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The present work comprises (1) Sanskrit text of
Pramapamimamsa in Roman script, (2) its
English translation, (3) Pt. Sukhlalji's extensive
introduction and philosophical notes.

Pramapamimimsd occupies an important
position in the philosophical literature of India in
general and in the Jaina philosophical literature
in particular. In it Hemacandra deals with Jaina
Logic in the context of other schools of Indian
Logic. He is most successful because he was well
equipped with the knowledge of those schools
and at the same time he had astounding
knowledge of Jaina Logic. Pramapamimamsa is
an excellent text-book on Jaina Logic.
Hemacandra has done full justice to the subject.
His arrangement of topics is very systematic and
no important topic is left out. While discussing a
topic he covers all the necessary points and
adduces all the essential arguments, avoiding
unnecessary elaboration that may overwhelm
and baffle students. His discourses embody solid
results of his predecessors and take note of
different views. His range of information is wide
and deep. Thus here we have a work on Jaina
Logic, from which students will derive
comprehensive and authentic knowledge of the
subject. Clarity of thought and lucidity of
expression, judicious selection of material and
systematic treatment, will definitely help
students understand the subject without exertion.

Pt. Sukhlalji's introduction and philosophical
notes open up new vistas for the study of Indian
philosophy. They are exceptionally brilliant as
they are written from the standpoint of a non-
partisan, historical, comparative study. They
display accurate understanding of the historical
interrelationship obtaining between the various
philosophical systems of India. Pt. Sukhlalji's
aim in writing the philosophical notes was to
pave the way for a broad-based study of all the
Indian philosophical traditions.
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PUBLISHER'S NOTE

Gujarat \}idyapith, citadel of learning, founded by Mahatma Gandhi in
October 1920, naturally aims at fostering research and learning in Indian
religions, philosophies and culture. In the early years after its foundation,
Gujarat Vidyapith was fortunate enough to have the distinctive serwices
of the great scholars such as Pt. Sukhlalji Acharya Dharmananda
Kosambi, Pt. Bechardasji Doshi and Prof. R. C. Parikh. Their seminal
research was published by Gujarat Vidyapith' and it is being highly
appreciated. Pt. Sukhlalji edited, from old manuscripté, Abhayadevastiri's
voluminous Sanskrit commentary on Siddhasena Divakara's Sanmatitarka-
prakarana and it was published by Gujarat Vidyapith in five big volumes.
In order to revive that great tradition and also to impart the knowledge
of Jaina philosophy and religion, ‘The International Centre for Jaina
Studies’ has been established in Gujarat Vidyapith in 1993. The Centre
produces and publishes scholarly Jaina Studies. The present work is an
instance in point.

Gujarat Vidyapith has great pleasure in publishing Acarya Hemacandra's
Pr&mdnamfm&msd along with its English translation, and Pt. Sukhlalji's
extensive introduction and philosophical notes. Pramdanamimdmsa is an
excellent treatise on Jaina logic. Pt. Sukhlalji's introduction and philosophical
notes “are full of such wealth of Indian philosophical materials the parallel
of which is not easy to come across in the writings of the modern scholars
in India and abroad.”

Logic (pramanavidya) is an important branch of Indian philosophy. It
was highly developed in India. Indian logicians discussed various problems



vi Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

of Logic with sincerity and offered solutions. Jaina logicians, too, earnestly
took part in the debate and discussions carried on by logicians of other
schools of thought and contributed greatly to Indian Logic. This will be
evident from the present publication.

Prof. Nagin J. Shah, a renowned Sanskritist and eminent scholar of
Indian philosdphy, undertook the onerous task of editing the present
work and successfully accomplished it. His learned ‘Editor’s Note’ is
instructive enough to introduce the subject to readers. Again, it is he
who has transliterated the entire Sanskrit text into Roman script. He

deserves our special thanks.

We express our gratefulness to the publisher of Bharati Mahavidyalaya
~ Publications Jaina Series, Calcutta, in which appeared the English
translation of Pramanamimdmsd. We are also indebted to the publisher of -
the Journal Indian Studies Past & Present in which appeared English
translation of Pt. Sukhlalji's Hindi introduction and Philosophical Notes
(Bhdsa-Tippanani); we are grateful to its learned editor Prof. Debiprasad
Chattopadhyay. ' |

I trust the present work will be of immense value to the students of
Indian logic in general and those of Jaina Logic in particular.

Gujarat Vidyapith Piyush R. Shah
25-4-2002 Actg. Registrar
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SECOND PART : TEXT AND TRANSLATION
~ Text-translator S. K. Mookerjee's Note 43-47
Book I — Lecture 1 49-151

Opening verses : salutation to the Arhat and statement of the
purpose, subject-matter and authorship of the work.

Basis of the work questioned; lack of definite beginning of the
sciences stressed; Tattvarthasiitras given out as the basis (1).

ertmg of aphorisms criticised as vamglonous pose; different
writers have different tastes and so the criticism rEJected as a trifle (2).

Composition of the work in Books, Lectures, etc., proposed; the
first aphorism sets forth the subject-matter; inspiring of volitional
impulse - its purpose (3).

Different meanings of atha - commencement, sequence - its
utterance and promotion of well-being of the author and the hearers -
salutation of paramesthins by the siitrakara not incorporated in the
work for consideration of economy (4).

Etymological meaning of pramana ~ the most effective instrument
of the determination of reality; meaning of mimamsa (rendered
critique) ~ complete consideration by the method of enumeration,
definition and examination — these three defined and illustrated;
classification is the condition of specific definition and so not

' sepafately considered (5).

Further meaning of the term mimamsd - respectful disquisition
which includes the consideration of nayas and pramana, final
emancipation (moksa) and means thereto and its opposites (6).

General definition of organ of knowledge (pramana) - authentic
definitive cognition of an object (7).

Definition — predication of an unknown characteristic in respect of
a known fact. Definition being a case of Negative Inference; its subject,
probandum and probans are clearly stated; problem of subject
functioning as a probans solved by internal concomitance (8).

Definitive cognition is for the exclusion of sense-object contact, and
doubt, indecision and indeterminate cognition (9).
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Object (artha) placed under three heads — what is to be avoided,
accepted and ignored — justification of the classification. Insertion of
the term for exclusion of self-cognition; authentic (samyak) is for the
exclusion of error (10-11).

Should self-cognition constitute an element of the definition of
organ of knowldege ? Old Masters quoted; cognition of object
impossible without intuition of the act of cognition — the intuition
.cannot be effected by a second cognition, because this will involve
regressus ad infinitum — if the intuition made dependent upon cognition
of object logical see-saw inevitable —~ Negative implication (arthapatti)
also being itself uncognised cannot be causa cognoscendi — thus self-
cognition is established — other objections refuted — further grounds
given; self-cognition though an element is not a logically necessary
factor as it overlaps cases of erroneous cognition. (12-13).

The problem whether knowledge takes note of what is already
known - if it does redundancy inevitable — hence the object must be
previously uncognised; contention untenable — cognition taking note of
previously cognised object not invalid as the cognition taking note of a
future event — modes being momentary cannot be object of repeating
cognitions — substance being eternal cannot be previously uncognised —
hence cognition of a previously uncognised object cannot constitute nec-
essary element of the definition ~ determinate perception (avagraha),
speculation (iha), etc., valid instances of knowldege, though taking note
of the self-same object — recollection another instance (14-16).

Definitions of doubt, indecision and error; doubt (samsaya) refers
~ to two extremes not possessed by the object — etymological meaning of
sam$aya — illustration — implication of the definition clarified;
indecision (anadhyavasdya) fails to take note of specific characteristic
— falls short of certitude — Buddhist's indeterminate intuition a case of
indecision; error definitely takes a thing to be what it is not —
illustrations (17-20).

Problem whether validity of an organ of knowledge self-determined
or determined by another - validity cannot be self-intuited — if it were so,
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there would be no occasion of dispute among thinkers — nor could it be
intuited by another, for in that case the validating intuition should have
its validity self-certified which would be inconsistent with the initial
asstimption — if the validating intuition required another cognition for its
own validity regressus ad infinitum would be inevitable. Solution -
validity of a cognition is sometimes determined by itself in such instances
as the following — habitual cognition of one's own palm, intuition of the
acts of bathing, drinking, etc. — validity of inference always self-certified;
sometimes by subsequent confirmatory cognition or by a cognition of its
pragmatic consequences, or by the cognition of an object invariably con-
comitant with it, validity of these being self-evident; verbal knowledge
always certified by external evidence (21-24).

Naiyayika's definition of organ of knowldege criticised. Buddhist
view quoted and criticised — indeterminate cognition incapable of
generating pragmatic consequence - if determinate cognition bringing
up the rear generate pragmatic consequence, the consequences of the
maxim of decoration with borrowed ornaments inevitable — validity of
determinate cognition should be recognised — elimination of round-
about procedure the consequence (25-27).

Two kinds of organ of knowledge - other views asserting more or
less organs rejected — statement of the organs accepted by VaiSesikas,
Sankhyas, Naiyayikas, Prabhakaras, Bhattas (28-29).

The two organs — Perceptual (pratyaksa) and Non-perceptual
(paroksa); etymology of pratyaksa and paroksa — perceptual cognition
not the seniormost of all organs of knowledge (30-31).

Carvaka position that there is no other organ of knowledge than
perception refuted — realisation of the distinction between valid and
invalid cognitions, of another man's thought, and negation of what
transcends sense-intuition not possible without services of other
organs of knowledge such as inference - the grounds elucidated;
unfailing correspondence with fact the ground of validity of non-
perceptual as well as of perceptual cognitions; the grounds of
Dharmakirti quoted (32-36).
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Buddhist view accepting perception and inference as the only
organs refuted; sense-intuition, mental intuition, self-intuition and.
transcendent intuition subsumed under perceptual; recollection, recog-
_ nition, inductive reasoning, inference and verbal testimony subsumed

under non-perceptual — comparison subsumed under recognit
presupposition subsumed under inference (37). ’sl

Why negation not a separate organ ? Since it has no object, reality
being made up of both being and non-being — Slokavartika quoted.
Mimamsist accepts reality as partaking of nature of both being and
non-being - being the province of perceptual cognitions — non- -being
cogmsed by negation - negaﬁon thus has object of its own -
Slokavartika quoted. (38-40).

Mimamsist posmon refuted - if non-being not different from being,
perceptual cognition must cognise it — even if non-being is different
from being, it has to be admitted that a jar is perceived when a plot of
land bereft of the non-being of jar is perceived — non-apprehension of
non-being concomitant with apprehension of being — cognition of
negata not dislodged by organ of negation — otherwise, perceptual
cognition would become erroneous because it cogmsed non-exclusive
as exclusive (41- 42)

Perceptual cogmtlon defined - immediacy-cum-lucidity the defin-
ing characteristic ~ objections refuted (43-44).

Immediacy-cum-lucidity means ‘independénce of services of anoth-
er organ’, or ‘apprehension of its content as this’ (45-46).

Twofold division of perceptual cognition — transcendent and
empirical, full manifestation of innate nature of self on total cessation
of obstructive veils is transcendent ~ also called supreme (mukhya)
being supreme of all cognitions, and pure (kevala) being independent
of services of sense-organs, etc., and cognisant of all objects (47-48).

Self-luminous, nature of self established on the grounds of ‘being not
susceptible to doubt’, ‘being the knower, ‘being the author of an act (of
cognition) cannot be an object of it’; obscuration of knowledge, etc., by
respective karmas justified - removal of obscuration effected by
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meditation and contemplation; obscuration, though not historical but
coeval with self, removable just like dross in ore of gold; obscuration of
amorphous being possible like obscuration of consciousness by spirituous
liquor, etc.; self a variable constant — a continuum running through
succe'ssive modes; causality impossible in the theory of changless eternity
and discountinuous flux ~ Akalanka quoted (49-53).

View that neither perceptual cognition, nor inference, nor authori-
tative texts prove transcendent intuition or a person possessed of it
stated and refuted; transcendent intuition proved by ‘necessity of final
consummation of progressive development of knowledge’, ‘perceptibil-
ity of knowable things’ and ‘actual verification of astronomical knowl-
edge’; were omniscience an impossibility, for whom would the Veda
assert things spread over three divisions of time ? Scriptures confirmed
by perceptual and inferential knowledge prove person cognisant of
supersensible reality; non-absolutism subject-matter of scriptures —
established by perceptual cognition and inference; scripture sets forth
the truth and indirectly the ommiscience of the Arhat; perceptual
intuition of ascetics cognisant of supersensuous intuition (54-57).

Omniscience of a human being denied — Jaina reply — glory of
Tirthankara stated — Freedom from the taint of all imperfections, the
-only criterion of Godhead; omniscience is also established by lack of
contradictory proofs — perceptual cognition competent to record positive
truth alone - direct intuition of whole race of mankind necessary for
denying the - possibility of omniscience; inference also imcompetent;
scriptural text denying omniscience not available (58-62).

Other varieties of transcendent intuition — visual intuition (avadhi) and
intuition of the modes of other minds (manahparyaya) — etymological
" meaning of avadhi ‘that which is confined’ - it has for its object only things
having shape and colour — two kinds of avadhi , congenital and acquired by
merit; manahparyaya is the intuition of mental modes emerging into acts
of thought - it knows external object by inference (63-65).

Difference of avadhi and manahparyaya consists in the difference of
purity, scope, subject and object — elucidation (66-70).
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Empirical (samvyavaharika) intuition is conditioned by a sense and
the mind - its varieties — etymology of samvyavaharika, an intuition
which leads to authentic activity by way of positive and negative
endeavour (71-72).

Different varieties of self-cognition included in sense-perception,
mental perception, transcedent perception, etc., according as they
relate to sense-perception, mental perception, etc., self-cognition of
recollection and the like included in mental perception (73).

Senses enumerated and defined — etymology of indriya — sense qua
substance and sense qua function - classification of living beings
according to the number of senses possessed; only the conditions of
specific cognitions treated as sense-organs and so tongue, feet, hands
etc., excluded; different senses mutually identical as well as numerically
different — absolute identity would make cognition of taste, smell, etc., by
the tactile organ a possibility which is absurd — absolute difference again
would make the generation of a synthetic judgement an impossibility -~
agency of mind for such judgements also refuted — similarly senses are
neither absolutely identical with nor absolutely different from the self —
similarly substance-cum-mode, the datum of sense (74-82).

Sense qua substance is material atoms possessed of definite shape —
sense qua function is attainment and conscious activity; sense qua
attainment generates capacity to apprehend a relevant object — sense
qua conscious activity is an activity of self cognising the object -
conscious activity is result as well as an organ (83-87).

Definition of mind — the organ of apprehension of all objects of all the
senses — also called anindriya or no-indriya — Umasvat{i’s definition — mind
qua substance is substantive matter transformed into mind-substance —
mind qua function is attainment and specific activation of the self (88-90).

Object and light are not the direct conditions of cognition — they
are of direct service to subsidence-cum-destruction of knowledge-
" obscuring karman but not to cognition — grounds stated (91-92).

Assuming that sense-intuition is generated by objective datum how
would the Naiyayika account for eternity of God's intuition ? As regards

xiii
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human beings also, such organs as memory and recognition ought to be
rejected as invalid because of the absence of the objective datum
cognised in the past — Buddhist theory which suppose the cognition and
its object to be related as effect and cause is also untenable because the
object being momentary cannot exist at the time of its cognition — other
problems raised and the conclusion that cognition and its object derive
their existence from their own cause and stand in the relation of
illuminator and illuminated established (93).

Cognition not an effect and a copy of the object - destruction-cum-
subsidence of the relevent obscuring karman, i.e., specific competency of
the self, is the cause of cognition — postulation of competency inevitable
even in the theory of causality — cognition being a psychical act cannot
have spatial dimension and hence is not a copy of the object — hence
Dharmakirt’s plea of structural similarity bereft of all substance — other
objections raised (94-95). '

Determinate perception (avagraha) defined — indeterminate intuition
transformed into determinate perception — it is not mental construction
(96-98).

Speculation (tha) defined and illustrated - difference of tha from
Reasoning (itha) which is the organ competent for the realisation of
universal concomitance (99-101).

