Anumina)

Before examining Kumarla’s treatment of inference it is necessary to recall to’
ourselves as to what constitutes the essence of the inferential process. For that should
enable us to judge better as to how far Kumarila has been and how far he has not
been able to get at the crux of the matter. To put it symbolically, the * inferential
process is a piece of cogitation of the form ‘A possesses the feature Y because it:
possesses the feature X, since whatever thing possesses the feature X possesses:the:
feature Y, just like B’. In this connection the most important task is to "esfablish”a:
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relation of invariable concomitance between X and Y, a relatively less important task
to quote the instance B and to make sure that A possesses X, while to conclude
that A possesses Y is a mere logical corollary of these preliminary steps. In the
technical terminology employed by the schools of Indian Logic' (i) the problem of
establishing a relation of invariable concomitance between X and Y is the problem
of vydpti, (ii) the problen of quoting the instance B is the problem of dystanta, (iii)
the problem of making sure that A possesses X is the problem of paksadharmata (iv)
the problem of concluding that A possesses Y is the problem of paksa. Kumirila
discusses all these problems but not each at one place and not always under these
very titles; the following is how matters stand :

(1) The problem of vyapti is discussed under this very title in vv. 4-23, but
certain aspects of it are covered while investiga}ting the hetvabhasas sandigdha (vv. 83-
96) and viruddha (vv. 96-107) and still others while investigating drstanta (vv. 107-45).

(2) The problem of drstanta is discussed under this very title in vvi 107-45,

(3) The problem of paksadharmatd is discussed while investigating the hervabhasa
asiddha (vv. 75-83). '

(4) The problem of paksa is discussed under this very title in vv. 23-75.

(The discussion of these rather technical problems related to inference is followed
by a discussion of the general question as to whether the object of inferential cogni-
tion is real or something fictitious (vv.146-88)—this by way of refuting the Buddhist
who seems to uphold the latter alternative.)

So Kumirila has conducted his treatment of inference under the titles vyapti (vv.
4-23), paksa (vv. 23-75), hetvabhasa (vv. 75-107), drstanta (vv. 107-45) and in doing
so he was following the general practice of Indian logician; we however find it more
logical and convenient to examine this treatment under the titles vyapti, drstanta,
paksadharmatd and paksa. We consider these latter topics one by one.

(1) The Problem of Vyapti

Kumarila begins by discussing three questions related to vyapri, viz, (i) What is
vyapti ? (ii) How is a vyapti grasped ? (iii) What begrounds a vydpti? Thus he defines
vydpti as the relation that obtains between the feature acting as probans (=the ground
of inference) and the feature acting as probandum (=the object of inference), in
which connection the former feature is to be called vyapya, the latter vygpaka (v. 4).
Thus seen, vyapti, vyapya and vydpaka are all technical designations but their litaral
connotation too are somewhat revealing For literally, vyapti means pervasion, vydpya
the thing pervaded and vyapaka the thing pervading, but as Kumarila elucidates, the
vydpya is that feature which in extent is either smaller than the feature acting as
yydpaka or equal to it (v. §). So roughly speaking, vydpti of Indian logic is the same
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thing as the relation called class--inclusion spoken of in Western logic, for in Western
logic the probans represents that class of things which is either an equivalent class or
a sub-class of the class of things represented by the probandum. By way of caution
Kumairila remarks that even when two features are equal in extent that one is to be
called vyapya which is actually used as a probans (vv. 7, 9); (the caution is necessary
because in such a case either feature is potentially a probans). And issuing another
caution he says that if the relation of vyapti has been established between two
features then at the time of employing it in a particular case of infering it must be
mads suc2 that the features acting as probans and probandum are precisely the same
batwesn which th: relation of vyapti had beea established earlier (vv. 10-11).
Kumarila’s poiat is that a feature is always found accompanied by certain accidental
sub-features but that the relation of vyapii obtains between one feature as
such and another feature as such and not between them as accompanied by
this or that sub-feature of theirs; that is why at the time of making
practical application of a relation of vyapti obtaining between two features the
sub-features concerned have to be disregarded scrupulously. The point becomes
clearer when Kumarila considers his mnext question, viz. how is a vyapti
grasped ? For in connection with apswering it he submits that the relation of vydpti
obtains between two features taken in their universal aspect, that is, betweca them
as they stand when they are divested of all their accideutal particularity (v. 12). By
way of exception Kumarila concedes that the relation of vyapti might possibly obtain
between features that are unique in the sense that they are possessed of no accidental
sub-fertures (v. I2-13), but the concession is of doubtful validity. To judge from the
illustration cited, Kumarila feels that in case the rise of the constellation Rohini is
infered from the rise of the constellation Krttika the features concerned are unique
in that the constellations in question are each unique; as a matter of fact, the rise of
these constellactions is not smething unique even if they themselves are smetbing unique.
Be that as it may, we have now to examine Kumairila’s main answer to his question
as to how a vyapti is grasped.

On Kumarila’s showing, a vypati is grasped on the besis of frequent observation
(v. 12). Thus when one on several occasions observes that X is accompanied by Y
and on no occasion observes that X is not accompanied by Y one feels justified in
saying that a relation of vpapti obtains between X and Y (X being vyapya and Y
vyapaka). However, even if one has not come across a case when X is not accompanied
by Y but if there actually are such cases it will be wrong on one’s part to say that
a relation of vyapti obtains between X and Y and one will have to admit one’s mistake
as soon as even one such case is pointed out to one. This is the whole point behind
two parties engaging in a debate where one seeks to find fault with the vyapri
proposed by the other, and yet in spite of their so much preoccupation with the
problems of debate the point was missed by all the Indian logicians——including
Kumarila---who went on talking as if a vyapti once found to be valid must remain
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valid for all times to come. Oaly Kumairila once at least and vaguely at least hinted
at the correct position. Thus in the course of his treatment of arthapatti (Arthapatti-
Pariccheda vv. 39-40, 42) Kumarila considers the objection that unless one has observed
all the ¢cases of the occurrence of X one cannot say that X is never present in the
absence of Y; he answers that the difficulty applies only against that disputant who
here says that X is never piesent in the absence of Y but that he himself only - says
that X has not bsen found to be present in the absence of Y. The wording of
Kumarila's answer suggestes that he is having a dig at the Buddhist whose position
too is open to the present objection, but that is a secondary consideration. For the
really noteworthy thing is that Kumairila seems to be thus making out that a vyapti
proposed by some party in a debate is valid only in the sense that no party has yet
shown it to be invalid. Curiously, the point could occur to Kumarila because of his
general thesis on self-validity of all cognition. For this thesis maintains that all
cognition is valid unless proved to be invalid and as applied to the case of vyapti it

ought to maintain that all vyapsi is valid unless proved to be invalid. However,
Kumairila himself was not consciosly aware of all the implications of his present

point and so he too, like his other logician-colleagues, eagerly looked for strategems
that should ensure acquisition of an all-time valid vyapti. This becomes further clear
as Kumarila's argument proceeds first of all in connection with his consideration of
his next question, viz the question as to what begrounds a vyapti.

Kumarila’s consideration of the question as to what begrounds a vyapti has
deservedly attracted wide attention. For the question is somewhat crucial and
Kumirila’s consideration of it is somewhat significant. The following is full transla-
tion of the two verses that are of cardinal importance : .

«In the case of all vyapti that we ever come across some one particular feature
acts as its begrounder. As for the presence of what feature necessitates the presence
of what feature it has to be determined on the basis of a consideration of the capa-
city involved. So far as the remaining features are concerned they are merely sub-
servient to the vyapti already begrounded by one particular feature——which is why
when one of these features is present even then there is no knowing that the vyapaka
concerned will also be present (vv. 13b-15a)”,

Kumarila’s point is that if the feature X is to act as a probans (vyapya) for the
feature Y then the former must be such a one that its presence necessitates the
presence of the latter. By way of elucidation it is added that the presence of X
necessitates the presence of Y only in case X causes Y (in the language of the
Mi namsaka the phrase ‘consideration of capacity’ is synonymous with the phrase
‘causal conideration’). And by way of a logical corollary it is added that if a certain
feature is present along with X in this case or that, that would not make this feature
a probans for Y; for the presence of this feature is sheer accidental so far as the
causation of Y on the part of X is concerned. Kumarila seeks to corroborate his
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point with the help of certain illustrations which are all noteworthy. Thus according
to him it is fallacious to argue ‘this act is an irreligious act, because it is an act of
violence’, for an act being irreligious has nothing to do with its being or not being
an act of -violence——this because the cause of an act being irreligious is its being
prohibited by Vedas; it is fallacious to argue, ‘this piece of cognition is false, because
it is a piece of cognition (or becacuse it is a produced entity)’, for a piece of cogni-
tion being false has nothing to do with its being or not being a piece of cognition
(or its being or not being a produced entity)—this because the cause of a piece of
cognition being false is ifs being found false or its causal aggregate being found
defective; it is fallacious to argue ‘a Sadra attains heaven through a sacrifical per-
formance because he is man’, for someone attaining heaven through a sacrificial per-
formce has nothing to do with his being or not being man—this because the cause
of someone attaining heaven through sacrificial performance is one’s being a member
of the three upper castes; it is fallacious to argue ‘this thing is perishable, because
it is cognised after an effort’, for a thing being perishable has nothing to do with
its being or not being cognized after an effort—--this because the cause of a thing
being perishable is its being a produced entity or-its being a composite entity (vv.
17-21). Here in each case Kumirila quotes a feature which according to him is a
genuine probans for the probandum concerned and that because it acts as a cause
to this probandum; at the same time he quotes a feature which might often be
present along with his probans but is not a part and parcel of this probans precisely
because it is not always present along with this probans. However, these very illus-
trations also make it clear as to how difficult—if not actually impossible—it ought
to be for one to get at a vyapti that is valid for all times to come. For example
those not sharing Kumarila’s religious convictions would find it impossible to concede
that that act is alone an irrsligious act which is prohibited by Vedas. Another point. It
is true that all valid vydpti ought to be a vyapti based on causal considerations, but
the dictum should not be mechanically interpreted to mean that the probans is
always what acts. as a cause to the probandum. For example, in that standard
illustration of Indian logic smoke is a probans for fire but it does not act as a
cause to fire; on the contrary, it is rather fire that acts as a cause to smoke. The
exact principle is that the total cause can be a probans for the effect while the
effect can be a probans for the total-cause as also for a part-cause and the case
of smoke being a probans for fire is a case of the effect being a probans for a

part-cause,

These fundamental questions related to the problem of vydpti Kumarila discusses
under this very title, but certain aspects of the same are touched upon while investi-
gating the hetvabhasas sandigdha and viruddha (vv. 83-107); they too deserve examina-
tion. Uader the title hetvabhasa or pseudoprobans Indian logicians consider certain
cases of inference where the probans appears to be genuine but is not in fact genuine,
and our iavastigation into the nature of pseudo-probans throws light on the natpre
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of genuine probans just as an investigation into the nature of iavalid cogaition
throws light on the nature of valid cognition. The title hetvabhdsa covers three sub-
titles, viz. asiddha, sandigdha, viruddha; of these, only the last two have to do with
he problem cf vyapti—the first having to do with the problem of paksadharmata. That
is why Kumirila’s treatment of just these two is being examined for the present.

In a debate as conceived by Indian logicians there are two parties, one called
vadin or the original disputant the other called prativadin or the rival disputant. The
original disputant is supposed to formulate a vpspti and quote a corroborative
instance which might be either of a homologue type in that both the probans and
the probandum are present here or of a heterologue type in that they are both
absent here; the rival disputant is supposed to quote a contrary instance where the
probans is present but the probandum absent. Now the rival disputant's procedure
is understandable, for even a single contrary instanee is sufficient to invalidate the
vyapti formulated by the original disputant. But it is difficult to see what the original
disputant gains by quoting just one corroborative instance (even of the homologue
type); (such quotation can at the best indicate that the vyap#ti concerned is prima
facie plausible but that is nothing much). However, the phenomenon of quoting an
instance is to be constantly kept in mind if we are to make an intelligent apprecia-
tion of Kumarila’s account of the hetvabhasas sandigdha and viruddha. To take
sandigdha first, it is defined as the probans whose capacity fo establish the presence
of the probandum is doubtful; and it is said to be of three types, viz. sidhdrana, ass-
dharana and viruddha-vyabhicarin. (i) Thus in the case of the subtype sadhdarana it is
pdssible to quecte a contrary instance where the probans is present but the probandum
absent. It is a simple case of invalid vyapti, for a valid vydpti is one in whose case
it is impossible to quote a contrary instance. But the fact is expressed by saying that
in the case of the subtype sadharana the presence of a contrary instance renders it
doubtful whether the probandum is actually present in the case under dispute. (ii)
Again, in the case of the subtype asadharana it is impossible to quote a single corr-
oborative instance (of the homologue type) or a single contrary instance—so that here
‘the case under dispute is the only case where the probans and the probandum
might be possibly present. It is a simple, case where a vyapti is altogether impossible,
for the relation of vyapti obtains only between two such features as are possibly
present in several cases besides the case under dispute (let us ignore fhat Kumarila
has also conceded—wrongly——that this relation can possibly obtain between two
absolutely unique features). But the fact is zxpressed by saying that in the case of
the subtype asadharana the impossibility of quoting a corroborative instance renders
it doubtful whethcr the probandum is actually present in the case under dispute.
(iii) Lastly, in the case of the subtype viruddha--vyabhicarin it is possible to apply to
the case under dispute a rival vyapti—that is, a vydpti where the probandum is
sabsence of the original probandum’; clearly, here the original vydpti cannot be proved
valid ualess it is first proved that the rival vyapti is invalid or that the probans of
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the rival vyapti is absent in the case under dispute. But the fact is expressed by
saying that in the case of the subtype viruddhavyabhicarin the presence of a rivak .
vyapti renders it doubtful whether the probandum is actually preseﬁt in the case und.gn
dispute. Thus we see that the three subtypes of the hetvabhasa sandigdha are in faok
three diffeirent types of cases where the vyapti is invalid for three different reasons, .
and if all these cases seem to show the common feature ‘rendering doubtful the presence.
of the probandum in the case under dispute’ that is because any case of invalid ’
vyapti is bound to do that. This should become clear on examining the type of hetvabhasa
called viruddha—which, as we have noted, is the only other type of hetvabhasa having
to do with vydpti. In the case of viruddha the vyapti is so much invalid that instead
of the probans indisputably establishing the presence of the probandum it indis-
putably establishes the absence of it—so that while in the case of sandigdha we
are left in doubt whether the probandum is present in the case under dispute in the
case of viruddha we are left in no doubt that it is absent there. So logically speaking,
Kumarila has no option but to bring under the type sandigdha all the most diverse
cases of invalid vyapti barring those few ones which belong to the exceptional type
viruddha. .

The above represents the kernel of Kumarila’s account of the hetvabhdsas
sandigdha and viruddha, but his actual words too deserve notice. Thys he begin@ bX
saying that ‘the three subtypes of sandigdha are a cause of doubt because :

- (i) the subtype sadharana is found to be present along thh the probandum and
also in the absence of it,

(ii) the subtype asidharana is found to be present neither along with the probandum
nor. in the absence of it,

(iii) the subtype viruddhavyabhicarin involves the contingency of two contradictory
features being attributed to one and the same thing (vv. 84-85).

Then are cited four illustrative cases for the subtype sadhdrana, one for the
subtype sadhrana and one for the subtype asidhdrama. The  illusteative
cases for sadharana are (a) when the probans is ‘being kﬂowabie’, M,
the probandum ‘being eternal’. (b) when the probans is ‘being tcansient’
and the probandum ‘being not born of effort’, (c) when the probans is
sbeing transient’ and the probandum ‘being born of effort’, (d) when the Probans tsL
sbeing incorporeal’ and the probandum ‘being eternal’; in each of these cases it is
possible to quote an instance where the probans is present along with the probandum
as also an instance where it is present in the absenee of the probandum Q‘(. 85);
The iltustrative case for asadhdrana is when the probans is ‘being possessed of smélh%
and the probandum ‘being eternal’; here earth is the only thing where the probans
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is to be found—so that there can be no instance where this probans is present
along with the probandum nor one where it is present in the absence of the probandum
(v. 86). By way of elucidation Kumarila remarks that in the case of sadhdrana a
doubt arises because there is caused an understanding that the probandﬁ.m is
prasent and also a1 understandiing that it is absent while no choice between
the two alternatives is possible; on the other hand, in the case of asddharana a doubt
arises because there is caused .neither an uunderstanding that the probandum is
present, nor an understanding that it is absent while it is impossible for the probandum
to bs present and also absent at one and the same place (vv. 87-89). It can be seen
that Kumarila is being unnecessarily prolix while describing simple things. Then
Kumarila thinks it necessary to add that the same probans which might be sadharana
or asadhdrana in respect of one probandum can well be a valid probans in respect
of another; e. g. ‘being incorporeal’ is a valid probans in respect of ‘being inactive’
‘and ‘being possessed of smell’ a valid probans in respect of ‘being a part of earth’
(vv. 89-91). The point hardly needs emphasis. Then Kumarila cites and examines
an illustrative case for the subtype viruddhavyabhicarin;, the case occurs when
air is sought to be proved to be imperceptible on the ground of its being
uncoloured and it is sought to be proved to be perceptible on the
ground of its being touchable (v. 91-92). We are told that some people regatds
viruddhavyabhicarin as a new subtype of sandigdha while others say that each of the
two probantia concerned is a case of sadharaga while the two together a case of
asidharana (V. 92-93). Kumarila thus talks as if one and the same disputant formu-
lates two rival vyaptis but that is an impossible situation. And as for his submission
that the probantia concerned are a case of sadharana when taken separately and a
case of asadharana when taken jointly that may be true of his particular illustrative
case, but theoretically it is possible for two probantia to be a case of pseudoprobans
in all sorts of ways. Lastly, Kumarila makes a general submission to the effect that
two probantia which might be a case of sandigdha when taken separately can well
be a case of valid probans when taken jointy; e. g. the features ¢ being possessed
of an upright configuration’ and ‘being possessed of a crow’ when taken separat:ly
do not establish the presence of the feature ‘being a stump of tree’ but when taken
jointly they well do the same (vv. 94-95). This again is a point that hardly needs

emphasis.