Perceptual judgement (avaya) defined. Retention (dhdrana) de-
fined, the mental trace which is the causal stuff of memory is a species
of cognition — had it been non-cognitional, it could not have produced
recollection which is a species of cognition — absence of lapse also a
condition of recollection and hence the definition not in conflict with -
the Bhasyakara’s definition “Absence of lapse is retention” (102-105).

Thread of unity through the different stages of perceptual cognition
stressed — difficulty solved (106).

Nyayasiitra's definition ‘Unerring cognition produced by, sense-object
contact is perceptual and it is indeterminate and determinate’ reinter-
preted by Trilocana and others — according to them source of such
cognition, be it cognitional or non-cognitional (e.g. sense-object contact),
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is the organ of perceptual cognition - the reinterpretation criticised as
unjustifiable — contact of organ of sight with its datum not possible — the
organ can work from distance like magnetic stone (107-109).

Buddhist definition of perceptual cognition as free from conceptual
construction irrational because it has no bearing upon practical activity
(110).

. Criticism of Jaimini’s definition -“cognition engendered upon the
actual contact of sense-organs is perceptual” - it overlaps such cognitions
‘as doubt and illusion - later interpretations stated and criticised (111-
113). |

Older Sankhya definition of perceptual cognition as a modification of
sense-organ untenable — modification of unconscious senses cannot be
conscious — I$varakrsna’s definition “Perception is the determinate
cognition of its specific object” extends to inference and hence untenable
(114-115).

Hence immediacy-cum-lucidity is the only defining characterstic of
perceptual cdgnition (116). '

Substance-cum-mode, the object of knowledge - etymology of
dravya (substance) and paryaya (mode) — Umasvati quoted; positions
of Sankhya, Buddhist, Kanada and Aksapada stated — causal efficiency
which is the only defining characteristic of reality is possible only if
reality is substance-cum-mode — elaborate statement of grounds — rival
positions of the absolutists refuted ~ Nyaya-Vaisesika theory also
refuted (117-129).

Defects of Non-absolutism (syddvada) which rejects that substance
and mode are either absolutely different or absolutely identical and
affirms that they are somehow identical and different both — (1)
affirmation and negation in one substratum mutually opposed; (2)
split up in integrity if difference and identity posited with reference to
different aspects; (3) aspects again mutually different and identical -
with reference to other sets of aspects and so on, regressus ad infinitum
the consequence; (4) the aspects of difference and identity again
would each have difference and identity, confusion the consequence;
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(5) the aspect embodying difference will embody identity and vice
versa, transfusion the consequence; (6) real, being both identical and
different, incapable of being determined in definite reference, and ‘so
doubt inevitable; (7) absence of determination the consequence; and
finally (8) impossibility of determination of objective reality. (130)

Defects unreal — (1) contradictorily opposed things never perceived
in the same locus by the self-same cognition — when so perceived
contradiction unreal — blue and not-blue not contradictorily opposed as
they are perceived in unitary cognition of variegated canvas; (2) split
up in the integrity of an entity also avoided, since the apparently
opposed attributes have been proved to be perceived in the same
locus; (3) regressus ad infinitum unreal - difference nothing other than
substance and modes themselves — similarly identity is substance itself;
(4) & (5) charges of confusion and transfusion parried by instance of
cognition of multiform colour, and the synthesis of universal and
particular in all reals; (6) doubt unjustified in a matter definitely
established; (7) absence of determination also unjustified since an
entity is known to be such by experience and consequently (8) charge
of impossibility also unjustified. Hence reality as synthesis of substance
and mode established (130). ‘

Nature of reality vs. exercise of causal efficiency; real possessed of
dual nature is incapable of exercising causal efficiency as pure substance
or pure mode; an entity cannot exercise causal efficiency in sequence
since, being efficient, it should not defer its action - substance being
unamenable to change, entirely independent of services of auxiliaries —
modes also, being momentary, unable to wait for two consecutive
moments required for the reception of the service; nor causal activity
possible in simultaneity since next moment the entity would be bereft of
causal activity and hence bereft of reality (131).

Change defined - continuity together with surrender and appropri-
ation of preceding and succeeding modes respectively constitutes
change - this makes causal activity by a real possessing substance and
modes as its moments a logical and real possibility. Reality — a sui
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generts multiform entity comprising as its moments continuity,
origination and cessation — hence causal activity possible simulta-
neously or successively according as relevant auxiliary conditions
present themselves (132-133).

Resultant of an organ - illumination of the object, that is, cognition
of the object; no incompatibility in self-same knowledge being
regarded as the organ and its resultant — activity of knowledge
referring to the object is the resultant — the same as relates to the
subject is the organ, the illumination of the object being realised
immediately on the occurrence of it - organ and the resultant identical
in so far as they are the self-same cognition - they are different in
respect of the relation of determinant and determinatum. Or cessation
of ignorance is the resultant (134-143).

Of determinate perception, speculation, perceptual judgement,
retention, memory, recognition, reasoning and inference each preced-
ing one is the organ and the immediately succeeding one is the
resultant; judgement of avoidance, acceptance and indifference are
also resultants — the question of resultant a matter of volitional interest
and point of view. (144-147).

Resultant is both identical with and different from its cognitive
organs - grounds stated - Nyaya-Vaidesika coinherence untenable
(148-150).

The judgement ‘I know the jar reveals that self while cognising an
object cognises itself as well — self is a variable constant (151-153).

xvii

Book I — Lecture 2 152-203

Non-perceptual organ of knowledge defined — sub-divisions viz. re-
collection, recognition, inductive reasoning, inference and verbal
testimony stated (1-5).

Recollection conditioned by stimulation of memory impression, it is
non-discrepant with fact and so valid (6-8).

Recognition is synthetic judgement born of observation and
recollection; Buddhist opposition stated and proved to be unsound.
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Recognition is not a species of perception as the Naiyayikas maintain,
it is non-discrepant and hence valid (9-15).

Inductive Reasoning is knowledge of universal concomitance
conditioned by observation and non-observation - perceptual cognition
and inference unable to cognise universal concomitance - VaiSesika
view that the knowldege of universal concomitance is secured by
reflective thought by way of elimination and assimilation criticised —
Naiyayika's position that universal concomitance results from perceptu-
al cognition aided by inductive reasoning criticised (16-22).

Necessary concomitance defined as ‘occurrence necessarily of the
determinant concomitant (vyapaka) on the occurrence of the determi-
nate concomitant (vyapya)’, or ‘the occurrence of the determinate
concomitant (vydpya) exclusively in the locus where the determinant

" concomitant (vyapaka) occurs’ — the implications explained (23-26).

Inference defined as the knowledge of the probandum (sadhya) on
the strength of the probans (sadhana) - its twofold division as
subjective and syllogistic (27-29).

Subjective inference defined as ‘the knowledge of the probandum
from the probans ascertained, by one’s own self, as having the sole and
solitary characteristic of standing in necessary concomitance with the
probandum’ — implication of the definition explained — Buddhist theory of
‘triple characteristic’ of a valid probans stated, explained, and finally re-
futed as unnecessary — knowledge of the necessity of the universal con-
comitance alone is sufficient to prevent the triple fallacies of non-exis-
tent, contradictory and inconclusive probanitia - implications of ‘neces-
sary universal concomitance’ stated - Naiyayika's ‘quantuple characteris-
tic’ also is nothing but an elaboration of universal concomitance (30-34).

Universal concomitance consists in the universal necessity of
synchronous and successive occurrence of simultaneous and successive
events and the knowldege of it is achieved by means of Inductive
Reasoning (35-38).

Five types of probantia viz. essential identity, cause, effect, co-
inherent in the same substratum, and opposite explained and solved -
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non-cognition of the first four probantia is also valid ground for the
establishment of relevent non-existence — illustrations of the last type
of probans (39-52).

Probandum or thesis defined and illustrated. Six types of contradic-
tion, viz. by perceptual cognition, inference, scriptural evidence,
popular opinion, one’s own statement and (linguistic) convention
illustrated — probandum is a substantive qualified by an attribute
sought to be proved, but in some cases an attribute alone is considered
as the probandum - illustration (53-60).

The subject (dharmin) is ‘what is endorsed by valid knowledge’ — -
Buddhist objection and its answer — the subject is also established by
conceptual knowledge — illustration — problem whether existence can .
be proved - when cognition of contradiction does not arise on the
assertion of the subject, its possibility is presumed and in such case
existence can be proved (61-67). o

The question whether Example is a necessary factor of inference —
probans being incompatible with the opposite of the probandum
establishes the probandum and hence example is unnecessary - example
defined out of deference to a pupil of slow understanding - its two-fold
division based on similarity and dissimilarity — illustration (68-81).

Book II — Lecture 1 204-293
Syllogistic inference defined as ‘definite cognition resulting from

statement of a probans’ — ‘statement’ though only the condition of

inference, is called inference by way of metaphor or transference of

epithet which is a warranted procedure if there are contradiction of

the primary conventional meaning, a purpose and a legitimate ground

— the conditions found to be existent in the present case (1-5).

Syllogistic inference is twofold according as it is based on ‘logical
possibility of the probans on .the occurrence of the probandum’ and
‘logical impossibility of the probans in the absence of the probandum’ —
illustrations — the difference merely formal, not in respect of ultimate
intention and hence the statement of both unneccessary — Nydyavatdra
quoted (6-12).
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The statement of thesis (pratijiia) is for demonstrating the subject
(visaya) — thesis draws attention of the hearer and so necessary —
though the conclusion is known by implication, the advance statement
of it as thesis has justification in order to rebut a possible doubt about
the locus of the attribute to be proved (13-18).

Constitution of a syllogism — thesis plus probans endowed with
positive or negative concomitance — the Buddhist view that ‘probans
alone is to be stated for the conviction of a knowledgeable person’ is
unjustifiable - in deference to the calibre of the person to be edified,
the syllogism may have five propositions, viz., thesis, reason,
illustration, application and conclusion or even more (19-22).

Thesis, reason, illustration, application and conclusion defined and
illustrated - the inter-relation of the five members and other
corroborative statements. (23-33)

Sham simulant (abhasa) defined — three fallacies of reason, viz.,
non-existent, contradictory and inconclusive and their sub-divisions
defined and illustrated (34-48).

Sixteen types of false examples stated and illustrated - other types
included in these very types - treatment of syllogistic inference con-
cluded (49-59).

Confutation (disana) defined as the exposure of the fallacies
inherent in an argument (60-61).

False confutation or sophism (jati) defined as consisting in the
allegations of non-existent defects - they are employed in opposition
to a legitimate or false reason advanced by the proponent in case the
true nature of the defects in the reasons is not realised - twenty-four
types of sophisms stated, defined and illustrated in consonance with
the plan adopted by Aksapada — the solution of all types of sophisms
lies in the examination of the probans as to whether it embodies the
characteristic, viz., incompatibility with the opposite (62-65).

Casuistry (chala) stated as nothing but sophism - three types (1)
based on ambiguity, (2) based on generalisation, (3) based on
metaphor - illustrations (66).
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Legitimate Discourse defined as the statement of proof and refutation
in the presence of judges and other members of the council with a view
to the preservation of truth - it has four factors — Judge, President,
Proponent and Opponent - it is known as Debate (kathd) — Disputation
(alpa) and Wrangling (vitanda) are not approved forms of Debate —
grounds stated (67-71).

Victory and Defeat defined (72-74).

" Defeat constitutes censure (nigraha) - mere misunderstanding or
default of understanding as propounded by the Naiyayikas does not
constitute censure (75-78).

Twenty-two varieties of occasions of censure (nigrahasthana) of
the Naiyayikas stated and criticised (79-102)

‘Buddhist view of an occasion of censure also stated and criticised
(103-109).

The author proposes to define an epistle (110).

[Here the book ends. The rest is not available]
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EDITOR’S NOTE

Indian Logic and Its Schools

The term ‘Logic’ means ‘a science of knowledge and the principles of its
validity’. By ‘knowledge’ a logician understands empirical knowledge, that
. is, normal knowledge of the objects of our everyday experience. A logician
qud logician is not at all concerned with what we call ‘supra-empirical’ or
‘supra-normal’ knowledge. Even if he personally believes in some form of
supra-empirical knowledge!, this belief of his should not come in the way of
his duty as a logician. So we may safely define logician as one who argues in
favour of the view that sense perception and inference :are competent to
reveal true nature of reality, that is, to generate valid knowledge. The
logicians do differ as to the nature of valid knowledge, the criterion for
testing the validity of a piece of knowledge, the number of the instruments
of valid knowldege, the account of the various instruments of valid
knowledge, so on and so forth. But they all will unite against those who
contend that it is impossible for normal human beings to acquire valid
knowledge in the course of their everyday life.

Ancient India has produced a good number of logicians endowed
with critical acumen and subtle intelligence. They have devoted their lives
to profound and penetrating discussions of the problems of empirical
knowledge. They came from Brahmins, Buddhists and Jainas. Those coming
from Brahmins are further subdivided into Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas and
Mimamsakas. In spite of their affiliations to different theologies, religions
or dogmas, they all alike engaged themselves in the serious investigation
into the problems pertaining to empirical knowledge.

1. Except the Mimamsakas, all believe in the supra-empirical knowledge which is
necessarily perceptual in nature. Gautama, the author of the Nyayasiitra, gives the
definition of empirical perception only, leaving out of its purview the supra-
empirical perception. But later Nyaya-Vaisesika authors tried to formulate such a
definition of perception as may be applicable to both the empirical perception and
the supra-empirical perception. The Buddhists and the Jainas did the same thing.
Barring this, thinkers of all the schools discussed strictly the problems of Logic.
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There flourished in India some philosophers who were not positively
and seriously interested in the problems of Logic. Of them, again, some
were positively hostile towards Logic while others were indifferent to it. We
know that in India there arose some philosophers who maintained that the
world of our everyday experience is nothing but an illusory show while the
reality underlying it amenable only to supra-empirical knowledge. So it was
but natural for these philosophers to denounce and denigrate Logic.
Sﬁnyavéda, Vijfianavada (two schools of Buddhism), and Advaita Vedanta
are the most outstanding representatives of this trend. The remaining
schools of Indian philosophy are deadly against illusionism and severely
refute it. These schools are Sankhya, Nyaya, VaiSesika, Mimarmsa and non-
Advaita Vedantic systems among the Brahmanical ones, Vaibhasika and
Sautrantika among the Buddhist ones, and Jainism taken as a whole. They
made sincere efforts to understand the constituents, operations and princi-
ples of the empirical world as also of human cognitive faculties through
which the empirical world is to be grasped. In other words, they sought to
develop empirical ontology and Logic. Though Sankhya was a philosophical
school with a hoary past, in the golden period of Indian philosophy when
Nyaya, Vai$esika, Mimarnsa, Sautrintika and Jaina systems underwent
extraordinary development, it refused to grow, and as a result of it no
school of Logic after its name can:e into existence. About non-Advaita
Vedantic schools, the historical fact is that they arose in the Age when
Sanskrit learning in general was on decline. Again, they were essentially
theological rather than philosophical movements. Their excessive preoccu-
pation with religious problems resulted in their failure to produce an
independent school or schools of Logic. So, in fact, we have four schools of
Indian Logic, viz. Mimarhsa School, Nyaya-Vaisesika School, Buddhist
School and Jaina School.

The Mimamsa School had a tradition of discussing logical problems
with a view to proving that empirical knowledge is not capable of grasping
dharma (religious duty). In the golden period of Indian philosophy certain
Mimamsa stalwarts continued this tradition and undertook a detailed
treatment of all the problems of Logic. Prabhakara and Kumarila contribut-
‘ed much to the development of Mimamsa school of Logic.
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Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas founded the most genuine school of
Indian Logic. They dealt with all the problems of Logic with right earnest.
As a matter of fact, their treatment of these problems provided a model for
all logicians of other schools. The Mimamsa, Jaina and Buddhist logicians
received great impetus from their Nyaya-VaiSesika counterparts. Uddyota-
kara, Jayanta, Udayana, Ganges$a are the great Nyaya-Vai$esika logicians.

. Buddhism was originally a school of ethico-spiritual teachings and
remained so till the Buddhist masters wrote their works in Pali. The genuine
.philosophical activities started in the Buddhist tradition when Sanskrit was
adopted as the medium of expression. The Vaibhasika and Sautrantika
writers tried, to the best of their ability, to imbibe the spirit of Nyaya-
Vaisesika thinkers. They evinced interest in the problems of Logic. As a
matter of fact, the founder of the Buddhist school of Logic is Dihnaga (c. 345-
425 AD.). It is curious that he came neither from among the Vaibhasikas or
Sautrantikas nor from among the Siinyavadins or Vijfianavadins. Mostly he
speaks as a realist (Sautrantika) but sometimes he speaks as an idealist
(Vijfianavadin) in the very midst of serious and worthwhile discussions on
Logic. The situation is intriguing and deserves scrutiny. Dinnaga and his
worthy followers like Dharmakirti conducted the most celebrated researches
and highly competent discussions pertaining to the problems of Logic. They
compelled logicians of other schools to be more subtle, more penetrating and
more equipped with intellectual resources to defend their positions against
Buddhist attacks. We notice their conspicuous presence in the works of
logicians of other schools. They were the matchless rivals for these logicians.
“A comparative study of Dinnaga and Gangesa, the founder of sub-school of
Neo-Nyaya, will reveal that Gangesa's much-vaunted innovations are a tiny
fraction - in many cases they are bodily the same — of those introduced in the
school of Dinnaga”. This is the reason why Vidyabhushana in his History of
Indian Logic calls Dinnaga “the Father of Medieval Indian Logic” and declares
that for Dinnaga “there is no praise too high.”

Thus there are four schools of Indian Logic, viz. Mimarnsa school,
Nyaya-Vaisesika school, Buddhist school and Jaina school. We have dealt
with, in brief, the first three schools of Indian Logic. Now we shall deal with
the fourth one, that is, Jaina school of Indian Logic.
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Jaina School of Indian Logic

We take up what we call the Jaina school of Indian Logic. Jainism was, like
Buddhism, a school of simple ethico-spiritual teachings. But its strong
aversion to illusionism and its firm faith in the competence of empirical
knowledge to grasp the empirical world gradually led it to take interest in
the problems of Logic. The first conspicuous beginnings in this direction are
evident in Umasvati's Tattvarthasitra and Siddhasena Divakara's Nyayavatara.
Then followed a long line of competent Jaina logicians. The late entry of
the Jaina logicians on the arena of Indian Logic put them in an advanta-
geous position because it provided them an opportunity to study the giant
logicians of other schools and to equip themselves with all the necessary
resources before building up their own school of Logic. Again, their
anekanta outlook urged them to find out truth inherent in the theories
propounded by others and thus made them competent to act as moderators.
Akalanka who gave final shape to the Jaina positions on Logic was born
after the Nyaya-Vaisesika school had produced Uddyotakara and
Prasastapada, the Mimamsa school its Prabhdkara and Kumarila, the
Buddhist school its Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. This does not mean that the
Jaina’s contribution to Indian Logic was meager or negligible, as will be
evident from the study of Pramanamimamsa and Philosophical Notes given
in the third part of the present work.

Origins of the Jaina Theory of Knowledge :

The Jaina Agamas recognise five types of knowledge, viz., mati, $ruta,
avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala. Matijnana includes sense perception,
memory (smrti), recognition (safijiid), cogitation or hypothetical reasoning
(cintd) and inference (abhinibodha)?. SrutajfiGna is verbal knowledge, i.e.
knowledge generated by words. Avadhijfiana is that knowledge which
cognises spatially and temporally distant physical objects. Manahparyaya-

2. Mahendrakumar's Hindi introduction to his edition of Nydyaviniscayavivarana, Vol.
2,p 11
Study the following : tato dhdrand pramanam smrtih phalam / tato 'pi smrtih
pramanam pratyabhijiia phalam / tato ’pi pratyabhijiia pramdnam Ghah phalam /
tato ‘pi uhah pramanam anumanam phalam / Pramdnamimamsd, autocommentary,
1.1.39
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jiana is that knowledge which directly perceives the modes of other
persons’ mind-substances; these modes act as signs to infer thoughts or
objects thought. Kevalajfidna is omniscience. The last three are supra-
empirical knowledges, they are generated by special types of dhyana;
kevalajfidna is generated by Sukla-dhyana.

Now let us try to search for the source of this Jaina theory of five
Jjianas. In Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5 and 4.5.6 there occurs the famous
statement: atma va are drastavyah srotavyah mantavyah nididhyasitavyah. It
refers to four spiritual steps (adhyatmika sopana). They are darsana,
$ravana, manana and nididhyasana (or vijiidna, i.e. jiiana due to dhydna).
These four steps are mentioned even in the oldest Jaina canonical work
named Acdrangasiitra (Prathamasrutaskandha, 4.1.9)3. There occurs : dittham

3. The scheme of four spiritual steps seems to be very old and an essential part of a
tradition commonly shared by Upanisads, Jainism and Buddhism. It is interesting
to note that in the Buddhist Majjhima-nikaya (Carkisutta, 2.173) there occurs
detailed explanation of these spiritual steps. And these very four steps are made
popular among the Jainas under the guise of ‘three jewels’ (ratnatraya). These
‘three jewels’ are darsana, jiidna and caritra. The first member of the three jewels
is identical with the first member of the four spiritual steps. In both the schemes
the name given to the first member is ‘darsana’. In Jainism this ‘darsana’ means
sraddhd. Similarly, Upanisads too here employ the term ‘darsana’ in the sense of
sraddha. This is corroborated by the two trios mentioned in the two statements
(7.18-19 and 7.25) of Chandogya Upanisad. In 7.18-19 there occurs : ndmatva
vijandti, matvaiva vijandati.... nasraddadhan manute, sraddadhad eva manute. Thus
the trio of sraddha, manana and vijfidna is mentioned here. In 7.25 we have : evam
pasyan evam manvana evam vijanan. Here the trio of darsana, manana and vijiiana
is mentioned. And the context shows that the two trios are identical. This being
the case, the first member of the first trio, viz. sraddha exactly corresponds to and
is identical with the first member of the second trio, viz. darsana. Thus the terms
Sraddha’ and ‘darsana’ employed here are synonymous. The second member of the
three jewels, viz. jfidna includes in its fold srutajidna and matijiana which are
nothing but sravana and manana i.e. the second and the third members of the
scheme of four spiritual steps. Caritra can be taken to stand for dhyana, the fourth
step because dhydna is the acme of spiritual practice or it signifies the entire
process of spiritual discipline beginning with five yamas (prime virtues). So, we
conclude that the Jaina ‘three jewels’ tally with the four spiritual steps mentioned
in the Upanisads.
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suyam mayam vnnayam. Jaina theory of five jfianas, I feel, is rooted in this
scheme of four spiritual steps. Jainas transformed sravana and manana into
two special types of knowledge, viz. §rutajfiana and matijiiana, setting aside
altogether their original meaning, function and spiritual context. They even
changed their order of occurrence. Avadhijfiana, manahparyayajfiana and
kevalajfiana are kevalijfianas or yogijiianas; they are, in fact, generated by
special types of dhyana; hence they are vijfianas; they are of the nature of
saksatkara. Thus these three vijianas constitute the fourth spiritual step
called nididhyasana (or vijhana).

Once we establish the identity of Jaina matijjfiana with manana, the
third step of the scheme of four spiritual steps, it will become quite clear that
the Jaina theory of five jiianas is rooted in the scheme of four spiritual steps.
The main arguments for identifying matijfiana with manana are as follows :
(1) In Upanisads too the term 'mati' is used for manana.* And Piijyapada in his
commentary on Tattvarthasttra writes : mananamatram va matth (1.9), and
mananam matth (1.13). (2) Jainas maintain that matijfiana covers sense
perception, memory, recognition, hypothetical reasoning and inference, which
are mutually so different in nature. They cannot satisfactorily answer the
question as to why they have brought mutually so different cognitions under
one head of mati. We can explain this phenomenon satisfactorily if we
understand matijnana to stand for manana. In manana (reflection), one
employs all the jiianas, viz. sense perception, memory etc. This shows that
manana, in the scheme of four spiritual steps, includes all the jianas. (3)
Again, Jainas cannot satisfactorily answer another question : When mutually
so different cognitions (viz. sense perception, memory, recognition, hypothet-
ical reasoning and inference) are brought under one head of mati, what
prevented Jainas from including $ruta (sabdajiiana) too in matijfiana ? If we
do not take into account the original scheme of four spiritual steps, then we
can definitely say that there is nothing to prevent them from including
Srutajfiana in matijiiana. But in the scheme of four spiritual steps, sravana step
necessarily precedes manana step. This old tradition of four steps, on which
Jainas have built the super-structure of their theory of five knowledges,

4. Maitreyi ! adtmano vd are darsanena sravanena matya vijiidnenedam sarvam viditam/
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 2.4.5
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compelled them to keep srutajfiana separate from matijfiana. This is the
remnant of old scheme of four spiritual steps. (4) The four stages of matijfiana
viz. avagraha, thd, avaya and dharana are applicable to only one form of
matijiiana, viz. sense perception but not to other forms, viz. memory,
recognition, etc. But these four stages are applicable to manana (reflection) as
a process taken in its entirety. Thus these stages are, in fact, the stages of
manana. And when Jainas converted manana to a special type of knowledge
called matijfiana, they transferred these four stages to matijiiana and hence
the anomaly. The following passage from Nayadhammakahao (prathama
adhyaya, 35) corroborates our interpretation : tae nam se suminapadhaga
Seniyassa ranno evam attham socca nisamma hattha java hiyaya tam suminam
oginhamti / oginhamta tham anupavisamti ... ($rutva avagrhnanti / avagrhya
tham anupravisanti). This proves that the four stages originally belonged to
manana. (5) Jainas have divided avagraha into vyafjanavagraha and
arthavagraha. For them vyafijandvagraha means grasping of sense-object
contact and arthavagraha means grasping of the thing (which is in contact
with the sense-organ). Thus, here for them the term ‘“yafijana’ has the sense
of sense-object contact. But this is not the dictionary meaning. Sanskrit
language has a special characteristic, viz. its words have capacity to yield so
many etymological meanings. Hence we have in Sanskrit works like Satarthi
(‘Hundred Meanings of a Verse’). Jainas have taken undue advantage of this
and shown that the term Yyafijana’ etymologically means sense-object
contact. But this seems to be unnatural and farfetched. As a matter of fact, the
term ‘Yyafijana’ here has its natural prevalent meaning viz. sabda (word). And
the term ‘artha’ here in ‘arthavagraha’ has the sense of ‘wordmeaning’. Thus,
vyafijanavagraha’ means ‘grasping of words’, and ‘arthavagraha’ means
‘grasping of wordmeanings’. This interpretation of ours is corroborated by the
following gatha : '
kale vinaye bahumane uvahane taha aninhavane |
vamjana attha tadubhae atthaviho nanamayaro ||

Thus, vyafijanavagraha and arthavagraha actually constitute the ground
and initial starting point of the process of manana.

In this manner, we prove the identity of matijfiana with manana and
as a result of it the fact that Jaina theory of five jiianas is rooted in the very
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old scheme of four spiritual steps. It is quite obvious that avadhi, manah-
parydya and kevala being dhyanajanya are of the nature of saksatkara and
the remaining two being not dhyanajanya are not of the nature of
saksatkara.

Three Phases of Jaina Logic

As we have already noted, in the first phase Jainas propounded the theory of
five jfianas, viz. mati, $ruta, avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala. Of the five, the
first two were regarded as generated by sense-organs and mind while the
remaining three were implicitly accepted as generated by special types of
dhyanas. Hence the first two were considered to be not-saksatkaratmaka
while the remaining three were considered to be saksatkaratmaka. They
maintained that jiidnas might be right (samyak) or wrong (mithya). They
contended that the jfiana which was accompanied by smayak-darsana was
samyak (right) while the jnana that was accompanied by mithya-darsana was
mithya (wrong). And for them samyag-darsana was the tendency or attitude
that was conducive to spiritual progress while mithyd-darsana- was the
tendency or attitude that was detrimental to the spiritual progress. This
means that they determined rightness or wrongness of jfidna from the
spiritual standpoint but not from the standpoint of Logic. The first phase is
represented by the Jaina canonical works.

In the second phase real beginnings of Jaina Logic are noticed. Now,
instead of the terms samyak-jiidna and mithya-jfiana, the terms pramana and
apramdna were employed. By pramana Jainas meant valid knowledge and by
apramana invalid knowledge. They considered knowledge to be valid or
invalid not from the spiritual standpcint but from the standpoint of Logic.
From the standpoint of Logic, the determinant of validity or otherwise of
knowledge is its correspondence or non-correspondence with the external
object/fact. In the science of Logic, only that knowledge is called valid
knowledge (pramana) whose object is true to the concerned factual situation,
while that knowledge is called invalid knowledge (apramdna) whose object is
false to the same. In other words, valid knowledge cognises a thing as it is
while invalid knowledge cognises a thing as it is not. Thus the Jaina thinkers
started to determine knowledge as valid or invalid on the basis of the
objective criterion of the science of Logic. Secondly, they classified the
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pramanas into two, viz. pratyaksa (perceptual or direct) and paroksa (non-
perceptual or indirect). So, according to them, sense perception, memory,
recognition, cogitation or hypotﬁetical reasoning and inference were paroksa
while avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala were pratyaksa. There arose a
problem before them : They considered sense perception to be a paroksa
pramana. But in the science of Logic it was considered to be a pratyaksa
pramana, and even non-Jaina logicians treated it as a pratyaksa pramana. The
problem was solved by the Jaina logicians as follows. They brought under the
head of pratyaksa pramana sense perception, avadhi, manahparyaya and
"kevala, and declared that sense perception was empirical perception
(samvyavaharika pratyaksa) while the remaining three were transcendent
perception (mukhya pratyaksa). In short, they treated sense perception and
yogic perception as perception. In this way, their performance was almost in
line with that of other non-Jaina logicians who treated indriya-pratyaksa
(sense perception) and yogi-pratyaksa (yogic perception) under one head of
pratyaksa pramana. And under the head of paroksa pramana, now onwards
the Jaina logicians treated verbal knowledge (Srutajiiana), memory (smrti),
recognition (safijia or pratyabhijiia), cogitation or hypothetical reasoning
(cinta or tarka) and inference (abhinibodha or anumana). It is noteworthy
that in this phase we find no evidence of Jaina logicians’ acquaintance with
the discussions conducted by logicians of other schools of Indian Logic. The
views of non-Jaina schools of Logic were not studied with their supporting
arguments, nor were they examined and criticised. Moreover, Jaina logicians
of this phase did not provide any indication of their knowledge of so many
important problems of Indian Logic. So, it is natural that they did not know as
to what the Jaina position was with regard to those problems. They did not
even define memory, recognition and hypothetical reasoning and establish
their pramanaship. We may mention Siddhasena Divakara's (c. 400 A.D.)
Nyayavatara as a representative of this period.
~ The third phase begins with the advent of Akalanka (c. 720-780 A.D.).
He is rightly called the Father of Jaina Logic. His works on Jaina Logic are :
Laghiyastraya, Nydyaviniscaya, Pramanasangraha and Siddhiviniscaya. On all
these he himself wrote short commentaries. He is comprehensive and
compact, authentic and terse, cogent and subtle. He gave final shape to Jaina
Logic. He has deeply studied all the important works of other schools of
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Indian Logic. This becomes clear from his faithful presentation of prima facie
views. His study enabled him to examine theories and views upheld by rival
logicians and to clearly establish Jaina position with regard to all the
problems of Indian Logic. He left no problem undiscussed. Dharmakirti was
his prime adversary.> He was very bitter in his attacks on Dharmakirti. He
formulates definitions of various logical concepts, clarifies the Jaina position
on all the logical problems, establishes memory, recognition, hypothetical
reasoning as pramanas. Thus he constructed a fullfledged Jaina Logic. He
explained the Jaina views in the context of non-Jaina schools of Indian Logic.
His refutation of the theories of rival logicians is thought-provoking. Thus his
treatment is alrounded, profound, penetrating and comprehensive. His works
were seriously studied by the non-Jaina thinkers in those days and there is all
possibility that his arguments were profitably utilised by them against the
common rivals.®

In this phase Akalanka was followed by a line of competent and
talented logicians. Let us have a brief survey. Manikyanandin (c. 850 A.D.)
wrote Pariksamukhastitra, the first systematic compendium of Jaina Logic. It
contains 207 aphorisms. It is based on Akalanka's works.” Prabhacandra
(980-1065 A.D.) wrote two mature commentaries on Akalanka's
Laghtyastraya and Manikyanandin’s Pariksamukha, respectively named as
Nyayakumudacandra and Prameyakamalamartanda. Abhayadevasiri wrote a
voluminous and illuminating commentary on Siddhasena Divakara's
Sanmatitarka; it is known by the name Tattvabodhavidhayini or
Vadamaharnava (1000 A.D.). Vadirajasuri (c. 1025 A.D.) was a logician of a
very high calibre. He wrote Pramananirnaya and an extensive and profound-
commentary (vivarana) on Akalanka’s Nyayaviniscaya. Vadideva Stiri (1086-
1169 A.D.) composed Pramananayatattvaloka, a standard manual of Jaina
Logic, consisting of eight chapters and 378 aphorisms. It is modelled after
Partksamukhasiitra. Vadideva Stri himself wrote a commentary on it. Its

5. See Akalarika's Criticism of Dharmakirti's Philosophy — A Study, Nagin J. Shah, L. D.
Series No. 11, Ahmedabad, 1967.

6. Samantabhadra's Aptamimamsa — Critique of an Authority, Nagin J. Shah, Sanskrit-
Sanskriti Granthamala No. 7, Ahmedabad, 1999, p. 34 (Introduction).