~ Kumarila’s account of viruddha is cumbresome in the extreme - so much so that
the very essence of the matter is in the danger of being missed altogether. He begins
by sayiug that the viruddha probans contradicts what is intended to be proved expli-
citly (v. 97). This is an odd way of saying that the viruddha probans has the
relation of vyapti with the absence of the probandum concerned rather than with
this probandum itself; and the mention of implicit intention is' positively misleading
because as a logical category the probans has to be examined only in terms of what
it explicitly seeks to do. Then Kumarila speaks of the viruddha probans of as many
as six types according as it contradicts a character, a particular aspect of a character,
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a thing characterised, a particular aspect of a thing characterised, both a character
and the thing charactrised, a particular aspect of a character and one of the thing
characterised. The illustrative cases cited in connection with all these types except
the first are more or less obscure and the disputant seems to have in mind just ome
corroborative instance (of the homologue type) with whose help to buttress his vyapti.
This is evident from the procedure adopted by Kumarila in criticizing these illustra-
tive cases; for ia each case he just shows that the corroborative instance cited is
possessed of the probans along with an absence of the probandum. But a probans
can be those proved to belong to the type viruddha only if there are no other corrobo~
rative instance (of the homologue type) except the cited one; for otherwise it eould
well happen that the corroborative instance cited is possessed of the probans along
with an absence of the probandum but that there are other instances which are
possessed of the probans along with the probandum (while a viruddha probans
can have no imstance where the probans is present along with ths probandum). Be
that as it may, in connection with the first type Kumarila’s illustrative case is - ‘this
thing is eternal, because it is a produced entity’s here no corroborative instance is
cited but Kumarila's point is clear—viz. that the feature ‘being a produced entity’ is a
probans for the feature ‘being not eternal’ rather than for the feature ‘being eternal’
(v. 97). In connection with the second type the illustrative case is ‘the form of a
word before its denotation is graped is accompanied by the entity denoted, because
it is possessed of a case-ending, just as the form of a word after its denotation. is
grasped is accompanied by the entity denoted;” Kumarila points out that even after
its denotation is grasped the form of a word is notaccompanied by the entity denoted
(v. 93-100). In conncetidn with the third type the illustrative case is ‘semavaya is a
category apart from the categories substance etc., because it causes the notion *‘this
exists in that”, just like contact’, Kumarila points out that contact is not a category
apart from substance etc. (it being a member of the categery quality) (vv. 101-2). In
connection with the fourth type the illustrative case is ‘samavaya is one single entity
because it causes the notion *‘this exists in that » just like contact’, Kumarila points
out that contact is not one single entity (vv. 102-3). In connection with the fifth type
the illustrative case is ‘soul exists as an eternal entity, because it is an impartite
entity, just like sky’; Kumarila says that the probans here is of the viruddha type in
the eyes of the Sautrantika Buddhist who does not believe that sky is eternal or that
soul exists (vv. 103-4); it is difficult to see how soul’s existence is a probandum here
and as Kumarila himself will wisely say in another context that the validity or otherwise
of a probans has nothing to do with the private beliefs of this person or that— so
that if sky is really eternal even the Sautrantikas should say so aud if it is not even
others should not say so. In connection with the sixth type the illustrative case is
"eyes etc. exist for the sake of something else, because they are a composite entity,v
just like a bedding’; Kumarila points out that the disputant being a Sankhya philo-
sopher must hold that e;es etc. exist for the sake of soul which is something incom-
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'posite ‘and that they are made up not of physical elements but of ahankara while on
“he ‘other hand a bedding is meant for someone who is something composite not
"sgrdething incomposite and it is made up of physical elements not of ahankara (vv. 104-
"M; here too it is difficult to see how these private beliefs of the disputant are relevant
Yor a consideration of the validity or otherwise of the vyapti in question— the only
televant task being to see whether there obtains a relation of vyapti between the
Peatute ‘being a composite entity’ and the feature ‘existing for the sake of something
#lse’. Then Kumarila feels that in the case of the first type the probans cotradicts a
haracter because ‘being eternal’ is a character of the thing in question, in the case
of the second type it contradicts a particular aspect of a character because the form
-of ‘a word is a character of it while ‘this form before the denotation concerned is
grasped being accompanied by the entity denoted® is a particular aspect of this
‘character, in the case of the third it contradicts a thipg characterised because sama-
vdya is a thing characterised, in the case of the fourth type it contradictsa particular
aspect of a thing characterized because its unity is a pariicular aspect- of samavaya,
in the case of the fifth type it contradicts both a character and the thing characterised
because ‘being eternal’ is a character and soul the thing characterized, in the case of
the sixth type it contradicts a particular aspect of a character and one of the thing
characterized because ‘existing for the sake of something else’ is a character, ‘existing
for the sake of something incomposite’ a particular aspect of this character, eyes efc.
the thing characterized, ‘eyes etc. being made up of ahankara® a particular aspect of
the thing characterized. All this is nothing but making the confusion worse confoun-
ded, for all thts has little to do with the Ioglcal character of the viruddha type of
probans.

These aspects of the proban of vyapti are touched upon by Kumairila while
investigating the hetvabhasas sandigdha and viruddha, certain others are brought to
light while investigating drstanta; these latter too deserve ¢xamination. The word
dystanta is used by Indian logicians in a broader sense and in a narrower sense; in the
broader sense it means vydpti-along-with-a-corroborative-instance, in the narrower
sense it means just cor;qborative—instance. Following this tradition Kumarila too fully
discusses under the title drstanta questions that have to do with the problem of vyapri
rather than with that of corroborative instance. For example, his discussion on
dystanta opens with a detailed advice as to how in a debate one shoald and how one
should not present one’s vydpti (vv. 108-14). This however is a purely formal ques-
tion. Later on Kumarila discusses as to how vyapti of X with Y is exactly equivalent
to that of not-Y with not-X (vv. 121-26 cf. 134-37). To a great extent ‘this foo -is
a formal question. But then Kumarila is somehow led into discussing a ‘question
of material importance. For he had said that the vyapzi of X with Y is exactly equi-
valent to that of not-Y with not-X and so the opponent reasons as follow : “Then
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one should not at all bother about formulating vyapti between X and Y, for corro-
‘borative instances for that might not be easily available; on the other hand, corrobo-
rative instances for the vyapti obtaining between not-Y and not-X can be easily had
in plenty (vv. 131-32).” In reply Kumarila repeats his recently made assertion (vv.
128-29) that wvyapti between not-Y and not-X is formulated just with a view to
substantiating that between X and Y-—so that formulating the latter vyapti is
always in place (vv. 131-32). More significantly, Kumarila-as if refuting the opponent
in advance-had argued that even in the case of vyapti between X and Y a stray
collection of corroborative instances will not do, {or distinction has to be made bet-
ween a vydpti proper and a mere co-presence (vv. 129-30). The arcumentation has a
very important implication. Thus Kumarila had come to notice not only that corro-
borative instances of the heterologue type can be ruled off by way of supporting
any and every vyapti but also that cven corroborative instances of the homologue
type are not much difficult to collect in support of an invalid vyapti (vv. 117, 130-
31). Hence his emphasis on the need for distinguishing between a vyapti proper and
3 mere co-presence. Logically, this distinction should have implied the recognition
that a vyapti has to be formulated after making an exhaustive observation of a most
varied type of corroborative instances and that even in the end the ptoviso has to
be added that the wyapti thus formulated is to be deemsd valid so lopg—and only so
long—as no contrary instances come to anyone’s notice. Kumarila was certainly aware
of some part of this implication but not of the whole of it. This becomes evident
from the fact that he soon proceeds to explain how an all-time valid vyapti is acquired
on the basis of the observation of just few instances; his explanation lies in mainta-
ining that the relation of vydpti obtains between two features taken not in their
particular aspect but in their universal aspect while this universal aspect of theirs
is signified by the presence of an eternal-ubiquitous entity called ‘universal’ which
resides in its entirety in its this locus or that (v. 133). If this explanation is really
valid then it becomes difficult to see why the observation ju‘t one corroborative
instance should not make possible the establishment of the vyapti concerned; for the -
‘aniversals’ between which the vyapti is alleged to obtain allegedly exist in their
entirety in-one corroborative instance as in another. In any case, this way Kumarila
is led to discuss the question as to why then the old Mimarasa author distinguished
between pratyaksatodysta anumana and sdmanyatodrsta anumdna, for since the former
-phrase means ‘inference based on perceptual cognition® and the latter ‘inference based
on generic cognition’ the latter type of inference alone seems to be based on a vyapti
that obtains between ‘universals’ (vv. 138-43); his verdict is that all vyapti is a vyapti
obtaining between ‘universals’ but that those cases of the application of a vyapti
where the presence of the probans is cognized perceptually are called cases of pratyak-
satodsta anumana  while those where the presence of the proban is cognized
inferentially are called cases of samanyatodysia anumana (vv. 144-45), This is a
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question of secondary importance and the validity ‘or otherwere of Kumarila’s answer
to it depends on the validity or otherwise of his genral thesis on ‘universals’. (Here
begins Kumarila’s discussion of the question as to whether the object of inferential
cognition is something real or something fictitious, a discussion to which we shall
return at the end of our enquiry into Kumarila’s treatment of inference).

(ii) The Problem cf Drstanta

The problem of drstanta or corroboratve instance becomes beiter manageable after
that of vydapti is first disposed of. For the only purpose that a corroborative instance
can serve in an inference is to somehow lend support to the vydpti concerned. But
the question is as to how it is that a corroborative instance lends support to a vydpti.
For as Kumarila came to realize, the mere possibility of quoting one corroborative
instance (not even the possibility of quoting a number of such instances) will validate
a vyapti that is otherwise invalid. So the real problem is to :pecify the -precise
conditions that make a vyapti valid. A solution of this problem was hinted at by
Kumarila through his thesis on prayojakata or ‘begrounding’. For according to this
thesis X is a valid probans for Y only in case the presence of X necessitates the
presence of Y — which necessitation, in ifs turn, is possible only in case X causes Y.
That Kumarila’s solution received support from later logicians is evident from their
discussion on what they called an aprayojaka, anyathasiddha or sopadhika probans. For
these logicians discovered that there are cases when a probans fulfils all the condi-
tions laid down in their textbooks and is yet invalid. Deeper thought convinced
them that the trouble with such a probans is that its presence does not necessitate
the presence of the probandum. It was with a view to understanding the nature of
such anomalous cases that the concept of aprayojaka, anythasiddha or sopadhika probans
was first introduced, but when thus intrcduced it enabled our logicians to clearly
realize that even in ordinary cases of inference a probans fulfils its assigned role
only by virtue of being something that necessitates the presence of the probandum.
And it was now that the problem of quoting one corroborative instance turned into
a vestigial problem reminiscent of an age whean the concept of something like Kumarila’s
prayojakata had not appeared on the thought-horizon of our logicians Viewing this
problem thus one can take leave of it without wasting many words on it—as is
actually done by Kumarila; (if things said by Kumarila under the title drstanta are
so many that is simply because most of these things have to do with the
problem of vyapti rather than with that of corroborative instance). Thus
Kumarila in essence simply tells us that a corroborative  instance might be
either of a homologue type in that it possesses both the probans and th¢ pro-
bandum or of a heterologue type in that it lacks both of them, and he elucidates his
point by citing an illustrative case where a corroborative instance of the homologue
type is invalid because it lacks either the probans or the probandum or both and a
corroborative instance of the heterologue type is invalid because it possesses either
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the proban or the probandum or both. In this illustrative case probans is the feature
‘being incorporeal’ and probandum the feature ‘being eternal’. Here three invalid corr-
oborative instances of the homologue type are an action (which lacks the probandum),
an atom (which lacks the probans), a cloth (which lacks both) (vv.115-16), while
three invalid corroborative instances of the heterologue type are an atom (which
possesses the probandum), a piece of cognition (which possesses the probans), sky
(which possesses both) (v. 128). While quoting the first set of corroborative instances
Kumarila says two noteworthy things about sky, viz. '

(i) that sky, inspite of possessing both the probans and the probandum, will not
be a valid corroborative instance for the disputant who denies the existence of sky
(v. 116),

and (ii) that sky, inspite of possessing both the probans and the probandum,
‘will not make the probans in question a valid probans since there exists an instance
—viz. an action— where it is present along with an "absence of the probandum (v,
117).

The first point is questionable, for, as alrecady noted in another connection and
will say be noted in one more connection, in a debate what exists for one party
must exist also for the other. The second point is important; for it virtually amounts
to conceding that all quoting of a corroborating instance (even of the homologue
type) is a useless venture.’And after quoting the set of invalid corroborative instances
of the heterologus type Kumairila emphasizes that even this type of corroborative
instance, though immediately showing forth the co-presence of ‘absence of the probans’
and ‘absence of the probandum’, is ultimately aimed at establishing a vyapti between the
probans and. the protandum (v. 128); (immediately afterwards the point is re-emph-
asized that the mere availability of an instance where both the probans and the
_probandum are present will not establish a vydpri between the probans and the
probandum (vv. 129-130) ). Again, here also it is noted that inspite of there being
available a valid corroborative instance of the heterologue type in the form of a jar
(which lacks both the probans and the probandum) the probans in question is an
invalid probans since there exist an instance—viz. an action—where it is
present along with an absence of the probandum (vv. 130-31); this virtually
amounts to conceding that all quoting of a corroborative instance of the heterologue
type is a useless venture. That the concept of a corroborative instance of the hetero-
logue type is a particularly useless concept does not become clear from Kumairila’s
present illustrative case where the feature acting as probans and that acting as
probandum are both such that everything possesses it or its absence; when the featurcs
concerned ate not of this nature, all sorts of utterly irrelevant things can be said in
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the name of offering a corroborative instance of the heterologue type—this becoming
specially evident in the case of those extremely artificial pieces of inference (technically
called kevalavyatirekin) about which it is claimed that they can be buttressed only
with the help of a corroborative instance of the heterologue type. All this however is
not to deny that the quoting of ‘a corroborative instance (of either type) only too
often facilitates the comprehension of a point at issue, a circumstance 1esponsible for
the persistence of the practice even after our authors were clearer about the relative
logical status of a vyapti and a corroborative instance,

(iti) The Problem of Paksadharmati

. In connection with inference the third most important problem after that of
vyapti and that of drstanta is that of paksadharmata. Thus in the inferential proposition
“A possesses the feature Y because it possesses the feature X, sinee whatever thing
possesses the feature X possesses the feature Y, just like B” the proposition-part
“A possesses the feature X*’ signifies paksadharmati and difficulties about it arises
when one party in debate asserts it while the other denies it. The denial might be
made either on the ground that A does not possess X or on the ground that A
does not exist at all. All this is discassed by Kumairila while investigating the hetva-
bhasa asiddha (vv. 75-82), Thus on his showing the case of A not possessing X is a
case of the subtype of asiddha called svaripasiddha while the case of A not existing
at all a case of the subtype of asiddha called asrayasiddha; moreover, both a
svaripasiddha probans and an afrayasiddha probans might be either definitely known
to be such or just suspected to be such. To quote Kumairila’s examples, a case of
svaripasiddha definitely known to be such is ‘fire is cold (bence a non-burner)’ or
‘a word is visible (hence transnent) (vv. 76-77); a case of svaripasiddha suspected to
be such arises when even while doubting whether a spot possesses smoke or vapour
one says ‘that spot possesses smoke (and hence fire)’ (vv. 78-79). In this connection
Kumairila also makes a distinction whose propriety he himself denies later on. Thus
he begins by telling us that in a debate a case of asiddha might arise in three ways,
viz, when the proposition concerned is invalid (or suspicious) in the eyes of the
original disputant, when it is so in the eyes of the rival disputant, when it is so in
the eyes of both. The examples quoted abave belong to the third variety: an exa-
mple of svaripasiddha in its first two varieties will be found when ina debate where
the Mimamsaka is a party the proposition is made by one party or the other—that
a word is a produced eatity or that it is a quality (v. 77), an example of dfrayasiddha
in its first two varieties will be found when in a debate where the Buddhist is a
party the proposition is made — by one party or the other—that a soul is active
everywhere (hence ubiquitous) (vv. 80-81). But in the end (vv. 81-83) Kumarila
disputes this triple distinction of asiddha on the ground that in a debate what jg
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valid, invalid or suspicious in the eyes of one party must be so in the eyes of both.
His point is that if a debater is convinced that A possesses X then he should say so
even if he knows that the rival is likely to challenge him on this score; for in
case he is actually challengsd thea if he successtully meets the challenge the proposition
in question becomes valid in the eyes of both the parties, if he fails to meet the
challenge it becomes invalid in the eyes of both. Kumazrila’s contention certainly holds
good for the cases of oral debate but not for those of written debate—that is, debate
conducted through polemical books; for the author of & book can well charge his
rival with having made a proposition that is invalid {or susp;cxous) in his eyes or in
the latter’s own eyes or in the eyes of both. The poiat is that in a book it is impo-
ssible to settle all issues or to settle even one smgle issue for all times to come—though
even in an oral debate an issue is apparently settled only for the time being; for as
soon as an oral debate is over the defeated party (unless turned turncoat) is bound
to revert back to its cherished position. And as a matter of historical record, what-
ever might have been the situation in the very beginning in later times our scholars
were chiefly conducting their mutual debate through books rather than through mouth
and in the course of it more and more issues were clarified more and more even if
none was ever settled to the satisfaction of each and every ome.

(iv) The Problem of Paksa

In connection with inference the last important problem is that of paksa. We have
already come across the word paksa while speaking of paksadharmatai—a compound
whose etymology remains to be considered. The word paksadharmata means ‘being
a feature of the paksa’, and all valid probans has to be a feature of the paksa while
an asiddka probans is invalid precisely because it is not such a feature. As thus under-
stood paksa obviously means the locus where the probans is found to be present and
the probandum is to be proved to be present (in terms of the symbolism adopted
by us A is paksa because X is found to be present in it while Y is to be proved to
be present in it). However, by the word paksa Kumirila mean the thesis to be proved
through an inference--as is evident from his long account of it given in vv. 54-75;
and it is difficult to see how a probans can be a feature of the paksa as thus under-
stood. As if to obviate this difficulty the account is preceded by an claborate treatm-
ent of the question as to what constitutes the thing-to be- inferred (anumeya) (vv.27-51)
—the implication being that this thing too might be called paksa in some sense while
there is nothing inherently impossible about a probans being a feature of such a thing.
Kumarila’s discussion makes it abundantly clear that the thing to be inferred mus
fulfil two conditions, viz.

r(i), that the probans must be a feature of it, and
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(ii) that the probans must have with it the relation of vyapti.