.7. Akalanikavaco’'mbhodher uddadhre yena dhiinata / nydyavidy@’mrtam tasmai nano
Manikyanandine // Anantavirya's Prameyaratnamald, 2
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title is Syadvadaratnakara. It is encyclopaedic in nature and contains
quotations from forgotten authors and works. It extensively explains and
refutes rival theories. And it ably expounds the Jaina position on different
problems of Indian Logic. Pramanamimamsa, an excellent systematic text-
book of Jaina Logic, was written by Ac. Hemacandra (1089-1172 A.D.). It is
neither too elaborate nor too brief. Santyacarya (1125 A.D.) wrote an
important commentary (vrtti) on Nydydvataravartika. Anantavirya (c. 1225
A.D.) is the author of Prameyaratnamald, a commentary on Pariksamukha,
as also of elaborate commentaries on Akalanka's Siddhiviniscaya and
Pramanasangraha. His commentaries are elaborate and profound. Upadhyaya
Yasovijayaji (1608-1688 A.D.) was a great logician well-versed in Navyanyaya
Logic. He wrote several works on Jaina Logic. We mention here only two of
them, viz. Jaina Tarkabhasa and Jfianabindu. They testify to his power of
comprehension and expression. He deals with the subject-matter cogently
and systematically.

Ac. Hemacandra and His works

Born in 1088 (or 1089) A.D. in a Modha family in Dhandhuka town in
Gujarat, Ac. Hemacandra, called Cangadeva in his childhood, was initiated in
the Order of Jaina monks at a very early age by the famous Jaina monk
Devacandrasuri, under whom he mastered many branches of traditional
Indian learning and earned for him the significant title ‘Omniscient of the Iron
Age’ (‘kalikalasarvajiia’). He was made Acarya in the year 1110 A.D. Gujarat's
two - most illustrious kings, Siddharaja Jayasimha and his successor
Kumarapala held him in high esteem. It was at Siddharaja’s request that Ac.
Hemacandra composed his magnum opus Siddhahema-vyakarana. Prof.
Buhler rightly maintains that “the success of his grammar appears to have
induced Hemacandra to extend further the scope of his work and to write a
number of handbooks...” He wrote Kavyanusasana (handbook of Poetics),
Chandonusasana (handbook of Metrics) and Yogasastra. He composed
Dvyasrayakavya, Vitardgastutis and Pramanamimamsd. “To the students:of
Sanskrit Literature, he is perhaps best known by his epic poem
Trisastisalakapurusacarita, describing the legendary and mythological history-
of the world as conceived in Jainism. To the modern philologists, his -most -
significant contributions are a complete Sanskrit and Prakrit grammar, two
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Sanskrit dictionaries called the Abhidhanacintamani and the Anekarthakosa, a
dictionary of popular Prakrit idioms called the Desinamamala... His Prakrit
grammar was edited and translated by Pischel (Halle, 1877-80), who also
edited the Desinamamala (Bombay, 1880). His Abhidhanacintamani was
edited by Bohltink and Rieu (St. Petersberg, 1847), and Zachariae edited
- Anekarthakosa (Vienna, 1893)”. Prof. Jacobi observes that “Hemacandra has
very extensive and at the same time accurate knowledge of many branches of
Hindu and Jaina learning combined with great literary skill and an easy style.
His strength lies in encyclopaedical work rather than in original research but
the enormous mass of varied information which he gathered from original
sources, mostly lost to us, makes his works an inestimable mine for philologi-
cal and historical research™ _

Pramanamimamsa - An Excellent Text-book on Jaina Logic

Ac. Hemacandra is well known for his comprehensive treatment of what-
ever subject he undertook. In Pramdnamimamsa he deals with Jaina Logic in
the context of other schools of Indian Logic. He is most successful in his
performance because he was well equipped with the knowledge of those
schools and at the same time he had astounding knowledge of Jaina Logic.
Pramanamimamsa is an excellent text-book on Jaina Logic. Hemacandra's
purpose was to produce a standard text-book and he achieved his purpose.
He, being an ideal teacher, knew what was to be presented and what was to
be withheld (acinoty arthan ity acaryah). He has done full justice to the
subject. His arrangement of topics is very systematic and no important topic
is left out. While discussing a topic he covers all the necessary points and
adduces all the essential arguments, avoiding unnecessary elaboration that
may overwhelm and baffle students. His discourses embody solid results of
his predecessors and take note of different views. His range of information is
wide and deep. At places he divulges important historical information. The
following is an instance in point. He writes : atra pirvacaryakrtavyakhya-
vaimukhyena sankhyavadbhis Trilocana-Vacaspatipramukhair ayarn arthah
samarthito yatha ‘indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jiianam avyabhicari pratya-
ksam’ ity eva pratyaksalaksanam / .....vibhagavacanam etat ‘avyapadeSyam
vyavasayatmakam’ / Gautama defines perception : indriyarthasannikarso-

8. Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, Vol. VI, p. 591
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tparinam jiianam avyapade$yam avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam /
Hemacandra informs us that before Trilocana there was the old Nyaya
tradition which interpreted this aphorism as presenting definition only and
not the divisions also. The aphorism means : Perception is that cognition
which is born of a sense-object contact, is non-verbal (avyapadesyam), is
non-erroneous, and is determinate. But it is Trilocana, Vacaspati’s teacher,
who initiated the new tradition of interpreting the aphorism as presenting
both the definition and divisions, as shown by Hemacandra. )

Thus here is a standard text-book on Jaina Logic, from which
students will derive comprehensive and authentic knowledge of the subject.
Clarity of thought and lucidity of expression, judicious selection of material
and systematic treatment, will defmltely help students understand the
subject without exertion.

About the Present Work

The present work comprises (1) Sanskrlt text of Pramanamimamsa in
Roman script, (2) its English translation (3) Pt. Sukhlal)ls extensive
Introduction (English) and (4) his philosophical notes (English).

Sanskrit text of Pramanamimarnsa in Roman script is printed here
for the first time. It is specially prepared for the present work. An English
translation of this Sanskrit text was done by Prof. S. K. Mookerjee, an
eminent scholar of Indian philosophy, in collaboration with Prof. Nathmal
Tatia, a renowned scholar of Jaina philosophy. It was first published in
Bharati Mahavidyalaya Publications Jaina Series (No. 5) in the year 1946
A.D. from Calcutta. But it was accompanied with neither the Sanskrit text
nor the critical explanatory notes. For his translation Prof. Mookerjee
utilised Pt. Sukhlalji’s edition of Pramdnamimamsa published in Singhi
Jaina Granthamala (No. 9) in 1939 from Ahmedabad-Calcutta; this Panditji’s
edition contained his Hindi introduction and Hindi notes (Bhasa-Tippanani).
Panditji’s introduction and notes were translated into English by my friends
and colleagues Dr. I. H. Jhaveri and Dr. K. K. Dixit respectively, and were
published in the Journal Indian Studies : Past & Present, Vol. II, Nos. 2 & 3
by its editor Prof. Debiprasad Chattopadhyay, a great celebrated scholar of
Indian philosophy, who later on issued them in a book-form under the title
Advanced Studies in Indian Logic & Metaphysics in the year 1961. But this
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book did not contain the Sanskrit text of Pramanamimamsa or its English
translation. This being the situation the Gujarat Vidyapeeth decided to
bring out a comprehensive volume containing all these together at one
place along with necessary indices as an aid to scholars. I appreciate the
decision. And the result is now before the scholars. I am deeply grateful to
the translators and the publishers.

23, Valkeshvar Society, Nagin J. Shah
Ambawadi,

Ahmedabad-380015.

March 29, 2002



PRONUNCIATION

The vowels in Sanskrit are the same as in Italian, except that the sound of a
approaches that of a in rural, and a that of a in father. A vowel with a bar (-) above it
is long; r, | are respectively pronounced as ri, li. The consonants are almost as in
English, except that g is always hard and the sound of ¢ approaches that of ch in
church; ¢, d etc. (indicated by a dot below) are cerebrals and are the same as t in turn,
d in drum, and so on; t, d, n are pure dentals; the aspirated letters kh, gh, ch etc. have
the sound of the first letter plus an aspiration; n is like n in sing; f is like n in tinge; §
is like s in sure; h is a pure aspirate; m is the symbol of a nasal.

For the convenience of the general reader the Sanskrit alphabet along with
their transliterations are given below.

Vowels
 a, oma, ¥i, i, T u FTi Fr

=

q1l, Te TWai, Ao, T au

Consonants
Fk, |wkh g =gh, ¥n
¢, "ch, Tj, =Hjh, A
gt, Fth, ¥d, Tdh, T,
qat, Yqth §d, 9 dh, 9 n
Tp, ®ph, b, {bh Am
Ty, Tr, @L =l @,

’

Tv, «$ Ts, s, ¥h

~morm,:h
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- INTRODUCTION

1. THE NATURE OF THE JAINA STANDPOINT (drsti)

Indian- philosophical systems fall under two main classes; some of
them are realistic (vastavavadin) and others idealistic (avastavavadin;
illusoristic ?). Those which view the gross (sthitla) world, i.e. the world
apprehended by the empirical (laukika) organs of knowledge (pramana), to
be as real as the subtle (sitksma) world, i.e. the world apprehended by the
transcendental (lokottara) organs of knowledge,—that is to say, those which
maintain that there is no difference between the empirical (vyavaharika)
and the absolute (paramarthika) truth, that all truth is of the same kind
though differing in degree, that all objects revealed (bhasita) through
whatever organ of knowledge are equally real even if this revelation (bhana)
be relatively full or meagre, clear or vague, and that even real objects are
capable of being expressed in words (vani-prakasya)—are realistic systems.
They may also be called positivistic (vidhimukha) systems or systems talking
in terms of “it is thus” and “it is so” (idamitthamvadin, evamvadin). They
include the Carvaka, Nyaya-VaiSesika, Piirva-Mimamsa, and Samkhya-Yoga
systems, the Vaibhasika and Sautrantika schools of Buddhism, the Madhvite
school of Vedanta, etc.

Those which view the external (bahya), perceptible (drsya) world to
be unreal (mithyd) and the internal (antarika) one alone to be ultimately
real (parama-satya)—that is to say, those which, having classified truth into
the empirical and the absolute, the apparent (samvrtika) and the real
(vastavika), treat as unreal everything that is apprehended by the empirical
organs of knowledge and is expressed in words—are idealistic systems.
They may also be called negativistic (nisedhamukha) systems or systems
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talking in terms of “it is not so” (anevamvadin). The Sﬁnyavéda and
Vijfianavada schools of Buddhism, the Samkarite school of Vedanta, etc. are
systems of this type.

Its basic attitude of non-absolutism (anekantavada) notwithstanding,
the Jaina standpoint is absolutely realistic (ekantatah vastavavadin) in
nature. For according to it too, the objective truth (bhava-satyatva) revea-
led through sense-perception (technically called mati-jfiana), etc. is on a
par with that revealed through transcendental intuition (technically called
kevala-jiiana), that is to say, the two types of truth may differ as to their
quantity but not as to their quality and nature. Sense-perception etc. reveal
a few substances (dravya) and a limited number of their modes (parydya)
while transcendental intuition reveals the totality of substances and the
totality of their modes, but the two do so in precisely the same manner and
with precisely the same sort of validity. Thus even though the Jaina system
grants that certain extremely subtle objects (siksmatama bhava) are
incapable of description (anirvacaniya) it insists that the objects capable of
description (nirvacaniya) are nevertheless real. This however is not the case
with $inyavada, Samkarite Vedanta, etc.

2. THE UNCHANGING CHARACTER (aparivartisnuta) OF
THE JAINA STANDPOINT

Now the important question to be considered is whether the realistic
nature of the Jaina standpoint as outlined above has retained the same
form throughout the course of history or a change in some form or other .
has been introduced in it by someone at some period. An allied question
will be : If the Jaina standpoint has all along retained a fixed nature and,
unlike the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions, has undergone no change or
development of thought, what can be the reason for it ?

The available history of the Jaina tradition reaches as far back as
pre-Mahavira times, and ever since the realistic nature of the Jaina
standpoint has remained absolutely unaltered in essence—as is also the
case with the philosophical systems like Nyaya-VaiSesika, Piirva-Mimamsa,
Samkhya-Yoga, etc. Of course, the Jaina philosophical literature, like the
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philosophical literature of the Nyaya-VaiSesika etc., testifies to a gradually
developing subtlety and clarity in regard to the descriptions (vyakhya),
definitions (laksana), and logical justification (upapatti) of the categories
(padartha) like ‘organ of valid knowledge’ (pramdna), ‘object of valid
knowledge’ (prameya), etc.—so much so that Jaina philosophers like
Yasovijaya have even employed the refined Navya-Nyaya technique in their
further analysis of the Jaina descriptions and definitions; nevertheless,
throughout the course of history the realistic nature of the Jaina standpoint
. has not in the least undergone that type of change which we come across in
the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions.

The Buddhist tradition was certainly realistic to begin with, but the
two schools of Mahayana, viz. Stinyavada and Vijianavada, brought about a
radical transformation in it. As a result, its realism changed into absolute
idealism (aikantika avastavavada). This is what we mean by the change of
~outlook (drsti-parivartana) within the Buddhist tradition. The same was the
case with the Vedantic tradition. The Upanisads and Vedantasiitras con-
tained vague seeds (aspastabija) of idealism together with clear-cut indica-
tions (spastasiicana) of realism, but Samkaracarya interpreted all this only
idealistically and thus laid the solid foundation of that idealism which, as a
result of further development and change of outlook, subsequently branched
forth into a number of schools like drsti-srstivada etc.! Now this changing
character of the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions and the unchanging
character of the rest ones impel us to investigate into the causes of this
divergence. '

Idealism, which considers the gross world (sthiila jagat) to be an
empirical reality (vyavaharika satya) or an unreality (asatya) and the
internal world (antarika jagat) to be the sole ultimate reality (parama
satya), can possibly arise only when either the process of analysis (vislesana-
kriya) or the process of synthesis (samanvaya-kriyd) is carried to its logical
extreme. We find that this condition (requisite for the rise of idealism) is
absent in all the philosophical traditions except the Buddhist and Vedantic

1. A solipsist school within Samkarite Vedanta. According to it, the world lasts only
so long as it is perceived. The word literally means ‘the doctrine that whenever
a thing is seen it is created’.—Tr.
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ones. Buddha analysed everything, gross as well as subtle, to such an extent
that no scope was left for anything of the nature of a permanent substance
(sthiyi-dravya). In the Upanisads, on the other hand, the process of
synthesizing all diversities (bheda) and varieties (vividhata) culminated in
the postulation of one permanent principle (sthira tattva) in the form of
Brahman. In due course, Lord Buddha’s acute-minded disciples developed
the Master’s analysis to such an extent that the continuous substances
(akhanda dravya) and the substantial diversities (dravya-bheda) of our
everyday use (vyavaharopayogin) were reduced to bare names; what
remained as absolutely real was something momentary but indescribable
(anirvacaniya). Similarly, the spirit of synthesis reflected in the Upanisadic
principle of Absolute Brahman was developed by Samkaracarya to such an
extent that the empirical world so full of diversities (bheda-pradhana) was
ultimately reduced to a bare name and an illusion (maya). Of course, had
there been no extremist analysers (atkantika vislesanakarin) like Nagarjuna
and extremist synthesisers (aikantika samanvayakdrin) like Samkaracarya,
the distinction between the empirical and the absolute truth would not
have made its appearance in these two traditions. Even then, we should not
forget that the capacity to give rise to an idealistic outlook was inherent
(nihita) in the very ground (bhiimika) -of the Buddhist and Vedantic
traditions, and that such a capacity was entirely absent in the ground of the
realistic systems like Nyaya-VaiSesika, etc. The Nyaya-VaiSesika, Mimamsa,
and Samkhya-Yoga systems undertake not only analysis but also synthesis.
And since they attach equal importance (sama-pradhanya) and ascribe
equal competence (samana-balatva) to analysis and synthesis they do not
declare one to be real at the expense of the other. Hence there is neither
scope for nor possibility of idealism finding room in these systems. This
explains why these systems throughout remained realistic even though they
too produced plenty of acute-minded thinkers who were match for Nagarjuna,
Samkaracarya, etc. The same applies to the Jaina system of philosophy.
Starting with an analysis (of the real) into different substances (dravya) the
system no doubt goes to the length of analysing even the subtlest modes
(paryaya), but in spite of his accepting the reality of the modes that are the
final resultants in this analytic process the Jaina does not reject the reality
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of permanent substances as will do the Buddhist. Likewise, starting with the
synthesis of the modes and the substances the Jaina system ultimately
arrives at the one principle of reality (sat-tattva), but it does not deny in the
manner of Brahmavada reality to the diversity of substances and to the
modes that are the resultants in the analytic process. All this was possible
because Jainism relatively acknowledged the equal competence (tulya-
bala) and equal truth (samana-satya) of the two standpoints, viz. the
standpoint of substance (dravyarthika drsti) and the standpoint of modes
. (paryayarthika drsti). Consequently, we do not find in it either extreme
analysis as we do in Buddhism or extreme synthesis as we do in Vedanta.
And this, in turn, is why the realistic nature of the Jaina standpoint
remained unaltered in essence.

3. THE SPHERE OF APPLICATION (sakti-maryada) OF
AN ORGAN OF KNOWLEDGE (pramdna)

What is the universe ? What is its nature ? What are its constituent
elements (tattva) ? What is the nature of these elements ? —these and
others are the questions that have not been answered by philosophers in a
uniform fashion. It is so because one’s answer to these questions depends
upon one’s view as to the competence (Sakti) of the organs of knowledge,
about which philosophers hold divergent views. The views held by the
Indian philosophers as to the degrees of competence (Sakti-taratamya) of
the various organs of knowledge can be classified as under :

1. Those advocating sole competence of sense-organs (indriyadhipatya-
vadin).

2. Those advocating sole competence of non-sensuous organs (anindriya-
dhipatya-vadin).

3. Those advocating equal competence of sense-organs and non-sensuous
organs (ubhayadhipatya-vadin).

4. Those advocating sole competence of the Scripture (dgamadhipatya-
vadin).

5. Those advocating incompetence of all organ whatsoever (praman-
opaplava-vadin).
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[1] Indriyadhipatyavada : According to this view, the competence
of an organ of knowledge is solely dependent on sense-organs while the
mind (manas) can at the most follow sense-organs but can never originate
true knowledge without their aid, that is, concerning things (allegedly)
beyond the reach of sense-organs. On this view, true knowledge, if at all
possible, can be had only through sense-organs. The view is upheld by the
Carvaka system alone. Not that the Carvaka repudiates the organs of
knowledge like inference, verbal testimony, etc. which are a matter of our
everyday practice, and yet he declares himself to be an advocate of
perception—and sense-perception at that—being the sole organ of know-
ledge. This only means that according to the Carvaka, an empirical organ of
knowledge—be it inference, verbal testimony, or any other—is not vaild
unless its findings are confirmed by sense-perception. In other words, the
Carvaka has no objection to a piece of knowledge being regarded as valid in
case it is not contradicted by sense-perception.

[2] Anindriyadhipatyavada : By “non-sensuous organs” (anindriya)
we understand three internal organs (antah-karana), viz. manas, citta,-and
atman.? And the second view under consideration regards a non-sensuous
organ in the form of citta as the sole organ of true knowledge. The view is
upheld by $inyavada, Vijiianavada, and Samkarite Vedanta. According to
it, true knowledge can be generated by nothing save the purified citta. The
upholders of this view flatly deny the competence of sense-organs to
generate true knowledge, and they aver that sense-organs are not only
cripple but also deceptive. The idea underlying this contention is that a
piece of knowledge which is contradicted or unconfirmed by the findings of
citta—particularly of the citta purified by meditation (dhyana-suddha) is
never valid even if it be reckoned as such in our everyday dealings.

[3] Ubhayadhipatyavada : The third view does not advocate in the
manner of the Carvaka the sole competence of sense-organs and incompe-
tence of the mind-absolutely-unaided-by-sense-organs; nor does it advocate
the sole competence of the non-sensuous citta and incompetence or

2. These terms are almost untranslatable, but let us say that manas is the organ of
empirical introspection (and an accessory to sense-organs), citta the organ of
transcendental realization, and atman the ultimate principle of consciousness.—Tr.
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deceptivity of sense-organs. According to this view, sense-organs can
become competent enough—even if with the aid of the mind (manas)—and
generate true knowledge; on the other hand, there are according to it cases
where a non-sensuous organ originates true knowledge even without the
aid of sense-organs. Hence the epithet ubhayadhipatya-vada attributed to
this view. It is upheld by the systems like Samkhya-Yoga, Nyaya-Vaisesika,
Mimamsa etc. The Samkhya-Yoga system, even while acknowledging the
competence of sense-organs, regards antah-karana as capable of indepen-
‘dently generating true knowledge. What the Samkhya-Yoga says of antah-
karana the Nyaya-Vaisesika says of manas. However, the Samkhya-Yoga
does not regard atman as capable of independently generating true
knowledge, and that is because the system attributes to buddhi the capacity
for generating true knowledge while treating the conscious principle purusa
as' devoid of all change (niratisaya).’

On the other hand, the Nyaya-Vaisesika does regard an atman as
capable of independently having true knowledge—even if God be the only
atman of this type; for God, according to the system, is devoid of a body
and a manas and yet capable of having knowledge. The Vaibhasika and
Sautrantika are also upholders of this view, for they too consider sense-
organs and manas to be equally competent for generating true knowledge.

[4] Agamadhipatyavada : The fourth view accepts, concerning

- certain matters, the competence neither of sense-organs nor of non-
sensuous organs but of the scripture alone. This view is upheld only by the
Parva-Mimamsa. Of course, concerning ordinary matters the system up-
holds the ubhayadhipatya view as do the Samkhya-Yoga etc., while it is
only concerning transcendental merits (dharma) and demerits (adharma)
that it accepts the competence of the scripture and of it alone. And even
though for the Samkarite Vedanta the scripture constitutes a principal
authority concerning Brahman the system does not fall under this fourth
view, for it also admits concerning this very Brahman the competence also
of an antah-karana purified by meditation.

3. Purusa is the Samkhya-Yoga equivalent for atman. The idea is that an organ of
knowledge must undergo some change in the course of acquiring knowledge, but
since purusa is devoid of all change it is not an organ of knowledge.—Tr.
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[5] Pramanopaplavavada : The fifth and the last view denies the
competence of an organ-of-knowledge as such, be it a sense-organ, an
inference, or a scripture. According to this view, there is no perfect organ
competent enough to generate true knowledge. All organs of knowledge
are for it either cripple or deceptive. The upholder of this view is called
tattvopaplava-vadin (lit. ‘one who throws overboard all categories’) who is
but the Carvaka gone extreme. The view has been expounded in clear-cut
terms by Jayarasi in his Tattvopaplavasimha.

Of these five views, the third, viz. ubhayadhipatyavada, is accepted
by the Jaina system. For it no doubt maintains that sense-organs are
competent to generate true knowledge, but it goes on to add that each of
the two non-sensuous organs, manas and atman, is capable of independent-
ly generating true knowledge. .As for an atman’s independent capacity to
generate true knowledge, the Jaina system differs from the Nyaya-Vaidesika
in that the former attributes this capacity to all atmans without exception
while the latter to God alone. The Jaina system repudiates tattvopaplavavada
because it, unlike the latter, does accept the competence of several organs
of knowledge. It opposes the Carvaka view of ‘sole competence of sense-
organs’ because it, unlike the latter, does accept the independent compe-
tence of two non-sensuous organs. It rejects Vijiianavada, Siinyavada, and
Brahmavada because it, unlike the latter, does accept the competence of
sense-organs. Lastly, it is opposed to dgamadhipatyavada because it, unlike
the latter, accepts, concerning transcendental merits and demerits, the
competence also of the two non-sensuous organs, manas and atman.

4. THE TOTAL EXTENT (vistdra) OF .
THE KNOWABLE SPHERE (prameya-pradesa)

One’s view as to the extent of the knowable sphere depends on his
view as to the competence of the organs of knowledge. Thus for the Carvaka,
who believes in the sole competence of sense-organs, the sphere of the
knowable remained confined to the gross, perceptible (drsya) world, while for
those who acknowledged the competence of a non-sensuous organ this sphere
got extended in various ways. Whoever believed in the competence of a non-
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sensuous organ admitted the existence of a subtle (sitksma) world over and
above the gross (sthitla) one. However, even when philosophers agreed as to
the existence of a subtle world they held divergent views as to the nature of
this world, views that followed from their respective lines of speculation and
the traditions handed down to them. These views and schools based thereon
may be divided into two broad groups. One of these groups comprises those
views which conceive the subtle world as composed of physical (jada) as well
as conscious (cetana) elements (tattva), the other those which conceive it as
. composed only of conscious elements or of consciousness (caitarnya) as such.
Here let us take note of one distinction between the Western and Indian
philosophies. In India there arose no philosophical system which posited
subtle physical elements at the root of the gross world while denying the
existence of all subtle conscious elements; on the other inand, there have here
arisen systems which posit nothing except subtle conscious elements at the
root of the gross world. It is in this sense alone that India may be regarded as
a spiritualist (caitanyavadin) country.*

Indian philosophical speculation has got a bearing on the religio-
ethical doctrines of rebirth (punarjanma), efficacy of all action (karmavada),
bondage (bandha), emancipation (moksa), —doctrines that are universally
accepted by all who believe in a subtle conscious element and who
therefore seek within the framework of their respective philosophical tenets
to bring these doctrines in line with the notion of a conscious element.
Within the circle of the philosophical systems that posit subtle elements
there are current the following four theories on whose basis attempts have
been made to demonstrate the relation of the gross world to the subtle one
and to explain causation :

[1] Arambhavada [Theory of Novel Creation]

[2] Parinamavada [Theory of Real Modification]

[3] Pratityasamutpadavada [Theory of Dependent Origination]

4. The suggestion is that the West has and India has not produced “systems which
posit subtle physical elements at the root of the gross world while denying the
existence of all subtle conscious elements”. Such systems may be characterized as
“suybtle materialism” as contrasted with the Carvaka's gross materialism. And
India may be regarded as a spiritualist country because it produced no ‘subtle
materialism’ even if it did produce gross materialism.—Tr.
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[4] Vivartavada [Theory of Illusory Modification]

[1] Arambhavada : To put it in a nutshell, it has got the following
four characteristic features : [i] the positing of an infinite number of
mutually distinct (paraspara-bhinna) ultimate causes (mula-karana), [ii]
the positing of an absolute distinction (atyantika bheda) between the cause
and the effect, [iii] the assertion that a cause—be it eternal (nitya) or
transient (anitya)—remains unchanging (aparinamin) during the course of
the creation of the effect concerned, and [iv] the assertion that an
altogether novel (apiirva) effect, that is, an effect that was non-existent
(asat) before its creation (utpatti), is created and lasts for a limited period
of time (kincitkalina satta).

[2] Parinamavada : Its characteristic features (given below) are
just the opposite of those of Arambhavada :-[i] the acceptance of one single
ultimate cause (mila kdrana), [ii] the positing of a real non-distinction
(vastavika abheda) between the cause and the effect, [iii] the assertion that
even an eternal (nitya) cause exists and functions in the form of a changing
(parinamin) entity, and [iv] the assertion that a particular effect exists in its
cause and all particular effects taken collectively exist in one ultimate cause
throughout the course of time [lit. in all the three periods of time], that is
to say, the total denial of the creation (utpatti) of an altogather novel
(apurva) entity.

[3] Pratityasamutpddavada : Its three characteristic features are :
[i] the positing of an absolute distinction (atyantika bheda) between the
cause and the effect, [ii] the total rejection of a persisting cause, changeless
(nitya) or changing (parinamin), and [iii] the assertion that an effect that
was non-existent (asat) before its creation comes to be created.

[4] Vivartavada : Its three characteristic features are : [i] the
positing of an absolute reality (paramarthika satya) which neither produces
anything nor undergoes any change (anutpadaka, aparinamin), [ii] the
total rejection of the suggestion that the manifest (bhasamana) world—either
gross or subtle—is created (utpanna) [out of a first cause] as also of the
suggestion that it is evolved (parinata) [out of a first cause], and [iii] the
assertion that the gross world possesses an unreal (avastavika) or imaginary
(kalpanika) existence, in other words, that it is merely an illusory (mayika)
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appearance (bhasa).

[1] Arambhavada : This theory maintains that there exists an
infinite number of subtle elements in the form of atoms whose mutual
combinations (parasparika sambandha) result in the formation of an
altogether novel gross, physical world which later on perishes for good
(sarvatha nasta). According to the theory, these subtle constituent-elements
(of the physical world) are beginningless, endless, and changeless (anadi-
nidhana, aparinamin), and if there is at all any change it is in their qualities

. (guna) and attributes (dharma). Having thus established the relation of the
gross physical world with the subtle physical elements the theory goes on to
posit the existence of subtle conscious elements. It thus posits an infinite
number of mutually distinct (paraspara-bhinna) conscious elements which
too are beginningless, endless, and changeless. And just as having con-
ceived the subtle physical elements as utterly changeless (aparinamin) this
theory posits in these elements the separate existence of qualities and
attributes that originate and perish (utpada-vinasa-salin), so also having
conceived the conscious elements as beginningless, endless, and changeless
it posits in these elements the separate existence of qualities and attributes
that originate and perish. On this theory, the gross physical world is related
to the subtle physical elements as an effect (upadeya) is related to its
material cause (upadana); on the other hand, the retation of the gross
physical world with the subtle conscious elements is one of mere conjunc-
tion (samyoga).

[2] Parinamavada : It is of two kinds, viz. (a) Pradhanaparinama-
vada or ‘Theory of the Real Modification of Pradhana’ and (b)
Brahmaparinamavada or ‘Theory of the Real Modification of Brahman’.