Now the common locus of the probans and the probandum is something whose
feature the probéns is while the probandum is something with which the probans has
the relation of vyapti, but nothiog apparently fulfils both the conditions in question.
Arguing broadly on these very lines Kumarila himself concedes that these two condi-
tions are fulfilled neither by the locus alone nor by the probandum alone nor by the
two taken together (v. 30); but he abruptly suggests that they are actually fulfilled
by the locus-as-characterized-by the-probandan (v. 34). In this connection Kumairila
thinks it necessary to argue that the thing-to-be-inferred is the locus-as—characterized
by~the probandum rather than the probandum-as-charactrized-by-the-locus (v. 36-38),
his contention being that the probans cannot be—at least directly—a feature of the latter
as it can be of the former; but when reminded that the probans cannot have—at least
directly—the relation of vyapti with the former as it can have with the latter he simply
brushes aside the difficulty (v. 38). Plainly, so far as their capacity to - fulfil Kuma.
rila’s two conditions is concerned  both the alternatives here considered by him are
deficient, one in one respzct the other in the other. But Kumarila’s demand is an
impossible demand and his difficulty is rooted in the ambiguity that gradually came
to be attached to the word paksa which would sometimes mean the thesis to be pro-
ved, sometimes the common locus of the probans and the probandum. Kumairila also
argues at length against the position that the thing-to-be~inferred is ‘probandum-as-
charactized-by~1~locus’ (vv. 39-47). In this connection several fantastic meanings are
alternately attributed to the phrase ‘probandum-as-characterized-by-a-locus’ and the
resultant view criticized (vv. 39-43), but the sensible mecaning the-given-case-of-
probandum-as-characterized-by—the—given-locus is dismissed by saying that the given
locus comes to mind even before the given probandum does—so that the former cannot
be left in a position subordinate to the latter (vv. 44-47). In fact, the point is not as
to what comes to mind first and what next but as to what comes to mind in what capacity
—so that if the locus is noticed as loc#s and the probindum as probandum then it
is immaterial as to which of them is noticed first and which next. Lastly, Kumairila
considers—in an - approving fashion--the position that the thing to be inferred is
‘probans as characterized by the probandum (v.48), In this connection he answers
the objection that in that case ‘the probans bscomes a part and parcel of the thing-.
to be inferred, an undesirable contingency inasmuch as the probans has to be some-
thing already established (v. 6g). The answer cousists in pointing out that what here
constitutes a part of the thing-to be inferced is the given case of probans and not
probans as such (v. 51); it is valid but the fact remains that Kumirila’s whole trea-
tment of the subject is marred by his unawareness of .the ambiguity vitiating the
word paksa: As for, Kumarila’s treatment of paksa understood as the thesis to be
proved through an inference, it is apparently fairly long (vv. 54-75). But in essence
he here does just one thing, viz. to emphasize that a thzsis to be proved through an



Means of Valid Cognition Other Than Verbal Testimony 95

inference should not be such a one as stands contradicted by the findings of another
means of valid cognition. And since according to Kumarila the means of valid cogni-
tion are six in all he divides an invalid paksa into six subtypes each contradicted
through one particular means of valid cognition (vv.58-59). For example, preception
contradicts the thesis ‘a word is imperceptible’ (v. 59), inference contradicts the thesis
‘a word is inaudible’ (vv.60-61). The thesis contradicted through verbal testimony

might be of three types, viz.

(i) that contradicted through one’s own words—e.g. someone saying ‘I never
speak’ ‘All statements are false’ ‘My mother is barren’, ' :

(ii) that contradicted through the established position of one’s school—e. g. the
Buddhist saying that a word is eternal,

(iii) that contradicted through popular usage—e. g. someone saying ‘candra is not
the word for moon’ (vv. 91-65). '

The remaining subtypes are illustrated through the well--known examples that Kum-
arila employs while offering an account of the three remaining means of valid cognition,
an account we have yet to examine (vv' 65-69). When illustrations have been offered
for all the six subtypes Kumarila relates that in all those illustrations what stood
contradicted was a character but that smllarly there might be cases where what stands
contradicted is a thing characterized,” both a character and the thing cha-
racterized, a particular aspect of a character, a particular aspect of a.thing characterized,
a particular aspect of a character aad one of the thing chararcterized (in each case the
thing contradicted being mentioned explicitly or implicitly) (vv, 70-71). But as we have
already found in connection with our examination of Kumarila’s account of the hetva-

bhasa viruddha all this is very much confusing.

(v) The Object of Inferential Cognition
Something Real or Something Fictitious

Kumarila closes his treatment of inference with a discussion of the general ques-
tion as to whether the object of inferential cognition is something real or something
fictitious. The occasion for the disqussion arises because of certain positions maintai-
ned by the Buddhist. Thus the Buddhist posits just two means of valid cogition, viz.
perception and inference and it is his uaderstanding that perception is competent to
cognize a particular object but ﬁot the common features exhibited by it while inference
competent to cognize thE: common features exhibited by a particular object but not
this particular object-also that a- particular object is something real while the common
faatures exhibited by it something fictitious. All these positions Kumarila seeks to
controvert in the present part of his text. On his showing the common features exhi-
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bited by a particular object signify the presence in this object of the corresponding
“‘universals’ which are of the form of an eternal—ubiquitous object as real as the par-
ticular object itself; and it is his understanding that a ‘universal’ is grasped by prec-
eption as much as by inference. So Kumarila begins his polemic by emphasizing that
the object of inferential cogaition is something indisputably real (v. 147), that a ‘uni-
versal’ is something real (v. 148), that a funiversal’ is cognized through perception
(v. 148). Then he arguec that io say that a common feature is cognized through infe-
reace alone must lead to an infinite regress (vv. 149-53). For an inference must req-
uire ‘the prior cognition of the probans which has to be of the form of a common
feature, but if 2 common feature is cognized through inference alone then the cogni-
tion of this probans must require another inference and the process should go on and
infinitum. Kumarila also rejects the defence that the probans of an inference is cogn-
ized not through inference but through another means of cognition (vv. 154-56). For
if this means is a means of valid cognition then being competent to cognize a common
feature it should render redundant the positing of inference as a means of valid cogn-
ition while if it is merely a means of cognicion then the cognition of the probans through
its instrumentality should not lead to a valid inference—just as the mistaken cogni-
tion of vapour as smoke does not lead to the valid inference of fire. Kumarila similarly
rejects the submission that the probans of an inference is cognized through memory
and that even if memory is not a means of valid cognition the memory of probans
is instrumental in a valid inference justas the memory of vyapti is (vv. 157-60), For the
memory of a vyapti is possible because this vyap#i was once cognized through preception,
but the memory of a probans is not possible because this probans is of the form of
'a common feature while on the Buddhist’s view a common feature is never cognized
through perception. As Kumarila bitingly remarks, if one can have memory of what
one has not cognized through perception then one can as well have memory of a barren
‘'woman’s son. His point is that unless a common feature is actually preceived at the
time of perceiving a concerned particular object no subsequent perception of this par-
ticular object should call back to mind this common feature (vv. 161-65). Lastly,
Kumarila dismisses the suggestion that the cognition of a probans takes place on
account of the vasand or impressions retained in mind (v. 167). He does not argue
that such an impression too presupposes a prior perceptual cognition (perhaps for the
fear of being answered back that this inpression could well be a heritage of a past
birlh) but only that in that in case the coguition of the probandum too should take
place on account of the visanas themselves-—without needing an inference. Kumarila
goes on to-and that one who like him posits additional means of valid cognition be-
sides perception and inference can possibly conceive of a case where the probans is
cognized neither through perception nor through inference but that this alternative is
not epen to the Buddhist who points just two means of valid cognition (vv. 168-69).
As a general rule, however, Kumarila’s own position is that a probans is cognized
either through perception or through inference (v. 170-71). Then keeping in mind
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that not only inference but even verbal testimony, analogy etc. (i. e. the additional
means of valid cognition posited by him) somehow or other necessarily presuppose
a prior perception of a common feature Kumarila administers to the Buddhist a final
advice to the effect that the latter must- concede two positions—viz. that all means
of valid cognition necessarily presuppose perception and that perceptlon is competent
to cognize a common feature (vv 172-73). Kumarila closes his discussion with an
enquiry that is almost purely ontological (vv. 174-88). Thus -he begins by observing
that even a particular object is a common something when viewed ia relation to cer-
tain other objects; e. g. colour is a particular object but it is a common something
in relation to the particular colour blue etc. while blue colour itself is a common
something in relation to the particalar shades of blue colour—so much so that even
a dyad is a common something in relation to its constituent atoms. (vv. 174-75). So
on Kumarila’s showing an atom should be the only particular object that the Buddhist
is entitled to speak of, and then he objects that neither is any practical dealing pos-
sible in relation to atoms nor are they open to perceptual cognition—either taken
singly or taken in aggregate (v. 177). The Baddhist does say that the atoms taken
in aggregate become perceptible, but Kumarila feels that the position remains unten-
able ualess it is further granted that the atoms in aggregate give rise to a new
product called ‘composite substance’—which wholly risides in its each and every com-
ponent-part just as a ‘universal’ wholly resides in each and every concerned particu-
lar object (vv. 179-82). Further strengthening his owa position by saying that the
Mimarhsaka is not committed to posit the existence of an atom Kumarila ridicules
the Buddhist position by saying that to deny the reality of a composite substance
on the ground that atoms really exist is like denying the reality of a rabbit on the
ground that a rabbit’s horn really exists (vv. 183-84)..

3 Analogy (upamina)

Analogy is the fourth means of valid cognition posited by Kumarila after per-
ception, infernce and verbal testimony. Obviously it is not as important as thess
latter three and one has the impression that Kumarila defends its independeat chara.
cter simply because the tradition of his school so demanded. In any case, Kumarila‘s
attention is drawn to the fact that what his school uaderstands by analogy is some-
thing different from what is understood by it in common parlance as also something
different from what is understood by it in the Nyaya school where too it is posited
as an independent means of valid cognition. Thus in popular parlance a case of
analogy arises when, for examble, a townsman enquires from a forest-dweller as to
what a gavaya is like and the Ilatter replies that it is like a cow (v. 1). Kumarila
however thinks that analogy as thus understood is but a case of verbal testimoay
(v. 2). Then keeping in mind the Nyiya view of analogy Kumarila says that accord-
ing to some a case of analogy arises when a townsman who was earlier told by a
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forest-dweller that a gavuya is like a cow goes to the forest, comes across a
gavaya and ficds it to be similar to a cow (v. 6). But en his showing
analogy as thus understood is but a case of perception and a case of
memory put together, gavaya being an object of perception and its similarity-
with-a-cow learnt earlier beiag an object of memory (vv. 7-10'. Kumarila
particularly objects that with the present understanding of analogy it becomes difficult
to see why the townsman should be told by the forest-dweller that a gavaya is like
a cow, for even without being told so the former should be in a pbsition to notice
that a gavaya is like a cow (vv. 10-11). The Nyaya logician submits that unless the
townsman was earlier told by the forest-dweller that a gavaya is like a cow the for-
mer even while noticing that a gavaya is like a cow should not be in a position to
make out that such aa entity is what th: word ‘gavaya’ stands for (v. 12). Kumarila
retorts that it is immaterial whether the townsman makes out or does not that the
entity beiag perceived by him is what the word ‘gavays’ stands for, for even in case
he was earlier told by the forest-dweller that a gavaya is like a cow it was at that
very time and not at the time of the actual perception of a gavaya that he learnt
what the word ‘gavaya’ stands for (the reason being that the denotative capacity of
a word is something supersensuous and so not something that can be learnt earlier
and recognized later on) (vv. 12-14). Kumnarila admits that the object of analogical
cognition Has to be a thing characterized by similarity but he is dissatisfied with the
way the Nyaya logiciao conceives this object (v. 15). However, before formulating an
alternative concept of it Kumarila thinks it necessary to offer a defiaition of ‘similarity’
and defend it against possible objections (vv. 18-35). Tais part of his argumentation
is particularly moteworthy because of the light it throws on the way his mind works
on the question of a ‘universal’. On Kumarila’s showng two objects are similar when
they are a seat of two different ‘universals’ and yet have some number of component
parts in common (v. 18). The implication is that two objects are not just similar
but identical when they have not just some but all of component parts in common—
this being the simple meaning of these objects being a seat of the same ‘universal’.
To put it symbolically X and Y are ideatical. i. e. are a seat of the same ‘universal’
when a, b, ¢, d happen to be the total set of component parts possessed by X as
well as Y; X aad W are similar when soms (at least on¢) from amoag X’s compon-
eat parts a, b, ¢, d also happen to be the component parts of W. So for Kumarila
two seats of the same ‘universal’ are not just similar but identical; e. g. two cows
are not just similar but identical. That is why when he says that two objects have
a component part in common what he means is that thi§ conponent part as existing
in one of them and the same as existing in the other are a seat of one and the
same universal; e. g. two cows have a hora in common because a hora of one cow and
that of the other are a seat of the same ‘universal’ horn-aess, so also do a cow and
a gavaya have a horn in ‘common because a horn of a cow and that of a gavaya
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ate a seat of ths same ‘universal’ hornness. So when Kuméirila defines similarity as
two objects having some numbsr/of their component parts in common what he means
is that one of those component parts as existing in one of those objects and the sameg
as existing in the other are a seat of one and ths same ‘universi’, this explains why
Kumarila always refuses to ident:fy a ‘uuiversal’ with similarity—on the plea that
far from being identical with a ‘aaiversal’ similarity itself presupposes a set of ‘univ-
ersals’. These are the central ideas preseat in Kumarila’s mind while considering_the
nature of similarity in the preseat part of his text. Two modre points are noteworthy.
Thus we are told that sometimss two objects are said to be similar not because they
have some number of component parts in common but because a component part of one
and a_compont part of the other hive some numbzar of component pirts in common;
e. g. this is the sense in which an eye is, said to be similat to a lotus—petal (v. 19)..
Again, Kumairila coasider the objection that two twins too are said te be similar
even if they are not a seat of tw> diffsrent ‘universals’—b )tp being a man; he answe-
rs by simply exclaiming ‘Well this is what we observe. So what do you say ?* (v. 22).
Logically Kumarila should here recall his general position that even wiaen two objects
are a seat of one and the same ‘universal’ they are also a seat of their resp:ctive part-
icular features--so that they are not only mutually ideatical but also mutually different
and that two things which are mutually identical as well as mutually different can
well be said to bz mutually similar; but he does not say all this because of the fear that
all this will amount to identifying a ‘universal’ with similarity. a contingency Kumairila
dreads like anything, B: that as it miv, Kumirila next proceeds to consider the
question as to what has to bz the sp:cific object of analogical cogaition. He begins
by observing thit similarity resides in its entirety in each of the two parties concerned
just as a ‘universal’ resides in its eatirety in each and every one of the concerned
particular objects (v. 35). So on Kumarila’s showing when one peiczives a gavaya
in the forest one also percsives <similarity-obsaining-between-a-cow-and-a-gavaya’
as characterising this gavaya; and if at the same time one also recalls that one's
cow at home is characterized by this very ‘similarity’ then this cow as characterized by
this 'similarity’ or this ‘similarity’ as characterizing this cow will be what constitutes
an object of analogical cognition (vv. 35-37). Kumarila goes on to add that in thus
case ‘similarity’ is an object of perception, cow an object of memory but cow as cha-
racterized by ‘similarity’ 1s an object of a new means of valid cognition called ‘analogy’
—just as in that famous case the mountain is an. object of perception, firgua”n object
of memory but the mountain as characterized by fire is an object of a new means of
valid cognition called ‘inference’ (vv.38-39). In this conneciion Kumatila thinks it
necessary to argue that the case under consideration is not a case of inferential cogni=
tion (vv. 43-51). In a nutshell his argument is that no inference can have for its
thesis ‘that cow is characterized by this “similarity>”’, for no probans will be ever ava-.
ilable for that; this ‘similarity’ as belongiag to thit cow camnot act as such a probans
because that yet remains to be cognized (v. 43), this ‘similarity’ as belonging to



80 Lo Slokavartika—a study

this gavaya cannot do so because that does notcharacterize that cow (v. 44). Kumirila

also considers the fantastic possibility that such a probans might be this gavaya (v. 45)
or the possession of horns etc. on the part of this gavaya (vv. 47-50). but a really

serious consideration he dismisses rather lightly. For the fact of the matter is that
X’s similarity with Y logically implies Y’s similarity with X, so that if the former is
percelved the latter is inferred; Kumirila denies this on the ground that this should
be possible only in those limited number of cause where X and Y happen to have
been once perceived jointly (vv. 45-46), but his denial is invalid inasmuch as the
implication in question holds good for all values of X and Y. As we shall soon see,
Kumarila correctly realized that the cases of implication constitute an important class
of logical phenomena (this being the meaning of his positivg ‘implication’ as an
independent meaas of valid cognition), but his endeavour to show that those cases
have nothing to do wifth inference always risults in ons folly or another.