(a) Pradhanaparinamavada : According to this theory, there lies at
the root of the gross world a subtle element called pradhana which exists
not in the form of an infinite number of mutually distinct atoms but in a
continuous form (akhandartipa) far subtler than that of atomns, and which,
though beginningless and endless like atoms, is not changeless like them
but constantly undergoes multifarious types of modifications (nana-parinama-
parinata). On this theory, the gross world is nothing except the totality of
perceptible modifications (drsya parinama) of the subtle element pradhana.
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Thus unlike atomism (paramanuvada), Pradhana-parinamavada does not
conceive the subtle element as changeless, nor does it consider the gross
physical world to be an altogether novel creation out of this subtle element;
for according to the latter theory, the subtle element pradhana, which is
doubtless as much physical as are atoms, constantly goes on getting
modified into various perceptible, physical forms. Having maintained that
the relation between the gross physical world on the one hand and the
single subtle-but-physical element pradhana on the other is one of non-
distinction (abheda), this theory goes on to posit in the subtle world
conscious elements as well. These conscious elements are infinite in
number as they are in Arambhavada, but the two differ in that the conscious
elements of Arambhavada, though themselves changeless, are possessed of
qualities and attributes that originate and perish while those of
Pradhdnaparinamavada are not possessed of any such qualities and at-
tributes. Since this latter type of conscious elements are utterly changeless
(kiitastha) they cannot undergo any modification, since they are utterly
attributeless (nirdharmaka) they cannot act as seat of qualities and
attributes. Pradhdnaparinamavada argues that since it is the subtle physical
element which possesses qualities and attributes that originate and perish,
the conscious elements must be somewhat different from the physical one
in this respect; for if the conscious elements too possessed qualities and
attributes of that type there would be nothing to distinguish them from the
subtle physical element. Hence the theory maintains that if the subtle
conscious elements are at all to be posited it is proper for the sake of
distinguishing them from the subtle physical element that they be con-
ceived as not only attributeless but also changeless. Thus it was that
conscious elements found room in Pradhanaparindmavada but in the form
of attributeless and changeless entities.

(b) Brahmaparinamavada : This theory, which seems to be only a
development of Pradhanaparinamavada, granted that there lies at the root
of the gross world some subtle element which is the cause of the gross
world. But it saw no sense in positing subtle conscious elements distinct
from and standing alongside the subtle, physical causal element,
pradhdna—more so when these conscious elements were absolutely func-
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tionless (akificitkara) (like b}\ ajagalastana). This theory not only realized
the futility of the separate existence of the conscious elements as posited by
Pradhanaparinamavada but also considered it unnecessary to assume that
these conscious elements are infinite in number. Accordingly, the new
theory visualized the subtle world in such a manner that it would not only
properly explain the creation of the gross world out of the subtle one but
would also eliminate the flaw inherent in the futile (nisprayojana) assump-
tion of an infinite number of good-for-nothing (akiricitkara) conscious
elements. Thus it posited at the root of the gross world not two mutually
opposite (paraspara-virodhin) types of elements—one physical and the
other consious—but just one conscious element called Brahman; this
Brahman was conceived as a changing entity (like pradhana of the earlier
theory) so that it was possible to explain the gross world—consisting of
physical as well as conscious entities—as one emerging (avirbhava):out of
the single conscious element Brahman and merging back (tirobhava) into
the same. The only point of difference between Pradhanaparinamavada and
Brahmaparindmavada is that according to the former the physical element
constantly undergoes change (parinamin) and the conscious elements
remain utterly unchanging (aparinamin), whereas according to the latter
the ultimate subtle element, which is exclusively conscious, itself undergoes
change and from it there subsequently arise two streams of change
(parinama-pravaha)—one physical and the other conscious.

[3] Pratityasamutpadavada : According to this theory too, there lie
at the root of the gross physical world two types of subtle elements, one
physical and the other conscious, the former called riipa, the latter nama. In
this theory the subtle elements of the physical as well as conscious
types—and not the subtle elements of the physical type alone, as in
Arambhavada—are considered to be atomic (paramanu-rupa). However,
even though atoms are posited here as in Arambhavada they are here
conceived in a totally different manner from those in Arambhavada. In
Arambhavada atoms themselves are no doubt supposed to be changeless,
but the theory posits in these atoms a series (parampara) of qualities and
attributes that originate and perish; Pratityasamutpadavada, on the other
hand, conceives in its own distinctive manner the series of qualities and
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attributes that originate and perish but it posits no permanent (sthayin)
atomic substances (paramanu-dravya) in the form of the substrata
(adharabhiita) of these qualities and attributes. Similarly, according to
Pratityasamutpadavada, there exists no permanent conscious element,
single or otherwise. All that the theory maintains is that there exist in the
subtle world the physical series of states that originate and perish as also
the conscious series of states that originate and perish, but that the latter
type of series are as much devoid of permanent substrata as the former
type. The atoms are here called ‘atoms’ (paramanu) because they are
subtlest (sitksmatama) and impartite (avibhajya), and not because they are
permanent, impartite substances. On this theory, it is senseless to postulate
permanent substances over and above qualities and attributes that originate
and perish, just as it is futile. to postulate utterly changeless (kitastha)
conscious elements utterly devoid of qualities and attributes. Thus the
theory posits in the subtle world two types of streams (dhara) which are by
nature totally distinct from one another and are yet not totally immune
from exerting influence on one another. This theory differs from
Pradhanaparinamavada and Brahmaparinamavada in that, unlike the latter
two, it does not believe in the existence of a permanent substance of any
type whatsoever. According to it, even if there exist no permanent
substances in the form of fixed resting media (like a kilaka or sanku) it is
the nature of an outgoing (pitrva) modification-moment (parinama-ksana)
that while perishing it gives rise to the incoming (uttara) modification-
moment, that is to say, the mere existence of the moribund (vinasonmukha)
outgoing modification-moment is sufficient to produce the incoming mod-
ification-moment without requiring a fixed substratum. It is owing to this
that the theory is called Pratitya-samutpadavada (i.e. Theory of Dependent
Origination). Really speaking, Pratityasamutpadavada is Paramanuvada
(atomism) as well as Parindmavada (evolutionism) and yet essentially
different from both.

[4] Vivartavada : It is of two main kinds, viz. (a) Nityabrahmavi-
vartavada or “Theory of Illusory Modification of the Eternal Brahman” and
(b) Ksanikavijiianavivartavada or “Theory of Illusory Modification of the
Momentary Consciousness”. According to both, the gross world is a mere
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appearance (bhasamatra), a mere imagination (kalpana-matra), a product
of illusion or of past mental impressions (mayajanita, vasandajanita).
Vivartavada maintains that the universe cannot be such an entity as may
contain elements—external or internal, gross or subtle—that are mutually
distinct (prthak) and discontinuous (khandita). On its showing, whatever is
real in the universe can be just one because the universe is really continuous
(akhanda) and impartite (avibhajya). And to conclude from it, the apparent
dualities (dvandva) of attributes (dharma) such as external and internal,
long and short, far and near, are'simply chimerical (kalpanika). Thus on this
theory, the gros’s world of our everyday experience (loka-siddha sthiila visva)
is but a product of imagination (kalpanika) and an apparent reality
(pratibhasika satya); on the other hand, the ultimate reality (paramarthika
satya) remains hidden beneath (tala-nihita) the gross world and is amenable
to pure meditation (visuddha-dhyana-gamya), which, in turn, is why its true
nature eludes an ordinary man’s (prakrta jana) grasp.

The Nyaya-VaiSesika and Plirva-Mimamsa accept Arambhavada, the
Samkhya-Yoga and Caraka—the physician—Pradhanaparinamavada.
Brahmaparinamavdda has found favour with the old Vedantists like
Bhartrprapafica and Vallabhacarya among the moderns. Pratityasamutpada-
vada is upheld by Buddhists, Vivartavada by the adherents of Samkarite
Vedanta, Vijfianavada, and Stinyavada.

The following seems to be the historical course of development of
the above narrated theories and the ideas underlying them. To begin with,
the enquiry into causal relationships (karya-kdrana-bhava) was confined to
the physical world and to it alone. Gradually, when conscious elements
lying beyond the physical ones were discovered and posited, the theory of
causation—in the form of a theory of permanence-in-change (parinami-
nityatva)—which had already been applied to the gross, physical world was
extended to these conscious elements as well. But then arose the question :
How are we to distinguish the conscious elements from the physical ones if
both are permanent-undergoing-change (parindmi-nitya) ? — and this
impelled the thinkers to retain the concept of conscious elements but to
view these elements as permanent-devoid-of-change (kittastha-nitya) while
applying the theory of causation, i.e., the theory of premanence-in-change,
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only to the physical realm. Now began an investigation into the nature of
permanence-without-change (kutastha-nityata) that had thus come to be
attributed to the conscious elements. And then ultimately vanished not only
this concept of permanence-without-change but also that concept of
permanence-in-change which had till now found application in the physical
realm; what remained to be admitted was just the stream of modifications
(parinamana-dhara). Thus overdone analysis (atyantika vislesana) culmi-
nated in the doctrine of mere modifications (i.e. modifications without a
substantival identity), in momentarism (ksanikatvavada). On the other
hand, overdone synthesis (atyantika samanvaya) gave rise to the doctrine
that consciousness is the sole ultimate reality (caitanya-matra-paramarthika-
vdda). On having hit at one ubiquitous (sarva-vydpaka) conscious element
the synthesis-minded philosophers saw no need for positing any indepen-
dently real, physical element. And then they said to themselves, “When
there is no independently real, physical element of any kind why should
even the apparent (dr§yamana) stream of modifications (parinamana-
dhara) be deemed real ?” This type of speculation resulted in the
emergence of the doctrine that consciousness is the sole ultimate reality, a
doctrine according to which all diversity and the entire physical world are
altogether imaginary. :

The different stages in this line of development can be summarily
represented thus :

[1] Permanence-in-change (parinami-nityata) attributed only to the
physical realm.

[2] Permanence-in-change attributed to the physical as well as
conscious realms. -

3] Permanence-in-change attributed to the physica] realm and
permanence-without-change (kiitastha-nityata) to the conscious.

[4} (a) Both permanence-in-change and permanence-withoyt-change
rejected and the reality of a mere stream of modifications (pEzrindma-
pravaha) accepted.

(b) The reality only of consciousness—of consciousness in the
form of something permanent-devoid-of-change (kiitastha-nitya)—accepted
while everything else declared to be imaginary (kalpanika) or unreal
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(asatya).

Coming to the Jaina system, we find that it posits over and above the
perceptible world an infinite number of two utterly distinct types of subtle
elements, one physical and the other conscious. The gross world is
according to it only an effect (karya) or modification (parinama) of the
subtle physical elements. The subtle physical elements of the Jaina system
are atomic in nature but they are far subtler than the atoms posited in
Arambhavada. Even though an atomist, the Jaina conceives the atoms as
constantly undergoing change (parinamin) precisely in the manner of the
pradhana etc. of Parinamavada; and the gross world is according to him but
a transfomation (ripantara) or modification (parinama) of these very
atoms. Really speaking, the Jaina is a parinamavadin. However, there is a
difference between parinamavada as advocated by the Samkhya-Yoga, old
Vedanta, etc. and the same as advocated by the Jaina : In the Samkhya-
Yoga system Parinamavada has been applied to the physical element alone
while the conscious elements have been left untouched thereby; on the
other hand, in Bhartrprapafica etc. Parinamavada has been applied to the
conscious element alone. As contrasted with these two, in Jainism
Parinamavada has been applied to the physical as well as conscious, the
gross a$.well as subtle; in one word, the Jaina Parinamavada may be called
an all-comprehensive (sarva-vydpaka) Parinamavdda. In a sense, even
Bhart_rﬁrapaﬁca’s Parinamavada may be called an all-comprehensive
Parinamavada, but “all” for Bhartrprapafica means the conscious Brahman
alone and nothing else while “all” for the Jaina means the physical as well
as conscious elements.?

Thus both Arambhavada and Parinamavada find a full recognition
and attain a harmonious synthesis everywhere in the Jaina system.
However, there is in this system no scope whatsover for Pratitya-
samutpadavada and Vivartavdda. Inasmuch as the Jaina system regards all
real things as permanent-undergoing-change (parinami-nitya) and all of

5. For both Bhartrprapaiica and the Jaina everything i{s a modification of some
permanent substance; but Bhartrprapafica would say that everything is a
modification of the one conscious substance Brahman while the Jaina would say
that everything is a modification either of a physical substance or of a conscious
substance.—Tr.
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them as equally real, it is opposed to Pratityasamutpadavada and
Vivartavada—as are also the Nyaya-VaiSesika, Samkhya-Yoga, etc. Again,
the Jaina system is one with the Nyaya-Vaisesika, Samkhya-Yoga, etc. in
recognizing the plurality of conscious elements, but its conception of them
is in many ways different from that of the latter systems. In the Jaina
system a conscious element is not an ubiquitous substance as it is in Nyaya,
Samkhya, etc. nor is it atomic in size as it is in Visistadvaita etc., nor merely
a substanceless (nirdravyaka) stream of cognitions (jiana-dhara) as it is in
Buddhism. The conscious elements posited by the Jaina are medium-sized
(madhyama-parimana-vat) and are capable of expanding (vistara) and
contracting (samkoca). To that extent they are not much distinct from the
physical elements. Accoring to the Nyaya-Vai$esika and Yoga systems, an
ordinary soul (jivatman) is akin to the supreme soul (paramatman) in that
both are a soul, i. e. a conscious entity, but there is a fundamental
difference of nature between the two owing to which an ordinary soul can
never become the supreme soul, nor was the supreme soul ever an
ordinary soul suffering bondage. The Jaina system is quite opposed to this
thesis as are also Vedanta etc. According to it, there is no natural difference
(sahaja bheda) between an ordinary soul (jivatman) and an almighty soul
(Isvara); for the capacity to become a supreme soul (paramatman) is
common to all ordinary souls, a capacity that may-—and does—become
manifest (vyakta) when means (sadhana) for it are available. However, the
Jaina system does differ from Vedanta insofar as the latter is believer in
one supreme soul (eka-paramatma-vadin) while the former, because of its
acceptance of a plurality of conscious elements, is in principle believer in a
plurality of supreme souls (bahu-paramatma-vadin).
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ANEKANTAVADA—THE PRINCIPAL JAINA CONTRIBUTION
TO INDIAN LOGIC

The first and the foremost of the contributions—one that is the key

to the rest—made by the Jaina savants to Indian Logic (pramana-sastra) is
the systematic exposition ($astriya niriipana) of Anekantavada or the
Doctrine of Non-Absolutism and (its corollary) Nayavada or the Doctrine of
Partial Truths. .
) " There are two mutually distinct, fundamental standpoints (drsti) for
looking at the universe—one is that which tends towards generalization
(samanya-gamini), the other that which tends towards particularization
(visesa-gamini). The former starts with the observation of similarities
(samanata), but it is gradually inclined to emphasize non-distinction
(abheda) and finally views the universe as rooted in something one and
single; hence it arrives at the conclusion that whatever is an object of
awareness (pratiti) is, really speaking, some one single element (tattva).
Thus passing beyond the initial stage (prathamika bhiimika) of viewing
similarities the standpoint in question culminates in viewing essential
identity (tattvika ekata); whatever element is here asserted to be the sole
object of awareness is also declared to be the sole reality (sat). Owing to its
excessive preoccupation with the one ultimate real, this standpoint either
fails to take note of diversities or it takes note of them but dismisses them
as empirical (vyavaharika) or non-ultimate (aparamarthika) because ac-
cording to it they are unreal (avastavika). This applies to all diversity we
are aware of, be it diversity in respect of time (kalakrta : as, for example,
that between the antecedent seed and the subsequent sprout), or diversity
in respect of space (desakrta : as, for example, that between the simulta-
neously existing prakrtika, i.e. physical, modifications like jars, cloths, etc.),
or innate diversity irrespective of space and time (desa-kala-nirapeksa
sahajika : as, for example, that between prakrti, i.e. the root physical
element, and purusa, i.e. the root conscious element, or that between one
purusa and another). .

As against this, the second standpoint sees dissimilarity (asamanata)
everywhere, and gradually searching for the root of this dissimilarity it
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finally reaches that stage of analysis (vislesana-bhiimika) where even
similarity (samanata), nothing to say of identity (ekata), appears to be
something artificial (krtrima, unreal); hence it arrives at the conclusion that
the universe is but a conglomeration (pufija) of several discrete existents
(bheda) utterly dissimilar from one another. According to it, there really
exists no single element (at the root of diversities), nor does there obtain
any real similarity (between one existent and another). This applies to
single elements like prakrti which (allegedly) pervade all space and persist
for all time, as also to single elements like atoms which (allegedly) are
mutually different substances (occupying different points in space) but ones
that persist for all time.

The above-stated two standpoints are fundamentally different from
one another, for one of them is based exclusively on synthesis the other
exclusively on analysis. These two fundamental lines of thought (vicara-
sarani) and the derivative lines of thought developing out of the two give
rise to a number of mutually conflicting views on a number of topics. We
thus see that the first standpoint with its tendency to generalization led to
the formulation of the doctrine of ‘one, non-dual Brahman (Brahmadvaita)—
the sole real element—occupying all space and time (sarnagra-desa-kala-
vyapin) and free from the limitations of space and time (desa-kala-
vinirmukta)’. This doctrine, on the one hand, dubbed as unreal (mithya) all
diversity and all organs of knowledge taking note of this diversity, while, on
the other hand, it asserted that the real-element (sat-tattva) lies beyond the
reach (pravrtti) of speech (vani) and logic (tarka) and is amenable to bare
experience (i.e. experience untrammelled by speech and logic) (matra
anubhava-gamya). Likewise, the second standpoint with its tendency to
particularization led to the formulation of the doctrine of ‘an infinite
number of discrete existents, each different from the rest not only as to its
spatio-temporal location but also as to its very nature’. This doctrine too, on
the one hand, dubbed all non-distinction (abheda) as unreal while, on the
other hand, asserted that the ultimate discrete existents lie beyond the
reach of speech and logic and are amenable to bare experience. Thus both
the doctrines in question did ultimately arrive at one common conclusion,
viz, that whatever is revealed by speech and logic is a nullity (Siinya) while
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the ultimate reality is amenable to bare experience; but their ultimate
objectives (laksya) being utterly different the two came in headlong clash
and emerged as rivals to each other.

There also came into existence a number of lines of thought that
either sprang from or were related to these two fundamental lines. Some of
them accepted non-distinction (abheda) but only in repsect of space and
time or in respect of mere time, that is, not in respect of essential or
substantival nature. Thus one line of thought did posit multiplicity of sub-
stances but regarded them all as eternal from the point of view of time and
ubiquitous from that of space; the Sankhya doctrine of prakrti and purusa
(prakrtipurusavada) is an instance in point. Another line of thought came to
attribute a comparatively greater extension to the sphere of diversity. Thus
even while positing entities that are eternal and ubiquitous this line also
posited a multiplicity of entities that are physical by nature (and hence
occupying different points in space); the (Nyaya-Vaiseska) doctrine of
atomic-as-well-as-ubiquitous-substances (paramanu-vibhu-dravya-vada) is
an instance in point.

It was but natural that the standpoint of exclusive non-dualism
(advaita-matra) and exclusive monism (san-matra)—a standpoint tolerant
of no diversity in any respect—should lead to the formulation of numerous
doctrines based on the acceptance of non-distinction (abheda-miilaka vada).
And this is what actually happened. Thus this standpoint gave rise to the
doctrine of satkaryavada, according to which there is a non-distinction
between a cause and its effect; similarly, it gave rise to the doctrine of non-
distinction between an’attribute (dharma) and that which possesses this
attribute (dharmin), a quality (guna) and that which possesses this quality
(gunin), a substratum (adhara) and that which is supported by this sub-
stratum (adheya), and so on and so forth. On the other hand, the
standpoint of exclusive pluralism (dvaita-matra)® and exclusive distinction
(bheda-matra) led to the formulation of numerous doctrines based on the
acceptance of distinction (bheda-miilaka vada). Thus it gave rise to the
doctrine of asatkaryavada, according to which there is absolute distinction
between a cause and its effect; similarly, it gave rise to the doctrine of
6. Here “dvi” stands not for ‘two’ but for ‘more than one’ Tr.
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absolute distinction between an attribute and that which possesses this
attribute, a quality and that which possesses this quality, a substratum and
that which is supported by this substratum, and so on and so forth. Thus we
find that in the field of Indian philosophical speculation a number of
mutually antagonistic views (mata) and systems (darsana) arose out of the
fundamental standpoint of generality (along with its derivative stand-
points) and the fundamental standpoint of particularity (along with its
derivative standpoints). These views and systems, without caring for the
element of truth that might underlie a rival view or system, made it their
prime concern to attack one another. '

The doctrine of pre-existence (sad-vada)—Dbe it non-dualistic (as in
Vedanta) or dualistic as in Sankhya—cannot achieve its basic aim without
accepting satkdryavada, according to which there is" a non-distinction
between a cause and its effect; on the other hand, the doctrine of pre-non-
existence (asad-vada)—Dbe it applied to momentary entities as in Buddhism
or to static and eternal entities as in Vaisesika etc.—cannot achieve its basic
aim without accepting asatkaryavada (according to which there is absolute
distinction between a cause and its effect).” Hence satkaryavada came in
clash with asatkaryavada. Similarly, the theory of permanence-without-
change (i.e. eternity : kiitasthata, kalika nityata) and all-pervadedness (i.e.
ubiquity : vibhuta, daisika vyapakata)—a theory resulting from the doctrine
of pre-existence, dualistic or non-dualistic— came in clash with the theory
of spatially as well as temporally impartite, ultimate elements (desa-kala-
krta-niramsa-amsa-vada), that is, with the theory of impartite moments
(niramsa ksana-vada)—a theory resulting from the doctrine rival to the
doctrine of pre-existence. Now those who regard the entire universe as
some single (eka), continuous (akhanda) element (tattva) as also those
who regard it as a mere conglomeration (pufija) of impartite (niramsa),
ultimate elements (amsa) could achieve their respective aims only by
maintaining that the ultimate real posited in their resective systems is

incapable of definition and description through words (anirvacaniyaq,
7. By sadvada or the doctrine of pre-existence we mean the doctrine that an entity exists
always (or it is not a real entity); by asadvdda or the doctrine of pre-nonexistence we
mean the doctrine that a real entity—at least in case it happens to be a produced
entity—exists only for an interval of time (possibly for one moment). Tr.
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anabhilapya, sabdagocara); for if the real is capable of definition through
words it can be neither some single, continuous element nor a multiplicity
of impartite, ultimate elements, and this, in turn, is because definition puts
an end as it were to continuity (in one single form) as well as to
impartibility. Thus the theory of indefinability (anirvacaniyatvavada) arose
as a natural corollary to the doctrine of one continuous real as also to the
doctrine of impartite distinct reals. But this theory was taken exception to
by the Vaisesika logicians and others who averred that to describe and
_define every real entity (vastumatra) is not only a possibility but also an
accomplished fact. Thus arose the theory of definability (nirvacaniyatvavada)
that came in clash with the rival theory of indefinability (anirvacantyatva-
vada). '

In a like manner, some people upheld the view that it is dangerous
to arrive at a final conclusion by means of an organ of knowledge—of
whatever sort—unaided by reason (hetu) or logic (tarka); others, on the
contrary, maintained that logic possesses no independent force, and that
the Scripture, inasmuch as it does possess an independent force, is the
senior most (miirdhanya) of all organs of knowledge. Hence the clash
between these two viewpoints. Again, the fatalist (daiva-vadin) would say
that everything depends on fate (daiva) and that human endeavour
(purusartha) is independently of no avail, the protagonist of human endea-
vour would maintain just the opposite view that man’s endeavour is
independently capable of delivering the goods (karyakara). Thus each
thought that the other was in the wrong. Likewise, one one-sided view
(naya) emphasized the importance of the denoted entity (artha) at the cost
of the denoting word (Sabda), the other that of the denoting woru at the
cost of the denoted entity; and the two argued against each other.
Similarly, some thought that absence (abhava) is an independent entity
alongside the positive one (bhava) while others that it is but of the nature
of the positive entity, and thus developed the attitude of hostility between
them. Furthermore, some thought that an organ of knowledge (pramana)
and the resulting piece of knowledge (pramiti) are utterly distinct (atyanta
bhinna) from the knower (pramata) concerned, while others that they are
non-distinct (abhinna) from the latter. Lastly, some emphasized that the
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sole means for attaining the desired (ultimate) result is action performed in
conformity with the Varna-Asrama rules, others insisted that knowledge
alone will lead to (absolute) bliss, while still others maintained that devo-
tion (bhakti) is the only instrument for realizing the summum bonum. Thus
on a number of major and minor problems pertaining to metaphysics and
ethics several such views had been in vogue as were extremist (ekanta) and
wholly antagonistic to one another.

On noticing this debating sport (vada-lila) indulged in by the advo-
cates of the extremist doctrines (ekanta), the following question occurred
to the teachers who were inheritors of the non-absolutist (anekanta; non-
extremist) standpoint : Why are these doctrines—each claiming to be
true—so much in conflict with one another ? Is it that none of them
contains any element of truth, or that each of them contains some element
of truth, or that some of them contains some element of truth, or that each
of them contains the whole truth ? The cogitation over this question
furnished these teachers with a clue that would put an end to all conflict
and reveal the whole truth; the clue was the non-absolutist standpoint that
forms the ground (bhiimika) of the doctrine called Anekantavada. This
standpoint enabled our teachers to see that all particular theory based on
logic (sayuktika) is true to a certain extent and from a certain point of view.
However, when a particular theory, refusing to take into account the line of
thought and the sphere of application (sima) of the rival theory, imagines
that everything lies within the sphere covered by its own standpoint it turns
blind to the truth contained in this rival theory. And the same thing
happens with this rival theory (that is to say, it too imagines that
everything lies within the sphere covered by its own standpoint). Under
these circumstances, justice demands that a theory be tested keeping in
view its specific line of thought and its specific sphere of application, and in
case it passes the test it should be treated as an aspect (bhaga) of truth;
subsequently, a sort of necklace ought to be prepared with the various
aspects of truth—uncontradictory of one another—acting as diamonds
(satyamsa-riupa-mani) and the idea of whole truth acting as the running
thread (purna-satya-rupa-vicara-sutra). These considerations impelled the
Jaina teachers to synthesize (samanvaya; harmonize), on the basis of their
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non-absolutist standpoint, all the theories that were then prevalent. And
this is how their thought ran. When certain pure (Suddha) and selfless
(nihsvdrtha) minds are cognizant of similarity culminating in identity and
when certain other minds (no less pure and selfless) are cognizant of
(diversity culminating in) impartite ultimate elements, how can we say that
one of,these cognitions (pratiti) is valid and the other not ? If one of these
cognitions is somehow treated as invalid the same logic will compel you to
treat the other as equally so. Moreover, granting that one of these
. cognitions is valid and the other not, you will have to offer a logical
explanation (upapatti) of what in our everyday dealings (sarvajanika
vyavahadra) is taken as forming the object of the cognition—of identity or of
diversity as the case may be——dismissed as invalid. Certainly, a mere
assertion to the effect that one of these cognitions is valid and the other not
will not mean a logical explanation of our everyday dealings, empirical
(laukika) or $astric (Sastriya). Nor can you leave these dealings unex-
plained. So the monistic-Brahmavadin’s explanation of the phenomena in
question will lie in, treating as a product of ignorance (avidyd-miilaka) all
diversity and our cognition thereof, while the momentarist’s explanation
will lie in treating as a product of ignorance all similarity or identity and
our cognition thereof.

These thoughts led the advocates of Anekantavada to realize, in the
light of their non-absolutist standpoint, that all cognition—be it cognition
of identity or that of diversity—is after all valid (vastavika). A cognition is
valid in relation to its own object, but when it arrogates to itself the right to
demonstrate the unreality of the object of another cognition seemingly
contradictory of itself it turns invalid. The cognition of identity and the
cognition of diversity seem to be contradictory of each other simply because
one of them is mistaken to- be the whole truth (pirna-pramana). As a
matter of fact, both these cognitions are valid so far as they go, but neither
is the whole truth though each is a part (amsa) thereof. The total nature of
reality ought to be such that these seemingly contradictory congitions might
reveal it in their respective ways but without contradicting one another and
might both be treated as valid insofar as both go to reveal the total nature
of reality. This synthesis, that is, the idea that the two cognitions in
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question have two different spheres to operate in (vyavastha-garbhita
vicara), enabled the advocates of Anekantavada to see that there is no real
conflict between monism (sad-advaita) and pluralism (sad-dvaita), for the
total nature of reality comprises identity as well as diversity, generality as
well as particularity. For example, when we think of that huge mass of
water and disregard its place, time, colour, taste, dimension, etc. it appears
before us in the form of one single entity called ocean. On the other hand,
when we take into account the place, time, etc. of this very mass of water
we begin to see a number of oceans—small and big—instead of one;
gradually, we do not even perceive even a single drop of water but certain
impartite elements like colour, taste, etc., and, eventually, they too appear
as nought (§iinya). Cognition of the mass of water as one single ocean is
valid, and so also is its cognition as (a conglomeration of) ultimate
elements. The cognition of one (single ocean) is valid because it views
diversities (bheda) not as standing out separately from one another but as
together exhibiting one common form; likewise, the cognition of diversi-
ties-as-to-spatio-temporal-location-etc.—diversities which totally demarcate
(vyavrtta) the elements concerned from one another—is valid because
these diversities are actually there. Inasmuch as the mass of water is in fact
one as well as a multiplicity, our cognition of it as one single ocean is as
much valid as our cognition of it as a multiplicity of ultimate elements; but
since neither of these cognitions grasps the total nature of reality, neither of
them is the whole truth, though the two together do constitute the whole
truth. Analogously, when we view the entire universe as one single real, in
other words, when we take note of “existence” (satta) which is common
(anugamaka) to all diverse existents, we say that all reality is one and
single; for while taking note of the all-comprehensive (sarva-vyapaka)
“existence” we are aware of no diversities demarcated from one another,
and that, in turn, is because all diversities are here revealed as exhibiting
one collective and common form, viz. “existence”. Hence the epithet
“Monism” or “Doctrine of Non-dual Reality” (sad-advaita) attributed to this
viewpoint. When we confine our attention to what is common to all
existents and call the universe ‘(one single) real’ (sat) the denotation of the
word “real” becomes so wide as to exclude nothing (i.e. no existing entity)
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whatsoever. However, when we view the universe as possessed of the
mutually demarcated diversities of qualities and attributes, it no more
appears in the form of one real (sat) but becomes a multiplicity of reals. In
that case, the denotation of the word “real” undergoes corresponding
limitation (for now we do not at all speak of real in general but only of this
or that type of real). Thus we say that some reals are physical while some
conscious; going further in the direction of noticing diversities we say that
there are a number of physical reals and a number of conscious reals. Thus
. when we view the one all-comprehensive real as divided into mutually
demarcated diversities, it appears before us as a multiplicity of reals. This is
the viewpoint of “Pluralism” or the “Doctrine of Diverse Reals” (sad-dvaita).
Thus the monistic and pluralistic viewpoints are valid in their respective
spheres, but they will go to constitute the whole truth only when they are
combined together as complementary to each other (sapeksa-bhavena). This
then is the synthesis, arrived at from the non-absolutist standpoint, of
monism and pluralism which are generally supposed to be mutually
antagonistic. ] .

The same idea can be elucidated with the help of the illustration of
trees and the forest. When the several, mutually different, particular trees
are viewed not in the form of this or that particular tree but in a collective,
general form designated “forest” the particular features of these different
trees do not cease to exist but they are so much absorbed (lina) in the
general feature—observed for the time being—of these trees as to appear
to be non-existent. In this case we see the forest and it alone, and our
outlook may be characterised as monistic. Again, sometimes we take note
of these trees one by one, that is, in the form of particular entities. Here we
see the particular entities and them alone, and the general feature of these
entities is so much absorbed in their particular features—observed for the
time being—as to appear to be non-existent. Now an analysis of these two
cognitions (anubhava) will suggest that neither can be regarded as solely
true, i.e. true at the cost of the other. Both are ture within their respective
spheres but neither represents the whole truth; for the whole truth lies in a
proper synthesis of these two cognitions. Only such a synthesis can do
justice to the two cognitions, viz. coghition of the forest in general and
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cognition of each, single, particular tree, both of which are uncontradicted
(abadhita). The same holds good of the monistic and pluralistic world-
views (that is to say, they too represent the whole truth only when properly
synthesized).