4. Implication (Arthipatti)

Implication is the fifth means of valid cogaition posited by Kumarila—following
the tradition of his schoql; As a matter of fact, the cases of implication are certain
more or less interesting cases of inference but Kumarila has somenow persuaded him
self that they are not so and the reasoning adopted by him in this connection throws
significant light on how he understands the specific nature of an inferential situation;
it is this that makes his treatment of implication worthy of close attentjon. On
Kumarila’s showing a case of implication arises when a phenonenon X' cognized
through one of the six means of valid cognition remains unaccounted for unless
another phenomenon Y not cogaized otherwise is posited (v. 1); here the cogaition
of the phenomenon Y thus taking place is said to be a cognition brought about through
a new means of valid cognition called implication. To judge from the examples cited
by Kumarila implication is mostly employed to posit a capacity (meaning a causal
capacity) in a thing acting as a cause. Thus :

(i) on having percelved that ﬁre burns one p031ts in fire the capacity to burn
v. 3),

(ii) on having inferred that the sun moves one posits in the sun the capacity to
move (v. 3),

| (iii) on having cognized thrdugh ‘analogy that a cow is similar fo a gavaya one
posits in this cow the capacity to be cognized thus (v. 4), /

(iv) on having observed the denoting function of a word one posits in this word
a denotative capacity and having thus posnted this capacity in this word one posit:
eternality in this word (v. 5).
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So here the phenomcnon X is cognized in the case (i) through perception, in
the caséXii) through inference, in the case (iii) through analogy, in the case (iv) thro-
ugh implicafion and barring the case (iv) the phenomenon Y is always a capacity
(while in the case (iv) too the phenomenon X is a capacity). Kumarila himself else~
whete corcludes his treatment of implication by talking as if its sole function is to
posit a capacity in a thing acting as a cause; but he also there says that its another
functien is to act as it does in what is his case (v) (v.47). In his case (v) the phe-
‘nomenon X is dognized through the means of valid cognition called absence and its
treatment is inordinately long (covering 39 verses-viz. vv. 8-46-of the total ‘88).
Kumarila is here silent about his case (vi) which he treats almost as a class by
itself and which he describes after the concluding remark in question has been made;
in this case the phenomenon X is cognized through verbal ' testimony and its trea-
meat too is inordinately long (covering 38 verses-viz. vv.51-88-of the total 88). So,
according to Kumirila a case of implication arises either '

(i) when a capacity is posited in a thing acting as a cause, or
(ii) as in his case (v), or
(iii) as in his case (vi) We consider-the three alternatives one by one.

Kumarila thinks it necesary to argue why the case of positing a capacity in a thing
actingas a cause is not acase of inference. Thus in his view inference necessarily requires
the establishment of vyapti between the probams and the probandum and this in its
tarn re}1ires that both the probansand the probandum be of the form of something
031ty observation; but since the capacity posited by him is ex hypothesi someti:ing
superseasuous it cannot act as a probandum in any inference-not even in one where
the effect concerned acts” as a probans (vv.48-49). We have earlier found Kumiriia?
describing a valid probans as one whose presence necessitates the presence of the
probandum concerned and this description should apply to the case where an effect
is a probans and the capacity residing in the cause concerned the probandum. But
now he seems t> be making a new point that a supersensaous thing can never act as
a probandum in any inference-so that the logical necessity compelling one to posit
the existence of a suprasensuous thing must be a case not of inference but of impli-
cation. A somewhat similar trend of thought emerges in connection with Kumarila’s

case (v) to which we turn next.

On Kumarila’s showing, the of)setvation that a living person (named Caitra) is.
absent inside his house logically necessitates the assumption that he is present at a
place outside his house (v. 8). In this connection he undertakes a very long and
laborious argument to show that here the knowledge that Caitra is present at a place
outside his house cannot be acquired through any inference whatsoever. Kumd&rila‘s
point is that all inference requires a locus, a probandum and a probans but that in
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the case under consideration it is impossible to find out these three things; various
possibillties are oonsidersd and all found wanting (vv. 11-13,. Thus the locus and the
probandum could be Caitra and a place-outside-house respectively or a place-outside
_house and Caitra respectively; the probans could be either Caitra’s absence-inside-
house or the house’s absence-of-Caitra. But a-place-cutside-house cannot be the
locus because the probans in neither form can be a feature of it; and the house’s
absence-of—Caitra cannot be a feature of Caitra even. Sothe only remaining possibily
is that the locus is Caitra, the probandum a place-outside-house (rather presence at
a place-outside-house), the probans Caitra’s ahsence-inside-house; and it is interésting
to watch how Kumarila rejects this possibility. First of all we are told that in this
case the probans cannot be a feature of the locus inasmuch as Caitra’s absence-insids
~house cannot be observed to be a feature of ‘Caitra (vv. 12-13); the idea seems to
be the fantastic idea that if Caitra’s absence-inside-house is to be observed .as a
feature of Caitra then both Caitra’s absence-inside-house and Caitra should be
observed together. Before coming to this point once more, another difficulty is urged
—viz. that in this case the locus is not a thing observed eatlier (v. 16); the idea seems
to be the irrelevant idea that Caitra is not being observed for the time being. Then
it is argued that Caitra’s absence-inside-house cannot act as a probans for Caitra’s
presence at a place~outside-house, because a living person’s absence at a place cannot
e ascertained unless his presence at a place—outsxde—thls place is already presumed
—g0 that since in the case uader consideration Caitra’s presence at a place-outside~
house is already presumed there remains nothing to be inferred (vv. 19, 25, 27-28);
the argument is simply astounding inasmuch as there is nothiag difficult about ascer~
- taining a living person’s absence at a place without already presuming his presence
at a place-outside-house. Lastly, it is argued that in the case under consideration it
is impossible to establish vyapzi between the probans and the probandum (vv. 34-55).
For some reasons Kumarila does not consider the more relevant case of vyapti
" between absence-at-one-place and presence-at-another-place but the less relevant
case of that between presence-at-one-place and absence-at-another-place, but that is
not the real difficulty. The real difficulty is about his whole way of looking at the
problem, for what he says in this conaection amounts to demanding that if one were
to establish the vyapti in question one must be in a position to observe simultaneously
each and every place that is there in the world, an obviously impossible demand. Be
that as it may, this is how Kumarila argues that on the basis of observing a lxvmg
person’s absence-inside-his-house to posit his presence-outside~house is not a case of
inference but that of implication, It cannot be denied that Kumarila is here drawing
our attention to an interesting class of cases where an absolutely valid vyapti is
obtained without much effort, but the fact that this.vyapti is absolutely valid and
that it is obtained without much effort misleads him into thinking that what is thye
obtained is not a vyapsi but something clse. As a matter of fact, in these cases o
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yyapti is obtained not on the basis of a more or less wide-ranging observation but on
the basis of a more or less elementary law of logic. For example, in the cases under -
consideration the law concerned is that if X is either a or b or ¢ and if X is neither

a nor b then X must ba ¢; (to give the given variables the values needed,

X - Caitra, a — being dead,
b - being present inside house,
1

¢ - being present outside house).

Kumarila has a clear enough realization of this when he repeatedly says that in
the case of a living person his presence barred from the house must obtain at a place
outside the house (vv. 22, 24, 46); he has only to realize that this too is a case of
obtaining a vyapti between absence-inside-house and presence-outside-house.

- Lastly, we come to Kumacila’s case (vi) where a phenomenon X cognized through

verbal testimony remains unaccounted for unless another phenomenon Y is posited,
Thus when an authoritative person says to someone ‘the fat Devadatta does not eat
during daytime’ the information conveyed remains unac;ountéd .for unless it too.is
presumed that Devadatta eats during nighttime. In this connection Kumarila’s enquiry
is as to. what precisely is posited here by way of implication and how. To get at an
" answer to this query he discucses another question viz. what is it that here makes .
possible the cognition of the fact that Devadatta eats during nighttime. The alterna--
tive that the seatence uttered dogs so is dismissed on the ground that this sentence
conveys just so much information as is yi‘elded by its own words (vv. 55-58, 78). So
there remains the only alternative that the cognition in question is made possible by
another sentence, (the alternative that this cognition is made possible by the
meaning of the sentence actually uttered is later on-i. e. in V. 78-dismissed on the
Joubtful ground that being of the form of a determinate cognition the cognition in
question ‘must be brought about through a si:ntence). And then aiises the
question as (o how this other sentence is cognized. That it is not cognized
through perception is obvious (v. 60) but that it is not cognized through
an infereace is argued at leagth (vv. 60--73); it too is-added that it is not.
cognized through analogy (v. 74). Thus there remains the only alternative
that this sentence is posited on the basis of implication—it being found that
the sentence actually uttered fails to convey its own meaning unless this new
geatence is posited (V. 76). By way of elucidation Kumarila seeks to remove an
objector’s misgiving that being in . nO Way 'connected with the sentence actually
utteréd this new sentence should pot be in a position to play the role attributed to
it (vv. 79--86) The elucidation is found necessary because Kumérila feels that in an
’ ted with the probandum by way of vydpti but that in

inference the probans is connec v t
d has no connection with that on the basis of

implication the phenomenon posite
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which it is posited; his fecling is mistaken inastiuch as the phenomena appearing in a
case of implication are as much connected by way of vyapti as are the probans and
the probandum appearing in an inference. In any case, it can be seen that in conne-
ction with his case (vi) Kumarila is considering an altogether different sort of question.
For had he adopted here the procedure of the earlier cases his question would have
been as to how the knowledge that the fat Devadatta does not eat during
daytime necesitates the knowledge that Devadatta eats during night-time ? To
this ‘question the answer would have been essentially the same as that to the
question posed in connection the case (v). For here too there come in picture
-three possibilities of which two are barred so that the third holds the field,
there Devadatta could be lean and thin or he could eat during daytime or he
could cat during nightime, but since the first two alternatives are denied the third
must be affirmed.

5. Absence (Abhava)

‘Absence is the sixth and the last means of vlid cognition posited by Kumarila—
allegedly following the tradition of his school. On Kumarila’s showing an ‘absenee’
"is as much of a real entity as a positlve thing; e. g, in case no jar exists on a
floor the ‘absence of jar’ existing on this floor is as much real as the floor and
the jar themselves. And it is his understanding that an ‘absence’ cannot be cognized
by five means of valid cognition perception, inference etc.; positivly his understanding
is that ‘absence’ is that means of valid cognition which is exclusively competent to
cognize an ‘absence’. With a view to demonstrating all this Kumaila divides his disce
cussion into threc parts viz.

(i) the part arguing that an ‘a‘bsencé’ is a real eatity (vv. 1-10),
(u) the part arguing that peI'CupU.Oﬂ is incompetent to cognize an ‘absence
(VV. 11—49),

(iii) the par} arguing that inference is incompetent to cognize an ‘absence’
(vv. 29-55). We consider them one by one.

Kumarila divides ‘absence’ into four classes (as a matter of fact, one of his
arguments is tha} ‘absence’ cannot be unreal because itis divided” into classes
(v. 8). Thus the ‘absence of an effect in its cause (e.g. that of curd in milk) is called prior
absnce, the absence of a cause in its effect (e. g. that of milk in curd) ‘posterior absence’,
the absence of one thing’s identity with another (e.g. that of a cow’s identity with
a horse) ‘mutual absence’ utter absence of one thing in another: (e.g. that of horns

" op & rabbit’s head) sabsolute absence’ (vv.2-4). Kumarila’s feeling is that unless
these so many types of ‘absence’ are something real curd should be found in milk, milk
should be found in curd, a cow should be found tdentlcal with a horse, horng
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should be found on a rabbit’s head (v.5); he thus refuses to concede that when a
particular thing is found to exist at a place then to say that sabsence’ of this or that
other thing exists at this place is a mere manner of speaking. In any case, this
whole position of Kumirila will have to be kept in mind if we are to follow the
further course of his argumentation, ‘

Kumarila at once proceeds to argue that an ‘absence’ is cognized not through per-
ception, inference etc. ‘but through the means.of valid cognition called ‘absence’ which
is of the form of ‘non-production of percepetion, inference etc.’, (v.11). This rather
enigmatic position he seeks to vindicate by first arguing that an ‘absence’ is not
cognized through perception because perception requires a sense organ’s contact with
the object while there can take plage no contact between a sense organ and an ‘absence’
just as, there takes place a contact betweén a sense organ and a positive thing (vv, 18.26).
.Kuméfila must have been encouraged to argue this way bécause sense object contact”
does always produce the perception of a positive thing while all cognition of an
*absence’ is the result of a subsequent process of cogitation. Kumairila even des-
cribes this process of cogitation by saying ‘after a positive thing has been grasped
and an absent thing recalled there takes place the mental cogaition of an ‘absence’
-this without needing a sense organ’ (v. 27). But this itself should suffice to wara
Kumarila that the means of valid cognition through which an ‘absence’ is cognized is
not merely of the form of ‘con-production of perception, inference etc.’, for the
process of cogitation just described is a positlve cognitive process. A still more
serious objection against Kumarila’s position will be that his description of this
process is incomplete and thdt when completed it should become the .
description of an inferential process. Thusa mere perception of X and a -memory
of A would not yield the cognition that X possesses ‘absence of A’ for this cognition
would arise only when the cognizer concerned says to himself, “I perceive X but Ido
not perceive A, and so X possesses ‘absence of A’ a statement which relates an inferential
process. Somehow aware of just this difficulty Kumarila nextargues that an ‘absence’
is cognized mot also through an inference (Kumarila would not deny that an ‘absence’
existing in an absent locus might well be cognized through inference, but the question
just now under consideration is whether an ‘absence’ residing in a present locus can
be cognized through inference.)

Kumarila begins by noticing that in an inference seeking to prove the thesis “X poss-
esses ‘absence of A,”’ the locus will be X and the probandum ‘absence of A’ and he de-
velops his argument by Wway of showing that nothing can be found to act as a probans
here. That A cannot be such a probans is obvious (vv.29-30) but nor can it be X
because no vyapti obtains between X and ‘absence of A’ certainly X is sometimes acc-
ompanied by fabsenCe of A’, sometimes not (vv,31-35). (Kumarila also objects that X
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cannot be a valid probins 'because it is already the locus (v.31), but that objection
is invlid). As a matier of fast, for Kumarila nothing can actasa probans here be-
cause what ever it be it must have vyapri with the probandum which in this case is
an absence while on the opponent’s view an absence can be cognized only through infe-
rence so that the cognition of this probandum even at the time of grasping the vyapti
concerned will require another prior vyapti and this phenomenon of requring a prior
vydpti should go on ad infinitum (vv.39-37). However, Kumarila does not leave the
matter at that, for as we notsd above the real probans for inferring ‘absence of A’ is
absence of ““preception of A”’; so he next endeavours to show that ‘absence of preception
etc,” too will not be avalid probans in the inference under consideration (v. 38). Of
course, even now Kumarila’s most weighty objection is that no wydp#i can obtain
between ‘absence of perception etc.’ and ‘absence of A’ because now not only the
probandum but even the probans is the form of an ‘absence’ (vv.40-42). But towards
the end Kumirila now raises certain other objections as well. Thus he says that in
the inference under consideration whether the locus be X or ‘absence of A’ it cannot
have for its feature ‘the alleged probans (v. 50). Kumairila’s point is that ‘absence
of perception etc’ is something existing in the cognizer while X and ‘absence of
A? are both something existing there in space and so the former cannot be a feature
~ of either of the latter two; but as a matter of fact, ‘absence of perception’ is a valid
probans for absence of the thing sought to be perccived.' Lastiy, Kumarila argues
that ‘absence of perception etc.” cannot have vyapti with the probandum ‘absence of
A’ ‘because no relation of th2 form of coatact, samaviya etc. obtains between the two
(v.53); the point is valid but not much important. More significantly, Kumarila con-
cedes that ‘abs:nce of perception etc’. can have with ‘absence of A’ the relation called
cognizer-1nd-the-cogaized but he adds that this relation can be noticed only after
«absence of perception etc’ have already cogaized ‘absence of A’ so thatit will then be
futile to use ‘absence of psrception etc’ as probans for ‘absence of A’ (v 52) All thisbrings
to light a dilemm of Kumairila. For on the one hand he must talk as if ‘absence of
perception etc.’ is a positive coguitive process (otherwise he might be asked as to why
one sitting idle does not cognize an absence) but on the other hand he must talk
as if ‘abisnc: of perception etc’. is a bare absznce (atherwise he loses the right toargue
that 'an absencs, in order to be cognized, requires a means of valid cognition of the
form of an ‘absence’ just as a positive thing, in order to be cognized, requires a means
of valid cogaition of the form of a positive entity (vv,17,45-49, 54-55). And the solu-
tion of his dilemma lies in recognizing that ‘absence of perception etc’ acts as a 'pro-
bans for inferring an ‘absence’,



CHAPTER 1V

REFUTATION OF IDEALISM

In the field of ontological speculation Kumarila made one big contribution in the
form of his refutation of Buddhist idealism which occupies two bulky sections of his
text viz Section III entitled Niralambanavida with its 201 verses and Section IV enti-
tled Sanyavada with its 264 verses. In those times idealism in its Mahayana-Buddhist
version was a vigorously defended doctrine; (the indealist tremds current in the
Brahmanical camp-e g. the doctrines called Sabdadvaitavada, Brahmadvaitavada etc. were
relatively much weak). So whoever then stood to uphold realism thought it incumb-
ent on himself to come out with a criticism of this idealism. Now for various histor-
ical reasons Kumarila’s school was uncompromising in its advocacy of realism and
hence it was that Kumarila devoted so muchattention to Buddhist idealism. As Kum-
arila himself tells us after introducing the tepic in section III vv.1-13, this idealism
was sought to be defended in two ways, viz (a) by way of examining what constitutes
an object of valid cognition and (b) by way of examining what constitutes valid cognition
(v. 17). And his intention is to concentrate on the second type of defence which again
is undertaken in two ways viz. (2) by way of offering an inference and (b) by way
of investigating the nature of man’s perceptual faculty (vv. 18-19). Kumaila also tells
us that the idealist Buddhists are of two types, viz. (a) those called Yogacira who
posit the existence of cognition while denying the reality of an independent object
of cogaition and (b) those called Madhyamika who deny the reality of cognition even
(v. 14), And “since he examines the basic idealist inference in the Scctiqn called
Niralambanavada and the idealist critique of perception in the Secion called Sinyavrada
(a name for the Madhyamika view) he somehow sesms to associate the critique of
perception in question with the second type of idealist Buddhists - as - is also evident
from his intiating contentioa of Section 1V that when the inference presupposing the
reality of cognition is thus refuted the other type of idealist Buddhist comes out with
the view that cognition itself is impossible, a view vindicated by him by way of investi-
gating perceptual cognition on whose evidence the inference in question was refuted
(wv. 1-2). As a matter of fact, however, what Kumarila animadverts in Section IV
that too is a well-known Yogacara position and one ‘that posits the reality of cognition.
Be that as it may, Kumarila’s refutation of idealism can be conveniently studied by
dividing it into three patts viz.

(i) Introductory (Section 11I, vv. 1-13)
(ii) Refutation of the basic idealist inference (Section III, vv. 19-201)
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(iii) Refatation of the idealist critique of perception (Section IV, vv. 1-264)
We consider these parts one by one.

(i) Introdactory (Section 1II, vv. 1-—13)

Kumarila begins by emphasising that'on accepting the idealist position all prac-
tical dealing taking place in everyday life becomes an impossibility (vv. 1-4). For the
things in connection with which this dealing takes place viz. the things existing indep-
‘endently over there in space, are considered by the idealist to be illusory manifestation
of some underlying reality supposed to be revealed to certain extra-ordinary personn.
ages through some suprasensuous mode of cognition. However, for the fear of sound-
ing too much illogical the idealist resorts to a subterfuge which Kumarila thinks it
necessary to expose first of all. For, the idealist calls the things in question not vareal
(mithya) ’but  practically real (samvrtzsatya—a term whose etymology is obscrue but
seems to suggest that it means something like ‘everyday truth’) (v. 5). Kumarila retorts
that what is not real is simply unreal and that to call it not. by its proper name but
by the misleading name ‘practically real’ is: nothing short of pedantic like calling saliva
(1ala) not by its proper pame but by the high-sounding name ‘mouth~born Y beverage
(vaktrasavay (vv. 6-81). To make his position sound further plausible the idealist adds
that practical enjoyment of benefits is possible in dream-experience just as much as in
waking experience~the idea being that all practical dealing ought to be possible even
.in the absence of the things concerned just as it is possible in the state of dream
(v. 11). Kumarila retorts that what a senslble person strives after is not a dreamlike
enjoyment of practical benefits but a real enjoyment of them (vv. 12-13). This should
.give us an inkling into the type of issues that are going to be raised in the course of
Kumarila’s forchcoming refutation of Buddhist idealism.

(ii) Refutation of the Basic Idealist Inference (Section III, vv. 19-201)

As is natural to expect, Kumarila finds fault with the idealist inference in the
- light of his own theory of inference, a theory which we have fouad to be deficient in
several respects. But whether deficient or not, this theory has to be constantly kept
in mind if we are to appreciate the points made by Kumarila in the course of his pres-
ent refutation, The following is how the inference in question runs : “The cognition of
pillar etc. is false, because it is cognition, just like dream-cognition” (v. 23); so here
the locus of inference is ‘cognition of pillar efc.’, the probandum ‘being false,’ the
probans ‘being cognition’, a corroborative instance of the homologue type ‘dream-cog-
nition’. Of this inference Kumarila’s refutation proper continues upto v. 128; (after
that two rather general though related questions are taken up). Here he begins by
reporting how in connection with this infezence certain points of elucidation and
criticism were offered by Sabara, the author of the earliest available commentary on
Mimarhsasiitra and how on some of these points he was differently understood by
his own different commentators (vv. 24-34). The following are the most importan(

of these points ;
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(i) In this inference the phrase ‘cognition of pillar etc.’ (describing the locus)
means ‘waking cognition’, there being no dispute about dream-cognition being false
(in fact, this being the reason why dream-cognition here acts as a corroborative inst-
ance of the homologue type) (vv. 24-23).

(ii) Here the word ‘false’ (describing probandum) means ‘that which lacks an
object’. To be more precise, it means ‘that which lacRs an object external to itself®,
for the idealist Buddhist himself concedes that a cognition necessarily cognizes itself,.
that is, is its own object (v. 25).

(iii) Sabara has refuted this inferance by saying that waking cognition cannot
be false because it is of the form of a well-ascertained cognition, there being no
reasonable ground for doubting the truth of a well-ascertained cognition (vv. 28-34).

After this preliminary reporting Kumarila launches his own polemic against
the inference in question. He examines one by one the thesis as a whole, the locus,
the probandum, the probans, the corroborative instance that make their appearance

here.

Against the idealist’s thesis as a whole Kumarila’s objection is that its cognition
requires the prior cognition of a character (viz. ‘being false’) and that of a thing
characterised (viz. ‘waking coguition’); but if all cognition is without an object then
the latter two cognitions should be impossible with the result that the cognition of
the thesis itself should be impossible (v.35). And granting that the cognition of the
thesis as a whole is somehow possible the very rise of this cognition, Kumirila adds,
will stand opposed to what the thesis itself says; for this thesis says that all cogaition
is without an object while the cognition in question has this thesis for its object
(v. 36). Kumatrila also rejects the plea that since the feature ‘lack-of-an-object (=falsity)’
is not anything real it is improper to enquire as to how it stands related to the locus
in question, his ground being that nothing whatsoever can be said about an unreal
thing while the idealist is saying so much about the feature in question (vv. 38-40).

Kumarila next exaninzs what acts a3 locus in the idealist inference—viz, ‘(waking)
cognition (Skt. pratyaya)’. He considers four alternative meanings of the word ‘cognition’
—viz. the object of cognition, the instrument of coguition, the agent which cognizes,
the act of cognition, (a Sanskrit word for cognition—e. g. the word pratyaya—ean
easily have all these meanings ). Kumarila is ready to accept the first meaning inas-
much as he too will say that an object of cognition is without an object, but he feels
that the acceptance of the remaining meanings will involve the idealist in self-contra-
diction inasmuch as none of these things meant can occur without an object (vv. 41-
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42). For example, a word can be said to bs an agent or an instrument in relation to
the act of cognizing its m:aning, but if the words ‘cognition‘ and ‘false‘ are with-
out an object - that is to say, without a meaning — there can be no thesis in the form
«all cognition is false,¢ (v. 43-44). The idealist might say that he will assign to the
word ‘cogaition® whatever meaning is sanctioned by popular usage; but Kumairila
reminds him that in popular usage a cognition is necessarily a cognition of an object
(v 45). Kumatila goes on to add that if the word ‘cognition’ means something that
la;:ks an object the Mimamsaka debater will disallow its employment, if it means
something that has an object the idealist. flebater will cllo s0 (v. 46); a similar dilemma
will arise in casé one party regafds cognition as a g‘uahty of soul while the other party
regards it as an independen? entity (v. 47). Kumarila concedes that there might be

s when a-word experessing the locus of an inference is such thatits very meaning
case ¢ dispute, but his point is that such a plea is not open to the idealist who

is unde .. . . . .
18 ¢ that a word is without an object, that is, without a meaning

would have us believ
(v. 48).

Then Kumarila undertakes a very long examination of what acts as probandum
jaferance—viz. ‘lack-of-object (=falsity, Skt. niralambanata)’. Kumarila
ing that if ‘lack-of-object means ‘lack of all object* whatsoever® then
a cognition will not have ‘lack of object® even according to the idealist himself, for
he latter is of the view that a cogaition necessarily has itself for its object (v. 49);
tand if lack-of-object’ m:ans ‘lack of some object or other* then all cognition will have
«lack of object’ even according to Kumarila, for he too says that ‘cognition of X’ does
not have a not-X for its object (v. 50). The idealist might submit that a cognition
lacks an object in the sense that the thing whose form this cognition assumes is not
grasped; Kumarila understands him to mean that the form which a cognition assumes
is not grasped and then objects that the idealist who believes thgt a cognition really
agsumas this form of that and really grasps itself has no right to say that this form
is not grasped (V. 51). And even granting that the idealist means to say that the
external thing whose form a cognition assumes is not grasped, Kumairila is ready to
endorse him in the sense that an external object is not grasped under the conscious
recognition that it is an external object (v. 52); but beyond this Kumarila would
not go. For if the idealist mzan to say that an external thing is not grasped even
under the conscious recognition that it is this thing or that, then Kumairila will
repudiate him on the ground that in ‘cognition of X’ X is always retognized as this
thing or that (v. 53). The idealist points out that in the illusory cogaition of two
moons two moons are not grasped as two moons; Kumirila retorts that even in an
illusory cognition certan real things are grasped as real things but that it is called
object-less in the sense that these things are not what a sease-organ has come in
contact with (vv. 53-54). And he goes on to add that it is rather the idealist who
posits no real external objects who should find it impossible to determine the sense

in the idealist
begins by argl
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in which an illusory cognition is an objectless cogaition; hi§ point is that according
to the idealist all cognition must have some object or other of the sort the latter’s
ontology allows for (v. 56). Then Kumarila raises a formal, and rather trivial, point,
For thus elucidated the idealist thesis becomes ‘all waking cognition is without an
external object’, and Kumarila thinks that one who does not believe in the reality
of external objects has no right to utter a sentence in which there occurs the phrase
‘external object’ (vv. 57-59). Viewing the matter from another angle, Kumarila even
concedes that cognition does lack an object external to itself, for now he interprets
the phrase ‘external to itself® as ‘utterly dissimilar from itself® and his point is that
in so many respects—e. g. respect of being a cognizable entity—a cognition is actu-
ally similar to its object (v. 61). And here Kumarila reminds the idealist that even
according to the latter a cognition is not utterly dissimilar from its object inasmuch
as both are something ‘practically real’ (samvrtisatya), his point being that according
to the idealist other qua something ‘ultimately real’ (paramarthasatya) is a cognition
devoid of all object (v. 61). Then Kumarila says that in another sense too does a
cognition lack an object—viz. in the sense that cognition is not of the same form
as its object (it being something inherently formless); however, he repudiates as self-
contradictory the idealist contention that a cognition lacks an object in the sense
that what cognizes and what is cognized ate one and the same thing (v. 62).
Arguing in the same vein Kumarila says that the cognition that all cognition lacks
an object is a reality inasmuch as such a cognition is produced on listening to a
sentence to that effect, his only point being that such a cognition is false (v. 64).
Then repeating an old point in a new context Kumairila argues that the idealist
inference should produce cognition to the effect that all cognition lacks an object
but that if this inferential cognition is itself objectless then it should be false to say
that all cognition lacks an object, his point being that to say that this inferential
cognition is objectless is to say that this cognition teaches a falsity (vv. 65-66),
Then proceeding towards a new turning point Kumarila concedes that if by cognis
tion is meant the word ‘cognition’ then too it is correct to say that a cognition
cognizes no object, for certainly the word ‘cognition’ does not cognize an object
(v.67). But he soon adds that if one thereby means that a word is not even an inst-
rument of cognition one would be faced with grave difficulties, for then it should
become impossible for one to state any inference whatsoever (v. 68). And it is
Kumarila’s belief that the idealist really has no right to employ words with a view
to conveying a meaning, for at the time of learning the meaning of a word one
must have distinct cognition of this word, its meaning, and the relationship between the
two—which is an impossibility on accepting the thesis that all cogaition is without
an object (v. 69). The idealist might say that while arguing his case he will assume
for the time being that words are capable of conveying a meaning; Kumarila retorts
that this assumption will stand opposed to what the idealist seeks to prove viz. thag,
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words are incapable of convéying a meaniflg (v. 71). The idealist might say that all
cognition other than that produced by his inference is false; Kumarila retorts that
in that case too the cognition of ‘otherness’ in question should be false (it being not
produced by the idealist’s inference) and then it should be impossible to decide as to
what cognition is false and what not false (vv. 76-78). These last arguments of
Kumarila might seem frivolous but let us keep in mind that after completing his
refutation of the idealist inference Kumarila is going to consider at length as to why
the idealist has no right at all to enter into a debate with a rival. So for the present
we only note that in the course of vv. 70-87 Kumirila has said about so many
positions that even if the idealist does maintain them he has logically no right to
maintain them on account of his basic coatention that all cognition is false. But one
‘point of material importance has emerged in the meanwhile. For Kumarila has once
proposed a counter-inference somewhat as follows : ““An ordinary waking cognition
is true, because it is not followed by a contradicting cognition, just like the cognition
that contradicts a dream-cognitioa” (vv. 79-80) Kumarila feels that even the idealist
cannot contest the validity of his corroborative instance, for to do so will mean that
in the case of the latter’s own inference there obtains no valid corroborative instance;
after all, dream-cognition is false precisely because the waking cognition that contra-
dicts it is true and Kumdrila’s point is that other waking cognitions are true just
like this particular waking cognition (vv. 80-81). So afger finishing that point about
the impossibility of word-employment on the part of the idealist Kumarila reverts
back to the question as to why an ordinary waking cognition, even if it is not
followed by a contradicting cognition, should be declared to be false (vv. 87-90), As
we have just noted, Kumarila knows that the idealist cannot argue that waking
cognition is false because it is contradicted by dream-cognition (for that will imply -
that dream-cognition is true),; but he is ready to consider the idealist argument that
ordinary waking cognition is false because it is contraticted by a yogin’s extra-ordi-
nary cognition, (vv. 90-92). On consideration, however, Kumirila finds this latter
argument too to be inconclusive, and his simplc point is that there is no knowing
what a yogin sees or does not see, there being so many conflicting parties all claiming
the support of this yogin or that (vv. 94-95). Nay, Kumarila goes on to add that
the yogin who says that no external objects exist is saying something for which no
corroboration comes from a non-yogin‘s perception while the yogin who says that
external objects exist is saying something for which such corroboration is readily
available (vv. 95-96). Kumarila also shows that even the analogy of the illusory
perceptions of waking life does not prove that the ordinary perceptions of waking life
too are false, for the former type of perceptions are called false precisely because
they are contradicted by the latter type or perceptions—which means that these latter
type of perceptions are frue; moreover, in that case it will have to be granted that
the yogin’s perceptions are as well false because they too are perceptions of the
waking life (vv. 96-98). Lastly, Kumarila submits that the yogin whose perception
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allegely contradicts the ordinary waking cognitions is supposed to be necessarily
possasszd of cartain extraordinary capacities but that no such capacities are available
in th: ciss of the corroborative instance of dream-cognition whose contradiction is
brought about by a plain man’s waking cognition (vv. 99-100), By now Kumarila
has said almost everything that he had io by way of refuting the idealist inference.
Here now remain only two relatively minor points-one related to the probans, fue
other related to the corroborative instance,

Let us recall that in the idealist inference the probans is ‘being cognition:
but since the locus here is ‘cognition’ Kumirila feels that the case is ano-
malous inasmuch as what has yet to be proved is acting as probans. As
we have learnt from his treatment of inference Kumarila’s solution for such
an anomily is that the probans is a universal and the locus a particular object
where this universal is present. In the present case, however, Kumirila disallows this
solution because he and the idealist Buddhist hold two different conceptions of what
a ‘universal’ is (vv. 102-4). So his verdict is that the Buaddhist must say that the
probans is as much a particular object as the locus is from ‘which follow all those
difficulties to avoid which Kumarila had devised the solution noted just above (vv.
105-6). All this is sheer confusion of thought. For the only thing that the idealist
is expected to do is to show that his probans characterizes the locus and that it
stands in the relation of vyapti with the probandum. Now as it stands the idealist’s
locus is ‘waking cognition’ not ‘cognition‘, but in either case it would in fact be
characterized by his probans—viz. ‘being coguition’. As for there obtaining vyapti bet-
ween the probans and the probandum there is no logical bar to it too—for the pro-
babs is the feature ‘being cogaition’and the probandum the feature ‘being false' and
a vyapti does always hold betwsen two features; (that the idealist’s vyapri is invalid
is an empirical difficulty not a logical difficulty).

In connection with the corroborative instance Kumarlia considers a point which
has in some way been already raised. For the corroborative instance in question is
‘dream-cogunition’ and Kumairila says that it is not a valid corroborative instance
because it lacks the probandum—viz. ‘lack-of-object (falsity)’. That is to say, Kum-
arlia feels that even dream-cognition is not devoid of all object, a point he has
already raised while discussmg the probandum; (there is nothing surprising about it
for after all here too Kumarila is saying that the corroborative instance lacks the
probandum and this is a statement as much about the corroborative instance as about
probandum). While discussing the question Kuwarila considers a number of concrete
instances of illusory perception and comes out with the contention that in the case of
none the object is something whose constituent elements are not something already
perceived earlier (vv. 107-14). As to why these instances are called an iostance of
illusory perception, that is because the object concerned is mot here coming in contact
with a sense-organ. By way of elucidation Kumarila says that there is nothing anom-
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alous about an absent object producing a cognition concerniag itself, for what an
absent object does nat dd is to producs valid perception concerning itself (vv. 114~
16). Certainly it is never Kumarila’s contention that an ‘illusory perception of X’ is
a case of ‘valid perception of X’ though it is his contention that it is a case of ‘coge
nition of X*,

After thus completing what might be called his refutation proper of the idealist
inference Kumarila examines a rather general though related question, viz. whether
the idealist has a right to enter into a debate with another party; (towards the
close of this examination a question of still more general nature is raised). On the
face of it the question seems rather perverse, for nothing can prevent an author from
writing a book propounding whatever views he finds worth that. As a matter of
fact, however, Kumairila has a point. For all debate presupposes the possibility of
distinguishing a true statement from a false one but if all statements we make in
our daily life are equally false—as they areaccording to the idealist—there is no point
in holding a debate whose very purpose is to decide whether particular statement is
true or false, The idealist’s usual defence is that while entering into a debate he for
the time being believes in the possibility of distiguishing a true empirical statement
from a false one, but this is a thoroughly anomalous procedure inasmuch as it is
precisely at the time of entering into a debate that one must stick fast to one’s
basic philosophical coavictions. In the present part of his text Kumarila is hitting at
this fatal anomaly of the idealist’s stand. He begins by observing that he alone has
a right t> enter into a debate who believes in the reality of the means of a debate but
that the idealist does not bzlieve in the reality of these means (vv. 128-29), The
idealist arguas that what he offers in a debate is what the rival himself is ready to
graat aad that it is imnaterial whether the former grants it or not (vv. 129-30).
Kumirila retorts that in a debite one should offer only what both the parties are ready
to grant (v. 131). In this connection he can appreciate the conduct of a debator who offers
what he grants but not the rival but not that of one who—like the idealist - offers what
the rivals grants but not he himself (vv. 131-135). The idealist repeats his contention that
the rival should grant a conclusion if it follows from the premises acceptable to the
latter—even while they are not acceptable to the former himself (vv. 135-36), Kum3-
rila retorts that the truth or falsity of a conclusion does not depend on whether or
not the premises concerned are acceptable to this party or that but on whether or
not these premises are true so that one seeking to establish a conclusion on the basis
of certain premises must be in a position to demonstrate that these premises are
true (vv. 139-48). Thus on his showing, what happens in a debate is that one party
seeks to establish a conclusion on the basis of premises which it can prove to be true
while the other party seeks to refute this conclusion by proving that these premises
are not true (vv. 149-54). The idealist pleads that what he offers as premises are such
as used to appear tenable to him formerly though they appear tenable to him no more
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(v. 155). Kumarila retorts that what is untenable is untenaable—so that what is un-
tenable now must have been untenable even before (v. 156-57): to cite an analogy,
vapour mistaken to be smoke cannot establish the existence of fire (v. 158). By way
of citing a counter-analogy the idealist submits that lines arranged in a certain
manner stand for a letter but that they are not really this letter; Kumirila retorts
that it is nobody‘s contention that these lines are themselves this letter, they being a
mere gymbol for this letter and as such as much real as this letter itself so that the pre-
mises offered by the idealist are of the nature of vapour mistaken for smoke, not of
the nature of certain lines standing for a letter (vv. 160-63), The idealist pleads that

the means of debate employed by him are not unreal but only ‘practically real’
(sarvrtisatya) (v. 164). Kumairila retorts that to call what is notreal ‘practically real

rather than unreal is sheer jugglery of words (vv. 165-66). Elucidating his concept of
‘practical reality’ the idealist contends that an inference refers to a character and a
thing characterized not because such distinct entities exist there objectively but simply
because thought to that effect is generted owing to the operation of past impressions
and words (vv. 167-68). Kumairlia retorts that if nothing objective corresponds to
what an inference offers then there should be no reason why one inference is valid,
another otherwise (vv. 169-72). To this he adds that in thatcase whatever objections
the rival urges against the idealist should be accepted by the latter who cannot plead
that nothing objective corrosponds to these objections; on the other hand, the rival
can always say about a reasoning offered by the idealist that it is invalid because
nothing objective corresponds to it (vv. 173-74). Lastly, the idealist argues that no-
thing objective corresponds to the rival’s objections just as nothing objective
corresponds to the former’s own reasoning so that these objections are
invalid (v. 173). Kumarila retorts that ome does not require to raise an
objection against the idealist if he himself concedes that nothing objective corresponds
to his reasoning (v. 177). After this begins Kumarila‘s examination of the Buddhist
concept of ‘impression (vasana)’ which raises purely ontological issues; so we consider
it separately. ’

Kumirila begins by asking as to why one ‘impression® should differ from another;
it cannot be said that they differ because they are produced by different cogniti-
ons, for according to the idealist cognition as such is differenceless while it is rather
the difference of one cognition from another that is explained as being due to the
difference of ‘impressions’ that go to >roduce them (vv. 178-80). And then he adds
that if all cognition is produced by an ‘impression’ then it is difficult to see why one
cognition should be and another should not be of the nature of memory (vv. 180-81).
Kumarila next raiszs an objection based on the consideration that the idealist is also
a momentarist, that is, one who maintains that a cognition lasts for just one moment
and then perishes for good ‘withoyt leaving a residue’—as the expression goes). Kum-
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arila observes that one moamentary cogaition cannot leave an ‘impression‘ on another
momentary cognition (let us call the former cognition ‘impression®, the latter ‘impressedt),
for two momentary entities coming one after another cannot find time to operate on
one another (vv. 181-84). Kumarila’s point is that if X is to leave an ‘impression’ on
Y then both X and Y must stay together for several moments (v. 185).

On his part, the idealist argues that if X exists in an ideatical form for several mom=
ents and then produces an ‘impression’ on Y it is difficult to see why this ‘impression*
was not produced at an earliest moment (vv. 185-86); so his suggestion is that an
oufgoing momsntary cognition similar to the incoming one leaves an ‘impression’ on
the latter (v. 186). Kumarila’s immediate reaction is to repeat his contention that a
momentary entity coming after another such entity cannot be acted upon by the former
(vv. 187-188). And then he goes on to add that an incoming momentary cognition
cannot be similar to the outgoing such one unless the former shares with the latter
some feature or other but that such a sharing of features is impossible on the part
of momentary entities passing away without leaving a residue (vv. 189-90); arguing
concretely, if cognition-of-clephant comes immediately after cognition—-of-cow then being
not similar to the former the latter caanot leave an ‘impression’ on the former with
the result that a {subsequent cogaition-of-cow should be impossible (vv. 190-92).
Kumarila further points out that on the idealist position according to which
there exist no external objects the rise of a dissimilar cognition should be an imposs-
ibility (v. 192). And, granting that the outgoing momentary cognition somehow leaves
an ‘impression’ —or even multiplicity of *impressions’ -on the Incoming such one, this
impression—or these ‘impressions’—should perish along with this latter coganition, so
that no subsequent memory should be possible on the baiss thereof (vv. 193-95); on
the other hand, to maintain that an ‘impression’ lasts even after the cognition in which
it was produced perishes will go counter to the basic tenet of momentarism (vv. 195~
96). Kumarila also rejects the alternative that the series of coguitions aund the series
of ‘impressions’ run parallel to each other, for on accepting it it should be impossible
to say that a cognition produces an ‘impression‘ or vice versa (vv. 196-97). And since
he can envisage no other alternative that might explain why on the idealist position
one cognition should diffe: from another he déclares that the idealist thesis on ‘practical
reality’ (allegedly born of ‘impressions’ left by past cognitions) is but a brainwave
(v. 198). By way of concluding Kumarila remarks that the concept of ‘impression’
makes sense only on the supposition that the cognizer is an abiding entity that repe-
atedly undertakes an act of coguition (vv. 199-200).

(iif) Refutation of the Idealist Critique of Perception (Section IV. 1-264)

The entire Section IV is devoted to a refutation of the idealist critique of perception.
The occasion for it arises because following Sabara and his early commentators Kum-
arila has argued that ordinary waking coghition is a case of genuine perception and
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as such must have something real for its object. His point ~was that the object of
genuine perception is always an external object, that is, an object existing independe- :
ntly of cognition, so that to say that the object of genuine perception is something
real is to say that an external object is something real. Now the idealist secks to.
challenge this whole position by maintaining that even ordinary waking cognition has
for its object not an external object—that is, an object existing independently of
cognition—but an aspect of cognition itself, so that reality of waking cognition would

not argue reality of an external object. Kumirila begins by stating this idealist posi-
tion in vv. 2-63 and devotes the rest of the section to a refutation of this position,

It will be conducive to convenience if before examining the relevant texts a general

idea is formed of the precise issues that were raised in connection with this controversy,

The idealist based his stand chiefly on three considerations and as follows:

(1) It was maintained that a cognition has got a form in the sense that cognition
of X is an X-formed cognition, cognition of Y a Y-formed cognition.
As for what the ‘form’ of a cognition might be due to, two hypotheses sugge-
sted themselves, viz. that it is due to a corresponding external object and that it is
due to a corresponding ‘impression’ already present in the mind concerned. The former
hypothesis was rejected as ‘heavier’ in that an external object is too much alien to
a mind while an ‘impression® present in a mind is after all but a capacity of this mind
itself. It was not realized that simpression of X’ never appears in a mind except in
the wake of ‘cognition of X’ so that to say that ‘cogaition of X' is due to ‘impression
of X’ is virtually to say that it is due to itself, Again, it has to be kept in mind
that the doctrine of ‘formed’ cognition does not necessarily entail a denial of external
objects, for as a matter of historical fact the Sautrantika-Buddhists subscribed to this
doctrine without subscribing to this denial,

(2 It was maintained that all cognition necessarily cognizes itself. It was never
argued that this is possible only on the supposition that external objects do not exist
but it was always supposed that the position will contribute towards proving that
they do not. Here too it has to be kept in mind that the Saurtrantika Buddhists
subscribed to the position in question without denying the reality of external objects.

(3) It was thought inconceivable how cognition which is a subjective happening
can stand related to an external object existing there in space. Various alternatives
were considered and all found wanting. Particularly noteworthy was the considera-
tion that even 'if a cognition necessarily requires the presence of an external object it
can do so only in the case of genuine perception while in the case of illusory perce-

s—13



98 ' Siokavartika—a :Study

ption and inference the rise of cognition must be supposed to be due to an ‘impression®
already present in the mind, the suggestion being that even in the case of genuine
perception the supposition of an external object can be dispensed with. It was not
realized that so for as establishing the reality or otherwise of an external object is
concerned the testimony of genuine perception is most crucial and something not to
be dismissed so lightly as that.

Against these idealist considerations Kumirila urged various difficulties and
as follows : ‘

(1) He maintained that a cognition possesses no ‘form’. Obviously, he could not
deny that cognition of X is something different from cognition of Y-—so that his
present position only amounted to disallowing the usage that cognition of X is an X-
formed cognition, cognition of Y a Y-formed cognition. Kumarila’s attitute must
have been determined by the cosideration that the idealist’s denial of an external

~ object crucially hinged on his acceptence of the hypothesis of ‘formed’ cognition.

(2) Kumarila altogether denied that a cognition cognizes itself. On his showing,
a coguition is cognized through another cognition resulting from an application of
the means of valid cognition called ‘implication.” Thus when one recalls an object as
something cognized in the past (possibly just a few moments back) and ponders over
the implications of this ‘cognizedness’ one comes to realize that one had a cognition
of this object, Here too Kumarila’s- attitude must have been determined by the
consideration that the idealist’s denial of an external object crucially hinged on his
hypothesis of a cognitidn being necessarily self-cognitive.

(3) The idealist’s contention that it is inconceivable how cognition should stand
related to an external object Kumairila countered by maintaing that it is inconceiva-
ble how the object of a coguition should be this cognition itsell. And as against the
idealist’s reminder that only genuine perception and no other type of cognition can
possibly require the presence of an external object Kumarila submitted that if genuine
perception necessarily requives the presence of an external object then it is an imma-
terial consideration that the other types of cognition do not require it.

The details of this argumentation and counter-argumentation can be examined
now; we take them one by one.

(a) The Idealist Case (vv. 2-63)

The idealist bsgins by observing that the object (grahya) of a cognition is some-
thing having the form blue, yellow, large etc. and his query is as to what this
something can be (vv. 5-7). His point is that if the form in question belongs to this
cognition itself then there is no need to posit an external object, if it belongs to an
external object then the reality of an external object is established (vv. 8-9), And hig
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verdict is that the form in question belongs to this cognition itself and not to an
external object, the following being his ground : “Even if the form in question belongs ..
to an external object (bdhya artha) since this object cannot act as an object~of-cognition:.,
(grahya) unless a subject-of-cognition (grahaka) is posited cognition (j7iana) in the foxm
of subject (grahaka) will have to be posited. But since in the cognition-situation there -
appears just one form not two, this cognition appearing as subject should be devoid of -
a form and that is something untenable (nispramanaka). If with a view to avoding this:
contingency the external object itself is declared to be the subject-of-cognition as
well, then it will just be a case of assigning the name ‘external object’ to an -entity -
acting as both subject-of cogaition and object-of-cognition, the entity - to which we
assign the name ‘cognition’. So our net conclusion is that one and the same entity
acts as subject-of—cognition as well as object-of-cognition while the supposition that
the former is an internal something and the latter an external something is “false’ -
(vv. 10-14). Thus the idealist admits that the object of cognition is something blue,
yellow, large etc. but he refuses to admit that this something is an external object;
positively, his position is that this something is an aspect of cognition itsclf. Even so, .
he cannot avoid the question as to why if all that exists is of the form of cognition.
one cognition is cognition—-of-blue, another cogaition cognition—of-yellow; the\fqllowidf; ‘
is how he answers this question : “Ultimitely speaking, cognition is doubtless vpure‘
(svacchay. But in the beginningless course of transmigrations (anadi samsara) various.
impressions (citra vasana) variously caused by a past cognition (piarva jaana) have.
acted as a disturbance (upaplava) and, in conformity to their own respective forms
(Svanuripya), bave converted -it into something impure (ddsita) apparently 'splig'_
(pravibhaktam iva) into a subject that cognizes blue etc. and an -object that is
cognized as blue etc. (niladigrahayagrahaka). This is how cognition stands in.no need
of an external object. As for the phenomenon of mutual causation on the part of a
cogaition and an impression ($akti, lit. capacity), it is beginningless” (vv. 15-17),
The idealist thinks that positiog a multiplicity of external objects by way of accoun-
e difference of one cognition from another is a ‘heavier’ hypothesis than
positing a multiplicity of ‘impressions’ for the same purpose, his argument being
that an ‘impression’, since it is but a capacity of the cognition concerned, is not
something different from cognition while an external object is ex hypothesis some-
thing different from cognition (v. 18). And finally clinching what might be called
his *argument from form-of-cogaition® he remarks: “A form of cognition will have
to be posited even if external objects are real, for in the absence of a form a cognit-
ion cannot undertake its due task. But then an external object conceived as an object-
of-coguition is something distant (=different) from a cognition while its own form
conceived as such an object is something proximate (=identical) and something related

(=belonging fo itself ) to this cognition” (vv. 19-20).

ting for th
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The idealist riéxt solicits support from the alleged phenomenon of a cognition nece-
ssarily cognizing itself. Here the intended argument was' not that the phenomenon
proves the unreality of an external object but that a cogaition cannot be devoid of
8 ‘form’ (v. 21). So in a way this discussion was a continuation of that which went
just before and which too was somehow concerned with the phenomenon of a cognition
having a ‘form’. In any case, it is now first emphasised that cognition is of the nature
ef an illuminator like a lamp—so that just asa lamp does not illuminate a thing
without at the same time illuminating itself a cognition does not illuminate an external
object without at the same time illuminating itself (v. 22). Then it is pointed out
that it is possible for an external object to come into being and yet remain uacognized
but that it is impossible for a cognition to come iato existence and yet remain un.
cognized, for obstacles are possible in the way of an external object being cognized
but not in the way of a cognition being cognized (vv. 23-26). The possibility that a
coganition might be cogaized through a subsequent cognition is ruled out on the ground
that it will lead to an infinite regress inasmuch as the latter cognition will require
to be cognized through a third cognition and so on ad infinitum (v. 27). But grant-
ing all this, it does not seem to follow that a cognition must pessess a ‘form’ and
not at all' that there exist no external objects. The understanding was that if X becomes
an object of cognition then X must possess a ‘form” so that if a eognition becomes
an object of cogaition on the part of itself it must possess a ‘form’. The same un-
derstanding is pressed by pointing out that we of;en refer to an absent object-e.g.
a“past’ object-as a cognized object, the understanding being that in the case of an
absent object such a reference is possible oaly if thz cognition concerned itself was
earlier cognized as possessing the form of the object concerned (vv. 28-29); . similarly
it is pointed out that even ahout a present object one often says this object
must be blue because my cognition of it is of the form of blue,
the understanding being that such a statement is possible only if the cogni-
tion in question is blue-formed (v. 30). In the end these findings are summerized by
saying: ““So an external object is not apprehended unless the cogaition concerned is
first grasped, nor is apprehension possible on the part of acognition that is devoid of
a ‘form” (v. 30). However, granting even all this it is not yet proved that there exist
no external objects; so it is just this that the idealist seeks to prove next.

The argument bzgias with a repatition of the old poiat that in the ¢ignition-
gituation there appzars just one ‘form’ which can b2 ong only .to the cognition con-
cerned and not to an alleged exteraal object (v. 32). .In thls'cqnnecﬁon there are
considered and dismissed various alternative positions which posit an external object
and yet seek to show how a coganition can come to .have' a ‘form’; tlu‘s as follows: (1) It
cannot be said that a cognition is ‘formless’ to begin with and that it comes to have
a form’ after cognizing an exteanal object. For to say that will require that this ex-
ternal object is cogaized first and the cognition of it next; but as a matter of fact,
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this cogaition is cognized first and its object mext (vv. 33-34). (2) Nor can it be said
that the ‘form’ of an external object appears to be borne by a cognition; for such a
‘form’ cannot possibly enter into the body of this cognition nor can it make this
object itself quit the scene—all this bzing a groundless gossip (vv. 35-36). (3) It too
is a groundless assertion that the ‘form’ of an external object is reflected in acognition.
For X is said to be reflected in Y when it is poisible to observe separately X as
possessed of a form and Y as devoid of a form, but we never observe separately
an external object as possessed of a ‘form’ and a cognition as devoid of a
‘form’, Moreover, it is senseless to talk of reflection in the case of colourless
entities like sound, smell, taste etc. Lastly, if something is observed only as
reflected within the body of a cognition then it is untenable to attribute it to an ex-
ternal object (vv. 36-39)., (4) Nor can it be said that the mutual contact of a cogai-
tion and external object creates confusion in the mind of an observer who therefore
attributes to the former a form which in fact belongs to the latter. For there can be
no mutual contact between a cognition existing inside and an external object existing
outside. Moreover. it is incomperhensible why not even a single person is free from
th,, confusion alleged. Certainly, in this manner anything can be attributed to any
sort of confusion. (vv. 40-41), (5) For a similar reason it too cannot be said that ths
mutual contact of a cognition and an external object comes to create a ‘form’ in this
cognition as also-in this object. For the two parties to contact exist at two different
places and, moreover, one of them is tangible the other intangible. To say that the
two are related by way of ‘existing at the same moment of time’ will entail the absured
corollary that a cognition has for its object everything that exists simultateously with
it; nor can they be related by way of ‘coming face to face’, for a non-physical
entity like cognition cannot enter into that type of relation. Moreover, the contact in
quéstion must be a total contact, and then one sense-organ should cognize all thefive
sensory features and even the invisible atomic features. It too cannot be said that a
cognition and an external object are related by way of ‘subject-object relationship’; for
an external object becomes aa object for a cognition only insofar as this cognition
ssess the corresponding ‘form’, but on the present view the ‘form’ of a cognition is
sitgelf due to the subject—-object - relationship. As a matter of fact, to say that the
mutual contact of a cognition and an external object comes to create a ‘form’ in this
cognition as also in this object is tenable only in case it is possible not only to obse-
rve separately this cogaition and this objegt but also to observe each as devoid of a
‘form’, neither of which things is actually possible (vv. 42-49). (6) Nor can it be said
that a multiplicity of 'external objects is to be posited if we are to account for the
observed multiplicity of cogaitions. For to say that requires an independent observat-
jon of cases whers a multiplicity of external objects has produced a multiplicity of
cognitions, but such an observation is impossible because we never separately observe
a cognition on the one hand an external object on the other (vv. 49-50). (7) Yet
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more difficalties can be urged against the hypothesis that the contact of a cognition
and an object creates a ‘form‘ in sach. For one thing, on this hypothesis no ‘form¢
-should be created in a cognition that is of the form of memory, dream etc., for in
the case of such a cognition no external object at all comes in picture; and when it
is once granted that the typs of cognition in question comes into being on account of
an *impression’ alone then it too should be granted that waking cognilion similarly
comes into being on account of an ‘impression’ alone, Thus we come across cases
where a cognition possesses a ‘form’ even in the absence of an external object and
never cases where an external object possesses a ‘form® even in the absence of a coga-
ition—from which the conclusion ought to be drawn that the ‘form’ appearing in the
cognition-situation belongs to a cognition and to it alone. As a matter of fact, even
if itis held that a “formless’ cognition receives a ‘form® from outside the outside agency
imparting this form ought to be an ‘impression’ not an external object (vv. 51-54).
(8) It too is untenable that a cogaition and an external object have got the same
‘form’; tor the two exist at two different places, they never come into contact, they
are never observed separately (v. 55). (9) Similarly untenable is the position that a
cognition and an external object are not distinguished from cne another on. account
of a mutual similarity, for only such objects can be said to be similar as can be

observed separately (v. 56).

This critical examination of the alternative positions is followed by certain con-
cluding remarks intended to emphasize that neither in the case of an illusory percept-
ion like that of two moons (v. 75) nor in the case where the same thing is cognized
differently by different observers (vv. 58-60) is it possible for the cognition concerned
to assume the <form’ of an externally existing object, the point being that
in all these cases the observers concerned are viewing an object created through
the instrumentality of an ‘impression’ and not an externally existing object (v. 61).
The final conclusion runs as follows: “So the fact is that whatever be the form of
coguition is the form of object not that whatever be the form of object is the form of
cognition Certainly, when its existence is thus dependent on cognition who will posit
an object (in the form of something independent) ?°‘ (vv. 62-63)

(b) The Idealist Case Refated (vv. 64-264)

While presenting the idealist’s case Kumarila has given prominence to those points
which the latter considers to be most suitable for the latter’s purpose, but while refuting
this case he has given prominence to just those of these points which he considers to
be most suitable for his own purpose. Broadly speaking, this refutation might be divi-
ded into three parts, viz. (i) the part covering vv. 64-200 which is most crucial, (ji)
that covering vv, 201-29 which consid:rs just one question, viz. how the same object
might be cognized differently by different observers, and (iii) that covering vv. 230-64
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which comsiders cacfain miscellaaesus qaestions arising in coanection with textual ia«
terpretation, Ths first part itself is divided into several distinct steps but it will be
advisable to examine it as ons whole because here Kumarila considers two aspects of
the same question again and again, now from this angle now from that. To be prec-
ise, Kumarila here attacks two positions maintained by the idealist, viz. (i) that ome
and the same entity acts as sbject-of-cognition and object-of-cognition and that this
entity is cognition, and (ii) that a cognition necessarilly cognizss itself. As they stand,
these positions are considerably distant from each other but in Kumarila‘s mind they
have become closely interrelated. For he fears that if he concedes that a cognition can

make itself aa object of itself (i. e. the second position) he might be forced to concede
that an object of cognition is of the form of cognition (i. e. the first position). This

results in his alternatively criticizing the two positions in question in the first part of
his refutation. Nothing particulars needs to be said about the other two parts, and
with this much information i, the background we can proceed to consider the three
parts one by one.

In the following examination of the first part of Kumarila’s refutation of the
idealist case the different steps of his argument are taken up in different serially
numbered paragtaphs.

(1) vv. 64-72 : Kumarila begins by criticizing the idealist’s contention that a
cognition necessarily cognizes itself and this primarily through taking exception to
the analogy cited by the latter in this connection. Thus the idealist has argued that
a cognition necessarily cognizes itself just as a physical illuminater necessarily illum-
inates itself. Kumarila retorts that an illuminator like fire is certainly an illuminator
in relation to jar etc, which are a thing illuminated but that it isnot a thing il]uminated
because here is nothing which acts as an illuminator in relation to it (v. 65). Onhis
showing if fire itself is to be cognized it must be cognized through something
other than itself —that is, through an eye; similarly, an eye is cognized through some-
thing other than itself,—that is, through the inference establishing the existance of the
visual sence-organ; lastly, this inference, being an act of cognition, is cognized as acts of
cognition generally are—that is. through an application of the means of valid cognition e
called ‘implication’ (vv. 66-67). This is a clearest possible enunciation of Kumairila’s
understanding of the phenomenon of ‘cognition of a cognition’.

(2) vv. 63-109 : Kamarila next criticizes the idealistss contenfion that a subject
~of-cognition and the corresponding object-of-cognitoni are one and the same thing,
both being of the form of cognition He does so by pointing out that there are cases
when an obiect-of-cognition is cognized without there being a simultaneous cognition
of the corresponding subject-of-cognition, as also cases where the opposite happens,
neither being possible if an eobject-of-cognition and the corresponding subject-of-
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cognition were one and the same thing (vv. 73-78). To cite Kumarila’s examples, when
a blue or yellow object is cognized as existing over there in space there takes place
the cognition of an object-of—cognition but not that of the corresponding subject-of-
cognition (vv. 68-81), while when a past occasion is recalled by one as an occazion"
on which one cognized nothing there takes place the cognition of a subject-of-cognition
but not that of any object-of-cognition (82-83). The idealist pleads that an object-of-
cognition and the corresponding subject-of-cognition are not cognized simultaneously
because the former is cognized by the latter while thé latter is cognlzed by another
subject-of-cognition which might or might not be available immediately, his point
being that a subject-of—cognition is cognized only when it becomes an object-of-
cognition for another subject-of-cognition (vv. 86-88). The point is sought to be
supported by the analogy of cases where something is actvally present but is
not cognized because of the non-availibility of the necessary means of cognition; e. g.
both colour and hot touch are present in light but the former alone is cognized, the
property transience or non-transience belonging to a word and as such being some-
thing non-different from it might remains uncegnized even when this word itself is
cognized (vv. 89-92). Kumarila remains unconvinced, for he simply argues that when X
and Y are absolutely identical with one another it should be impossible for one of
them to be cognized without the other too being cognized. (vv. 94-96). And by’
examining the alleged analogical cases it is shown that in each the two things of which
one is coganized and the other not are not absolutely identical with each other but
somehow different from each other (vv. 97-106). Kumarila’s point is that a cognition
is one simple, single entity which should be either cognized or not cognized and that
if both the object-of-cogaition and the subject-of-cognition are one with this cognizer
then both should be either cognized or not cognized; at the most one can say that
the subject-of-cognition and the object-of-cognition, in order to be cognized,
require each other’s presence, but such a presence is necessarily available so that
nothing should prevent a simultaneous cogaition of both (v. 107). The idealist sub-
mits that in a cognition both the subject-of-cogaition and the object—of—cognition are

preseat but that neither isv. recognized as such; Kumarila retorts that X and Y appear
as different even when X is not recognized as X nor Y as Y, his point being that

sontrary to our actual experience a cogaition must exhibit two distnict forms when
two distnict things are present in jt (vv. 107-109),

(3) vv. 110-18 :‘Kumari.la the; reverts to his criticism of the idealist position that
a cognition necessarily cogaizes itself, The idealist bases himself on the consideration
that the memory of a past cognition is a very common occurrence while theoreticall
it should be possible in the case of all past cognition; and his point is th fathy
memory of a past cognition should not be possible unless a cognition is necesasali];
¢oguized at the time it takes place, which cognizing should be undertaken by this
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cognition itself. Kumarila retorts that the memory of a past cognition takes place if this
cognition was cognized in the past, it does not take plaee if it was not cogniZeEf;‘ his
point is that what is always possible is the memory of a thing-as-cognized-in ~the-past
and not the memory of a past cognition, while a cognition is cognized-immediately or
afterwards— when the ‘implicatica’ of the cognition of the concerned thing-as-eognized
is pondered over. This question-answer is reported by Kumirila in an extremely
summary form in v. 118 and later on he delves deep into it in vv. 187--98. But for
the rest he is just now preoccupied with an argument which was advanced not in
connection with the self-cognition vs. not-seifcognition controvercy but in connection
with the formed-cognition vs, formless-cognition controvercy. Thus the Buddhist had
argued that if a cognition is not object—formed but formless then it is inconceivable
how ‘cognition of X* should differ from ‘cognition of Y’. This- core-argument
Kumarila refutes in vv. 115-17. He says that a cognition cannot be described except
through referring to its object so that ‘cognition of X’ differs from ‘cognition of ¥’
even if both are identical qua cognition. And he pointedly adds : ‘Just as on your
theory one coguition differs from another even if all cognitions are a ‘formed* soine-
thing, so also on our theory one cognition differs from another even if all cognitions
are a formless something.’ The Buddhist might score a debating point by arguing thdt
iwo ‘formed’ cognitions can well differ from one another as their ‘forms’ differ but
that two ‘formless® cognitions can differ in no way whatsoever but this will be a futile
argument and the fact remains that it is a mere manner of speaking when cognition
of X is called X-formed cognition. In any case, we have yet to sec how the present
discussion is relevant for Kumarila’s immediate purpose. Thus the Buddhist had-
argued that if cognition is ‘formless’ then one cognition cannot differ from afiother;
to take concrete examples, in that case there shosld be no difference bétween ‘cogni-
tion of X', ‘cognition of cogaition-of-X’, ‘cognition of cognition-of- ~cognition-of-X’s
etc. On the Buddhist’s showing, in this series the constituent elements of the object
inciease by ome unit while in each case the additional unit is ‘cogn ition‘—so that if
a cognition is object-formed the members of this series must differ from one another
as. their objects differ from one another. In essence all this is reported by Kumarila in
vv. 110-14 but we have yet to see how all this is relevaat for his immediate purpose.
So we must further learn that according to the Buddhist a cogaition is not only
object--formed but also subject-formed; thus in ‘cognition of X’ the subject-form (also
called own-form) is ‘cognition of X’, in ‘cogaition of cognition-of--X- it is ‘cognition’
of cogpition-of--X’, and so on and so forth Kumarila speaks as if the Buddhist:
is here teying to prove that a cognition has got a subject--form-this on the.
ground that in the series in question the constituent elements of the object increase by
one unit while in each case the additional unit is ‘cognition’. Thatis to say, he speaks
as if the Buddhist is here arguing that in this series the object cannot have an

§—14
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additional uait in the form of ‘cogaition’ unless a cognition has a subject--form. As
a matter of fact, the Buddist is here arguing only that a cognition is object--formed.

(4) (3) vv. 119-49

Kumirila once more assails the idealist’s contention that the subject-of-
cognition and the object of cognition are one and the same thing—calling
it an arbitrary assumption (vv. 119-21). The idealist immediately concedes
that the subject--of--cognition and the object--of--cognition are verily different
from one another, but whea Kumairila welcomes this rectification of a mistake
the former addsthat the two are nevertheless identical qua cognition (v. 122);
this reopens the controvercy. Kumairila argues that if the subject--of--cognition
and the object--of--cognition are one with cognition they cannot be two things, while
if they are two things they caomnot bz one with cognition (vv. 123 26); he would not
mind if both the subject and the object are given a common designation ‘cognition (Skt.
Jiiana’, the former in the sease ‘that which cognizes’ the latter in the sense ‘that which
is cognized* (vv. 127-29). Kumarila’s essential point is that the subject—of cognition is
something subjective or mental, the object-of cognition something objective or physical.
Oa account of his advocacy of the thesis of ‘identity-as-well-as-difference between
the subject and the object’ the Buddhist has become butt of Kumarila’s taunt that
the former has forsaken the Buddhist camp and joined that of the Saikhya (v. 123).
Ia view of Kumarila’s own frequent advocacy of the thesis of ‘indenity-as-well-as diff-
erence this should mean that he is uncompromising in his criticism of the mistaken
attempt at obliterating the distniction between the mental and the physical. Even so,
Kumarila consider at length (vv. 130-46) one more possible defence of the idealist
position that both the subject and the object are of the form of cognition; in essence
however, this consideration is so much waste of words. For Kumarila hete seeks to
determine the mode of applying the word Jaana to the subject as well as the object
just as the word ‘cow’ is applied to this co¥ or that; and in this connection he
partxcularly criticized the Buddhist doctrine of ‘exclusion (apohd)’ as relevant to the
present case. Thus on Kumarila’s showing, the idealist then say that two things are
called Jidna when they are exclused from all that is not Jidna; but he cannot say
that because according to him nothing is of the form of not-J#ana. The fact of the
matter 18 that the tenability or otherwise of the doctrine of ‘exclusion’ has nothing to
do with the tenability or otherwise of the basic idealist position. Be that as it may,
Kumirila concludes by remarking: “Since the subject and the object cannot both be of
the form of cogunition either of these must be said to be of that form; and since that
would be acceptable to both the parties to dispute the subject ought to be said to
be of the form of cogaition” (vv.147-48)

(b) vv. 149179
Uptil now Kumarila was considering  the position that the subject-
of cognition and the object-of cognition are but two aspects of the same entity called
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cognition; now he broadens the scope of his enquiry and is ready to consider the
alternative that the subject-of-cognition and the object-of-cognition are two different
cognitions. Important ideas come to light as a result of this. Kumarila begins by
arguing that since the subject and the object must exist simultancously and since no
two cognitions can exist simultaneously one cognition caanot act as the subject and
another as the object (v. 149). And he also rejects the alternative that the relation
of subjéht-and-object obtains between two simultancously existing cogaitions such that
one belongs tc one cognition series and the other to another, for there must obtain
the relation of cause and-effect between an object and the cognition produced by it
(that is, between the object-of-cogaition and the subject-of-cognition ) while no such
relation can obtain between any two simultaneously existing eatities (vv. 150-51). This
consideration also applies to two aspects of the same cogaition so conceived that one
acts as the subject the other as the object, for th2 relation of cause-and-effect can
not obtain betwcen these two entities(v. 138). Kumarila then rejects the suggestion that
an outgoing cognition by producing an ‘impression’ ia the incoming one becomes an
object of the latter, for in that case this alleged object will be a past something (vv.
158-59). His point is that it is only in the case of an illusory cognition like dream
that the objext is a past something appearing as a present something while in the
case of a genuine perception the object must be a present something (vv. 160-61). To
clinch the matter still more convincingly, Kunarila argues that a past something can-
not act as an object of perception just as an event of past life or a future event can-
not—to which it is added that even if it does so there is no evidence that it is of the
nature of crgnition and n>t of the nature of a1 external object (vv. 162-63). Even
granting that the outgoing cognition acts as an object for the incoming one Kumarila
raises following objections agaiast the idealist position. “The outgoing cognitien
must be of the nature of an object alone, a subject alone or both. If it is of
the nature of an object alone then it will be but another name for an externl
object; moreover, in that case not being of the nature of a cognizing something it
should not produce an ‘impression’ in the incoming cognition just as a future cognition
does not, a cognition born in another cognition series does not, a thing not definitivly
known does not, a thing perishing as soon it is born does not. If it is
of the nature of a subject alone it canaot act as an object for the incoming coguition;
moreover, in relation to whatshould it act as a subject ? And we have already refu-
ted the alternative that a coguition is of the nature of both an object and a subject;
moreover, in that case it should stand ia no nc¢ed of the incoming cognition in the
form of a subject, nor should the incoming cognition stand in need of the outgoing
one in the form of an object. Again, a cognition and its object are supposed to be
similar to each other but the outgoing cognition and the incoming one are not simi-
lar to each other inasmuch as the former acts as an object not subject the latter as
a subject not object. Lastly, on the momentarist hypothesis the outgoing cognition
cannot produce an ‘impression’ in the incoming one just as the cognition belonging
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to another cogaition-series does not” (vv. 163-71). After this much argumentation Kum-
arila in the end recapitulates the essenial points of his entire earlier criticism of the
idealist thesis that the subject-of-cognition and the object-of-cognition are one and
the same thing. On his showing, the subject-of-cognition is different from the object- -
-of-coguition because the cogunition of one is possible without the cognition of the
other, just as the cognition of taste is possible without the cognition of colour (vv.
172-74). Employing another analogy it is made out that even if bora of a cognition
a coguition cannotact as both subject and object, just as even if born of a eognition
an ‘1mpressxon does not (v. 175). Kumarila is ready to grant that one thing might
possess a number of ‘capacities’ but he cannot see how one thingcan possess both the
capacity to act as something mental and the capacity to act as something physical
(v 177—-87) This is why he rejects the idealist’s recommendation that with a view
to avmdmg the *heaviness’ of hypothesis the reality of external objects should be
repudxated and that of cognitions alone admitted (v.179).

Kumarila ends the main part of his discussion by once more taking up the
question whether a cognition necessarliy cognizes itself. The idealist has argued that since
cognition as a means of cognizing external objects it must itself be cognized before
these objects are cognized; Kumarila retorts that the sense-organs too are a means
of ‘coguizing external objects but they are not cognized before these objects
are cognized (vv. 179-80). Again, the idealist has argued that since no obstacles
stand in the way of a cognition being cognized as soon as it is born it
should be cognized as soon as it is born; Kumarila retorts that a cognition
is in no position to cognize itself while there exists no other cognizer to
cognize it when it is born; that is why a cognition is not cognized as soon as it
is born (vv. 180-81). Positively, Kumarila maintains that a cognition
is subsequently cognized for the first time when it is realized that the
existence of the object concerned as a cognized something remains unaccounted
for unless it be presumed that the cognition of this cbject had earlier taken
place, this being called cognizing a cognitio? by way of employging the means of valid
cognition called ‘implication’ (v. 182), Kumarila considers the objection as to why a
cognition should not cogaize itself when it is of the nature of an illuminator; by way
of reply he recommends two alternatives, viz. (1) that a cognition does not cognize
itself because it is busy cognizing its own object and (2) that a cognition does not
cognize itself because it is its very nature that it should cognize its object but not
itself just as it is the very nature of an eye that it should cognize colour but not
taste (vv. 184-87). Lastly, Knmarila considers in details the idealist’s contention that
if a cogaition is not cognized by itself at the time it is born then there should bo no
subsgquent memory of this cognition, a contention briefly considered earlier in another
conggc;mn, Thus from the alleged fact that the memory of all past cognition is a
posslbxllty the 1deahst has drawn {wo conclusions, viz.
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© (1) that a cognition is necessarily- cognized at the time it 'is born (for otherwise
no memory of it should be possible at a subsequent date), B

(2) that a cognition is necessarily cognized by itself (for if it is cognized by ano-
ther cognition then since the memory of this other cogntion too will be possible it
too should be cognized by a third cognition and all this will lead to an infinite

regress) (vv. 187-88).

Against this Kumarila- objects that it is not our common experience that one’
recalls a long series of past cognitions (v. 189). But the idealist’ will retort ‘that
such a contingency does not arise precisely because his own hypothesis has taken
care of it, for according to this hypothesis only that cognition is possibly recalled
which actually took place in the past. So Kumarila’s real objection against the idealist
is ‘that not all cognition which took place in the past is possibly recalled but only
that one which was cognized in the past; as he puts it, to recall something that was
not cognized is like recalling a barren womau’s son (v. 191). As for the objection:
that if a cognition is coguized by another cognition then the series of cognitions
should never come to an-ead, Kumarila says that the series in question can bc easily -
terminated whenever one feels like (vv. 190-91, 193-95). As for the objection that if
a cognition was not cognized at the time it was born then it should never be
recalled, Kumarila says that it cannot be recalled but- it can be
cogunized for the first time by - recalling - the object cognized by it
and pointing out the implication of the cognizedness of this object (v. 192).
These observations of Kumarila should considerably clarify his stand on the question
of self-cognizability or otherwise of a cognition. In many cases we fird that both
Kumirila and the idealist are appealing to the same body of facts with a view to
drawing conclusions that are diametrically opposite But that should not surpaise
anyone, for after all a debate is held only to decide as to which of the two hypoth-
eses better accounts for the facts recognized as such by both the parties concerned.
Be that as it may, Kumarila again concludes his discussion by rejecting the idealist’s
recommendation- that the reality of external objects be repudiated on the ground that
if a-cognition-has for its object not an external object but an aspect of itself then
it will be having an object that is so much proximate to itself and something related
to itself, for Kumarila finds it impossible to conceive how the object of a cognition

can: be an aspect of this coguition itself (v. 200).

Thus ends what we have called the first—and the chief—part of 'Kumarla’s
refutation of the idealist case. Its second part is discussion of the question as to how
it is possible for the sams object to be cognized differently by different persons, a
part to which ‘we tufn next. e

Kumarila begins by considering the cases of illusory perception where the object
of cognition is something not actually present; a fact from which the idealist draws
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the conclusion that even a case of genueine {)étcéptfon should coms about without
the object of cognition being actually present (vv. 200-11). In this connection Kumarila
emphasizes two points viz.

(1) that even in a case of illusory perception the object of cognition is not such
as is never present anywhere (what happens is that here an object existing at one
place or time is mistaken to be located at another place and time) (v. 201 and (2)
that it is well possible for a non-perceptual type of coguition to arise even in the
absence of the object concerned, this being possible when an appropriate ‘impression’
is operative (and even when it is not thus operative, as the text adds enigmatically)
(v. 202).

Kumarila emphasizes that even the idealist has to account for the difference
hat obtains bstweea one coguition and another, and he also notices that the hypo-
thesis of an ‘impression’ is the latter’s explanatory hypothesis (vv. 203-6). But his
point is that the hypothesis of an ‘impression’ accompanied by an express repudias
tion of the hypothesis of an ‘external object has played havoc with the idealist’s
ontology (vv. 210-11).

Kumarila next considers the cases where one and the same object is viewed
diffrently by different observers and all the views expressed are apparently valid, a
fact from which the idealist draws the conclusion that in no case is a common
object viewed by two observer (vv. 212-25). Kumarila’s verdict is that in such cases
the object itself is possessed of numerous facets, of which this one is noticed by this
observer and that one by that according as this observer is possessed of this stock of
past ‘impressions’ and that one possessed of that (vv. 215-16). As he trenchantly
puts it, if a thing is observed to possess a multiplicity of forms then it is proper to
attribute to it this multiplicity of forms rather than deny to it all form altogether
(v. 218). His point is that just as all the sensory features colour ete. are always
present in a physical object but only those of them are actully cognized in relation
to which a sense-organ is appropriately operative, similarly all the so many descrip-
tive features are always present in it but only these of them are actually cognized
which happen to occur to a competent observer (vv. 223-24). As for the idealist’s
contention that in common parlance people say ‘the object over there is as our
cognition reveals it to be, Kumarila retorts that people do not truly mean to say
that the object over there is nothing but that their cognition being a means of
revealing objects the object over there must be as their cognition reveals it to be (vv.
226-27). All this too throws interesting light on the relative attitude of Kumirila
and the idealist so far as basic ontological issues are concerned,
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Lastly, Kumarila makes some miscellaneous remarks by way of passing verdict
on certain problem arisen in the course of textual interpretation; they too are of
some interest and stand as follows :

(1) vv. 230-33 : “When the opponent says that a cognition as soom as it is
born cognizes an object and is cognized he is not seeking to prove that an external
object does not exist, for this will not prove that. He is rather asking us as to what
prevents a cognition from being cognized as soon as it is born. And he is told that
a cognition is not cognized then because means for such a cognizing are not avail-
able then. To say this was necessary because there are logicians who concede that a
cognition is cognized at the same time when' it is cognizing an object; but even such
a concession logically involves the banishment of an object.” '

(2) vv. 234-41 : “When the opponent says that an object is cognized only after
the cognition concerned is already born he is not secking to prove this much, for we
already concede that. What he is doing is to force on us the logical implication
that the cognition concerned since it is already born before the object is cognized
must also be cognized before the object is cognized. However, not only in case a
cognition is cognized before an object is cognized but also in case it is cognized.
along with the latter the exstence of an object is in jeopardy (there appearing justone
form in the cognition—situation and this form preferably belonging to a cognition).
That is why all efforts are made by us to prove that an object is cogmzed before
the cognition concerned is cognized.”

(3) vv. 242-44 : “When it is admitted that there exists one case where cognition
is cognized before an object is cognized the idea is nmot to prove that a cognition is
not cognized before an object is cognized, for that will be irrelevant,—rather suicidal-
talk. (The case in question is when one recalls a past occasion as an occasion on
which oae cognized nothing.) The point is that the opponent insists that a cognition
is cognized before an object is cognized because he thereby seeks to prove that a
eognmon is possessed of a ‘form’, and he is being told that even in the one excep-
tional case where a cognition is cognized before all object is cognized the cognition
remains formless. Certainly, in the case in question there in no question of the
cognition concerned having a form.”

4) v.245a : “When it s suggested that if in the cognition-situation just one
form makes its appearance then let this be the form of an object but not that of a
cognition the idea is not to deny the reality of a cognition, for the object itself will
romain uncognized unless a cognition takes place. So what is emphasized is that the
cognition of an object comes first while the cognition of the coguition
concerned is dependent on this cognition of an object,”
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(5) vv. 245-47 : “When it is said that a cognition cannot be described except
as bearing reference to an objec’, tbe ideal is to emphasize that even the idealist
does not hold that cognition as such is ever perceived. For according to the idealist
what is perceived is not cognition as such but cognition as polluted by the touch

of an object.”

(6) vv. 248-59 : “When the idealist is told that in the absence of external
objects it should be impossible to explain as to why one particular thing is produced
by just one parucular thing, e. g. why cloth is produced by threads, jar produced by
clay, he will doubtless reply that he would seeck to explain why one particular
idea is produced by just on part:cular idea just as the realist seeks
to explain why one particular  thing is produced by just one parti-
cular thing. But the idealist’s reply will lack cogency. For on the basis of
observing coacomitance in presence and concomijtance in absence it can be decided
as to what physncal thmg possesses the capacnty to produce what physical thing. But:
nothmg of the sort can ‘be done in the case of ideas as posited by the idealist. For
by the ‘capaclty of an idea the idealist understands just an ‘impression’ but there is
do knowmg whether an ‘impression’ is different or non- dxtfcrent from an idea. What
is still worse, an ‘impression’ ‘is said to be of the form of ‘practical reality’ not
‘bitimate reality.’ And what is worst, there is concewable no operation-e.g. the
observation of coacomltancc in presence and concomitance in absence-that might
enable us to determme as to what cause leads to the emergence of what ‘impression’.”



CHAPTER V

DOCTRINE OF SOUL

Another important piece of ontological speculation is offered by Kumirila in his
section on soul (Section XVI, Atmavida). He begins by observing that if soul (in
the form of an eternal conscious entity) does not exist then all Vedic injunctions
stand condemned inasmuch as they often promise a fruit-of-action to be reaped ina
pext birth (vv. 3—4). In this connection Kumarila always has in mind two prima
facie views, viz. the materialist view according to which body itself is the vehicle of
consciousness and the Buddhist view according to which consciousness is of the form
of & series of momentary cognitions; this becomes evident at the wvery outset (vv.
4-5). However, the view examined first of all is a somewhat odd one. For it
argues that since at the time of realising the fruit of an act one does not recaH that
here is the fruit of that particular act it is no use positing an ecternal soul and mo
use following Vedic injunctions and prohibitions (vv. 8-12). Kumarila replies that
the possibitity or otherwise of the recollection of a past act at the time of the
réalising of its fruit is an irrelevant consideration, for the impossiblity in question
will no¢ prove that soul does not exist or that the Vedic injunctions and prohibitions
ate useless (v. 13). By way of illustration he says that one prepares a comfortable
bed o sleep on even if at tho time of sleep one does not recall that the feeling of
case now being experienced is a result of that prior preparation of bed (v. 18), Nay,
going further he remarks that if at the time of reaping the fruit of an act one auto-
matieally recalled that act one would not consult scriptures with a view to learning
as to what act brings about what fruit (v. 19). Then Kumarila eonsiders the objection
that if soul be an eternal i. e. absolutely changeless entity it should not be

for it to be both the doer of an act and the enjoyer of its fruit (vv. 20-21),
He replies that the same soul can be both a doer and an enjoyer just as the same
person can be a child now and a youth afterwards (v. 23) or just as the same spaks
can be found in a huddied state now and in a straightened state afterwards (v. 28).
Kumirila’s point is that a single thing can well act as the common substratum of
changing states (v. 29); as he puts it, ‘when a later state emerges the earlier one
deks. not vanish for good but just gets dissolved in the common substratum in g
foriti wuitable for the later stats (v. 30)’. The objection just considered was favourite
of the: Buddhists who themselves considered consciousness to be of the form of a
sexies of momentary cognitions. So turning tables against them Kumairila sesks: to -
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show that it is on the momeatarist hypothesis that it is impossible for the same
agent to be both the doer of an act and the enjoyer of its fruit; the following is how
he argues (vv. 32-72,: “In the case of an act that takes time to be completed even
the doership on the part of thesame agent is impossible on the momentarist hypoth-
esis (v. 36), while the contingency that the doer and the enjoyer are not the same
is present here in the case of all act whatsover (v. 38). Nor will it do to say that
the doer and the enjoyer bzlong to the same series (santina), for if this series is
something momentary it will not serve the purpose while if it is something ever-last-
ing it will be either like the soul posited by the Vaisesika which is absolutely differ-
ent f’rpm'its states or like the soul posited by the Sankhya which is partly different
from its states (vv. 39-42), It is aiso futile to say that an impression (vgsana) left
by the doer makes possible the reaping of fruit on the part of the enjoyer, for on
the momentarist hypothesis there is nothing where their impression can get seated
during the interval separating doing from enjoying (vy. 44-45) BEven granting that
the doer and enjoyer belong to the same line-of-succession (parampara) the fact re-
mains .that they are not one and the same (v. 46). On its part, however the concept
of line-of-succession or series itself remains untenable on the momentarist hypothesis,
for nothing can go to unite the members of a series under one-title unless they
bave something in common (which showing is here dismissed as impossible) (vv. 47-
50). Resorting to an analogy the momentarist argues: ‘A man and his soa are different.
from e¢ach other and yet this man rears up this son and later on receives a benifit
fzétﬁ him. This sort of relationship does mot obtain between persons not belonging to
tb&f:ame liixe of descent. Similarly, the relation of doer and enjoyer obtains, between
two cogaitions which are different from each other and yet belong to the same
seriex (vi 51-52). But it is never our expreience that the doer is different from the
enjoyer; moreover a man in order to ieceive from his son benefit later on must be
one and the same personality throughout the interval (something which the momeat-
aﬁst’” dismisses as impossible) (vv. 353-54). Nor is it possible for cognitions to migrate
from one body to another; certainly, an intangible entity like - cognition cannot be
pushed away from one place to another as air pushes from one place to another a
flame of fire (vv. 59-61). As a matter of fact, even in the case of a living body it
is lgcqneclvable how cognition associated with it moves on from place to place (v. 61).
Ag for the concept of an intermediary body created temporarily and acting as the
medium of transmigration it is utterly illogical; and even if such a body exists it
would not make possible the movement of cognition from one place to another (vv.
62—64).. As for the contention that cognition gets seated in a foetus it is nonsensical;
for cognition means apprehension of an object and such an apprehension is possible
only on the part of a full-fledged body fully equipped with the needed cogaition—
apbat&tus (vv. 65-66). As a matter of fact, cognition has to be deemed absent in the
states of swoon etc. precisely because then there takes place no apprehension of an
object (v. 66). Nor will it do to say that during the states in question cognition
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stays there in the form of a capacity, for all capacity needs a seat to reside in (v.
67). To say that body, semse-organ etc. are the neceded seat will mean embracmg
materialism (v. 88). To conclude, if in a foetus cognition stays in the form of a cap-
acity then either this capacity itself or whatever acts as its seat will be just another
name for soul (vv. 71-72)”. From this critique of the Buddhist posxtlon Kumarlla
draws the corollary that a soul must be eternal, ublqmtous, naturally possessed of
the capacity to cognize; (such a soul should be in a position to get connected with
one body after another even without moving about from place to place) (v. 73)

Then it is argued in details that a soul can be a seat of an act (vv. 74-91). In this
connectxon Kumarila finds it aecessary to disassociate himself from the Va|§esiléa
posmon according to which action, since it is exclusively of the form of a vxbratmn,j
cannot characterize an ubiquitous entity like soul (v. 74). His essential pomt is, that'
whatever acts (of the form of vibration) take place in the body, sense-organs etc.
which a soul has earned as a result of its past acts must be supposed to be _due to
the impelling activity of this soul which is therefore to be treated as the real agent
in the case of all these acts (vv. 76-79); to cite an analogy, it is like a pnest perfo-,
rming a sacrificial act but the actorshxp being ascribed to the client who has, made;
monetary payment to the priest for the latter’s expert services (v. 79). Kumarila also ,uses':
another analogy to show that the impelling activity of an agent can assume a variety .
of forms : it is through moving to and fro that the soldier employs his sword in-the
act of slaughter, it is through his mere words that the commander-in—-chief orders
about his subordinates, it is through his mere presence that the king orders about his
men (vv. 85-16). Then Kumarila seeks to show how certain arguments offered by the
Vaidesika philosopher in support of the existence of soul are open to an opponent’

attack (vv. 92-107). The discussion is not much fruitful, first because the arguments
in question are not particularly important and secondly because in all the cases
Kumarila himself maintains virtually the same position as the Vaidesika philosopher,
Lastly, Kumirila develops in considerable details the position that the notion of *I’,
which is a matter of our everyday exprience, has got soul for its object (vv. 107-
36). He concedes that ia the statement ‘I go’ the word ‘I’ refers to body inasmuch
as going is not possible on the parts of a soul (v. 108); but his points is that in the

statement ‘I know’ it could refer to nothing but the knower and the question is as to

who this knower can be (v. 110). Kumarila feels that this knower can be either a

cogaition itself or a soul acting as the seat of cogaition (v.110), and that if he succ-

essfully argues against the first alternative the second must hold the field. The

materialist alternative that this knower can be cognition seated in body, sense-organs

etc. is dismissed off~hand though after some amount of elementary argumentation

(vv. 111-14).] With this aim in view this alternative is subjected to criticism as

follows (vv. 115-36) : “On the supposition that the momentary cognition is knower it

makes no sonse to say ‘I knew this thing then and I am knowing it now’; for the
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statoment-part ‘I Rnew this thing then’ is false of the present cognition, the state-
ment-part ‘I am Rnowing it now® is false of the past cognition, while the two
together are false of each (vv. 115-19). Nor can it be said that the two cognitions
in question are somehow one because they are similar, for this explanation will not
work in the case of the statement ‘I knew a cow then and I am Roowing a horse
now’. (vv. 121-22), It will not do to say that even in this new casc the two cogni-
tions in question are similar qua knower, for then one should find it possible to
employ the word ‘I’ not only in respect of oneself but in respect of all knower
whatsoever (vv. 122-23). Nor can it be said that two cogaitions, in otder to be
referred to as ‘I’, must belong to the same series, for even there they costinue to be
two different cognitions so that the later one should refer to the carlier one as *it’
not as ‘I’ just as it refers to as ‘it’ not as ‘I’ a cognition belonging to another seri¢s
or a jar (vv. 123-24). A statement like ‘I am heavy,’ ‘I am lean’ is false, biause we
also say ‘thy body is heavy’ ‘my body is lean’ (v. 127); on the other handy in the
statement ‘heré is my soul’ the word ‘I’ can be said to stand for soul and thé word
‘soul’ to a temporary cognitive state of this soul (vv. 130-31)”. Kumarila coficludes
the section by arguing that it should be a misconceived venture to read denials of soul
into a Vedic statement, for there are so many Vedic statements — most prominently
the sacrificial injunctions — which posit soul implicitly and so many — most promi
nently the Upanisadic discourse: on the subject —which do so explicitly (vv. 140+¢7).
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