The above was an account of the monism versus pluralism controver-
sy in regard to features that might be spatial (daisika), temporal (kalika),
or non-spatiotemporal (desakdldtita); there is a special controversy be-
tween the doctrine of temporal generality (kalika samdnya) or eternalism
(nityatvavada) and the doctrine of temporal particularity (kalika visesa) or
momentarism (ksanikatvavada). These two doctrines too seem to be
mutually antagonistic, but the non-absolutist standpoint suggests that there
is no real conflict between the two. Thus when an element (tattva) is
viewed as being continuous (akhanda) throughout the three periods of
time, that is, as beginningless and endless, it is certainly eternal (nitya), for
in that case it is of the form of a continuous flow (akhanda pravaha) that
has no beginning and no end. But when the same element—undergoing
that continuous flow—is viewed as divided in terms of relatively large or
small temporal units (kala-bheda) it appears as having assumed a limited
(stimita) form which lasts for this or that interval and which therefore has a
beginning as well as an end. And in case the interval in question is too brief
to admit of further dissection by means of intellectual weapons (buddhi-
$astra), that portion of the element-in-continuous-flow which occupies-this
interval is called momentary (ksanika) because it is smallest possible. The
words eternal and momentary are considered to be each other’s antonyms
(viruddharthaka); for the connotation of one includes lack of a beginning
and of an end (anddi-anantata) while that of the other possession of a
beginning and of an end (sadi-santata). However, viewing from the non-
absalutist standpoint, we can see that the same element which is called
‘eternal’ insofar as it is of the form of a continuous flow may also be called
‘momentary’ insofar as it undergoes a change (parivartana) or a new
modification (parydya) every moment. The basis of one viewpoint is the
observation of beginninglessness and endlessness, that of the other the
observation of beginnings and ends. But the total nature of a real entity
comprises the lack of a beginning and of an end as also the possession of a
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beginning and of an end. Hence the viewpoints in question, though true
within their respective spheres,” will yield the whole truth only when
properly synthesized.

This synthesis, too, can be elucidated with the help of an illustration.
The total life-activity of a tree—right from the beginning uptil the time of
fructification—completes its course only by flowing through the successive
stages represented by the seed, the root, the sprout, the trunk, the branches
and twigs, the leaves, the flowers, the fruits. etc. So when we view an
- entity as a ‘tree’ we have in mind the total life-activity continuously flowing
through these various stages. On the other hand, when we grasp, one by
one, the successively emerging elements—like root, sprout, trunk, etc.—of
this life-activity we have in mind but these various elements, each possess-
ing a limited duration. Thus our mind takes note of the life-activity in
question sometimes in one continuous form and sometimes in a discontinu-
ous form, that is, element by element. On closer investigation it becomes
evident that neither is the continuous life-activity either the whole truth or
but a product of imagination, nor are the discontinuous elements either the
whole truth or but a product of imagination.® Even granting that the
continuous life-activity absorbs within itself the totality of discontinuous
elements or that the discontinuous elements absorb within themselves the
total continuous life-activity, the fact remains that a real entity, viewed in
its total nature, is continuous as well as discontinuous, and that therefore it
is grasped only when both these aspects of its nature are (separately) taken
note of. These two aspects are both real so far as each of them goes, but
they become totally real only when synthesized. To view the tree as a
beginningless and endless flow in time is to indicate it as an eternal entity,
to view the tree as made up of (the successively emerging) elements is to
indicate it as a transient or momentary entity. The transient constituent
elements (ghataka) are inconceivable without a substratum in the form of
an eternal flow, and this eternal flow is inconceivable without those

8. That the continuous life-activity is the whole truth and discontinuous elements but
a product of imagination is the eternalist’s position, that the discontinuous
elements are the whole truth and the continuous life-activity but a product of
imagination is the momentarist’s position. Tr.
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transient constituent elements. Thus the view that eternity is real while
transience unreal and the view that transience is real while eternity unreal
give rise to the eternalism versus momentarism controversy which, howev-
er, is eliminable from the non-absolutist standpoint. '

The non-absolutist standpoint also eliminates the controversy be-
tween the doctrine of definability and the doctrine of indefinability. For
according to it, only that aspect of an entity’s nature is amenable to
description (pratipadya) which can be made an object of conventions (i.e.

“conventional attribution of words : sariketa). Now even though a conven-
tion is established by buddhi (i.e. intellect) which is subtle in the extreme
(siksmatama), the object of this convention must be some gross (sthiila)
aspect of the nature of an entity; for there are innumerable (subtle) aspects
of an entity’s nature which are inherently incapable of description through
words. It is in this sense that the one continuous real (akhanda sat) as well
as the impartite moment (i.e. ultimate element) (niramsa ksana) are
indefinable, while the gross entities of medium duration (and extension)
are capable of definition. Thus the doctrine of definability and the doctrine
of indefinability—applied to the entire universe or to an element thereof—
are true within their respective spheres and wholly true when taken
together.

Nor is it self-contradictory to view a thing as a positive entity and
also as an ‘absence’. For a thing is never cognized either solely through its
positive traits (matra vidhimukhena) or solely through its negative traits
(matra nisedhamukhena). E.g. the milk is cognized as milk and also as not-
curd, i.e. something different from curd. This means that the milk is of a
positive-cum-negative nature (bhava-abhava-ubhaya-riipa). Thus it is not
self-contradictory to maintain that a thing is a positive entity and also an
‘absence’, for two different cognitions take note of these two aspects of the
thing’s nature. Similarly, the non-absolutist standpoint resolves the contro-
versy as to whether the members of other similar pairs (dvandva) —e.g.
‘attribute and the possessor of the attribute’ (dharma-dharmin), ‘quality and
the possessor of the quality’ (guna-gunin), ‘cause and effect’ (karya-
karana), ‘substratum and superstratum’ (adhara-adheya)—are identical
with one another or different from one another.
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When the authoritativeness (aptatva) and the validity-of-source (miila-
pramanya) (of a verbal testimony) are in doubt, it is always well to decide an
issue after examining (pariksa) the matter ratiocinatively (hetuvada-dvara);
but in case the authoritativeness (of the testimony in question) is beyond
doubt, resort to ratiocination only leads to an infinite regress and is to be
discarded. In this latter case reliance on the Scripture (Ggamavada) has to be
our sole guide. Thus both ratiocination and reliance-on-the-Scripture have a
scope, but they apply to different subject-matters (visaya) or to different sorts
.of exposition (pratipadana) of the same subject-matter. In one word, there is
no conflict between the two. The same is the case with the doctrine of Fate
(daivavada) and the doctrine of Human Endeavour (paurusavada), for there
is no conflict between them either. In those cases where endeavour based on
rational calculation (buddhi-pirvaka paurusa) is an impossibility, problems
can be solved only by the doctrine of Fate, where endeavour of this type is
possible the doctrine of Human Endeavour is in place. Thus the doctrine of
Fate and the doctrine of Endeavour can be reconciled harmoniously, provided
one keeps in view that the two cover different aspects of life.

The non-absolutist standpoint easily succeeds also in eliminating the
opposition between the ‘doctrine of absolute presence of the effect in the
cause’ and the ‘doctrine of absolute absence of the effect in the cause’. For
according to it, the effect (karya) is present as well as absent in the
material cause (upadana). E. g. even before it is actually turned into a
bangle, a piece of gold has the capacity (Sakti) to turn into a bangle; thus
viewed in the form of a ‘capacity’ (Sakti), that is, in the form of something
non-distinct from the cause, the effect can be said to be present even
before it is actually produced. However, even though present in the form of
a capacity, this effect is not there to be seen (upaladbha), because the
absence of necessary accessories (utpadana-samagri) has prevented it from
emerging into being. i.e. from being produced; in this sense the effect is
absent (before it is actually produced). Again, after the bangle has
disappeared and the material concerned turned into an earring, the bangle
is doubtless not there to be seen, but since even the gold-turned-into-an-
earring possesses the capacity to turn into a bangle, the actually absent
bangle can be said to be potentially present in this gold.
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The Buddhist’s ‘doctrine of mere conglomeration of atoms’ (kevala-
paramdnupufija-vada) and the Naiyayika's ‘doctrine of an altogether novel
composition’ (apiirva-avayavi-vada) come in conflict with one another. But
the non-absolutist standpoint with its acceptance of skandha, which is
_neither a mere conglomeration of atoms nor something so contradictory of
experience (badhita) as a composite standing over and above its compo-
nent-parts, properly resolves the conflict and works out a flawless synthesis
of the two doctrines. Thus the non-absolutist standpoint has impartially
synthesized, on so many questions, the current doctrines that were clashing
with each other. And in the course of its doing so, the doctrine of Nayas
(nayavada) and the doctrine of Bhangas (bhangavada) follow as a natural
corollary; for a proper formulation of non-absolutism requires as its
preliminary an analysis of the different stands and viewpoints, a demarca-
tion of their respective subject-matters, and a determination of their roles
concerning one and the same subject-matter.

No one corner of a house makes the whole house, nor do the
different corners of this house lie in one particular direction. The view
(avalokana) had of the house from one of the two opposite directions—Ilike
south and north, or east and west—is certainly not full but nor is it false. It
is the totality (samuccaya) of the views had of the house from different
possible angles which may be called a full view of the house. Thus the view
had of the house from one particular angle is a necessary part of the total
view of the house. Analogously, the formulation of thoughts and views
(cintana-darsana) concerning the nature of an entity or of the entire
universe is accomplished from various stands (apeksa). And a stand is
determined by a multiplicity of factors like the innate constitution (sahaja
racand) of the mind, the impressions (samskara) received from outside, the
nature of the object thought about, etc. Such stands—for thinking about the
nature of things—are many in number, And since these stands form the
basis or the starting point of the viewing process (vicara; lit. thought-
process) they are also called ‘angles of vision’ (drstikona) or ‘points of view’
(d]'g_tibir{du). The harmonious totality (sara-samuccaya) of the thoughts and
views concerning a thing formed from different stands—however contradic-
tory of each other in appearance—is called th.e= total view or the non-
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absolutist view of this thing. The view formed from a particular stand is a
part of this total view, and though the different such views (i.e. the views
formed from different particular stands) are (seemingly) contradictory of
one another, they are really uncontradictory of one another inasmuch as
they all find synthesis in the total view.

When a mind ignores and takes no account of diversities—qualitative
(guna-dharma-krta) or essential (svariipa-krta) as well as numerical
(vyaktitva-krta)—while confining its attention to mere continuity (akhandata)
the universe appears to it as one and continuous. Understood from this
standpoint of non-distinction (abheda), the word ‘real’ means something one
and continuous (and nothing more), and this type of partially true under-
standing of things is technically ‘called sanigraha-naya (where ‘naya’ stands for
a partially true understanding of things). The view taken of the universe from
the standpoint of diversities—qualitative as well as numerical—is technically
called vyavaharanaya, for here special importance is assigned to the diversi-
ties on which is grounded our everyday experience (loka-siddha vyavahdra).
On this view, the word Teal’ denotes not something one and continuous but
things different and discontinuous. When this tendency to take note of
diversities confines its attention to mere temporal diversities, and concludes
that the present alone is real because it alone is capable of performing a
function(kdryakara), that is so say, when the past and the future are excluded
from the denotation of the word ‘real’, there results a partially true under-
standing of things which is technically called rjusiitra-naya. It is so called
because it seeks to avoid the labyrinth (cakravyiiha) of the past and the future
while sliding along the straight line (rju-rekha) representing the present.

The above-stated three attitudes consider the nature of things
without basing themselves on (the consideration of) words and their
qualities and attributes. Hence the three resulting understandings are
designated artha-naya. But there are also possible attitudes which consider
the nature of things basing themselves on (the consideration of) words and
their qualities and attributes. The understandings resulting from these
attitudes are designated sabda-naya. Grammarians are the chief advocates
of the various $abda-nayas, for it is on account of the divergent standpoints
upheld by the grammarians that one sabda-naya differs from others.
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Those grammarians who regard all words as impartite (akhanda) or
etymologically underived (avyutpanna), certainly, do not base on etymolo-
gy their distinction of the meaning of one word from that of another, but
they too hold that words mean different things according as they possess
different attributes (dharma) in the form of gender, person, tense, etc. This
type of distinguishing the meaning of one word from that of another is
called sabda-naya or samprata-naya. On the other hand, those grammarians
who regard all words as etymologically derived (vyutpanna) posit distinc-
tion between the meanings of even such words as are generally admitted to
be synonymous; this view, according to which (for example) the synonyms
like ‘Sakra’, ‘indra’, etc. have different meanings, is called samabhirudha-
naya. Lastly, there is a view according to which a word applies to a thing
not in case this thing sometimes satisfies the etymology of the word in
question, but only in case this thing is for the time being satisfying this
etymology.’ This view is called evambhiita-naya. Apart from these six
logical nayas there is a seventh called naigama-naya. ‘Nigama' literally
means local convention (desa-riidhi), and this seventh naya stands for the
view which includes—in accordance with local conventions—all kinds of
doctrines of distinction and the doctrines of non-distinction.!? These are the
seven chief (not all) nayas, and, really and generally speaking, whatever
understanding of things results from the adoption of one particular
standpoint rather than any other is the naya corresponding to that
standpoint.

The Jaina texts also speak of the two nayas called dravyarthika-naya
and paryayarthika-naya; however, these are not something over and above
the above-mentioned seven nayas but a mere broad classification (samksipta
vargikarana) of and an introductory ground (bhumika) to these very seven
nayas. Dravyarthika-naya is that line of thought which takes ‘substance’

9. E.g. ‘g0’ - the Sanskrit word for cow — means ‘that which moves’. Hence on this view,
a cow cannot be called ‘go’ when it is not actually in motion.-Tr.

10. More literally, ‘naigama-naye’ may mean understanding based on the convention of
the market-place. Really speaking, it is not a considered conviction concerning the
nature of things but just an uncritical acceptance of whatever views are offered as
and when occasion arises. There is also another interpretation of the word
“naigama-naya”, but that is not relevent in the present conte\xt.——'l‘r.
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(dravya) into account, that is, which takes into account what is general
(samanya), common (anvaya), non-distinctive (abheda), or unitary (ekatva)
about things. The nayas called naigama, samgraha, and vyavahara are
comprised within dravyarthika-naya. Of these, samgraha-naya, inasmuch as
it takes note of pure non-distinction, is the pure (Suddha) or basic (mula)
dravyarthika-naya; but even vyavahara-naya -and naigama-naya, which no
doubt take note of certain distinctions, are invariably cognizant also of non-
distinction of some type or other. Hence it is that these latter two nayas are
also classed under dravyarthika-naya, but they are dravyarthika-nayas of an
impure (asuddha) or mixed (misrita) type (and not of the pure and basic
type as is samgraha-naya).

Paryayarthika-naya is the name for that line of thought which takes
‘modes’ (parydya) into account, that is, which takes into account what is
particular (viSesa), exclusive (vyavrtti), or distinctive (bheda) about things.
The remaining four nayas—i.e. rjusiitra etc.—are comprised within
parydyarthika-naya. Consideration of distinctions by a neglect of non-
distinctions starts with rjusiitra-naya, and hence the Texts call this naya the
prakrti or root-basis (miila) of parydyarthika-naya. The remaining three
nayas—i.e. $abda-naya (samprata-naya) etc.—are in a way the amplifica-
tions of this basic sort of paryayarthika-naya.

Similarly, the line of thought which attaches sole utility to know-
ledge will be called jfiana-naya while that which attaches sole utility to
action will be called kriya-naya. In short, the total—i.e. non-absolutistic—view
of the universe is unlimited (nthsima) because the nayas that form the basis
of this view are unlimited (in number). :

The multifarious views concerning one and the same entity that
result from the adoption of the various stands (apeksa), angles of vision
(drstikona), and approaches (manovrtti) constitute the foundation of
Bhangavada or the Doctrine of Manifold Judgment. When two views whose
subject-matters are diametrically opposite of each other are sought to be
synthesised, and with this end in view such (simple) judgments are formed
as give expression to the positive as well as negative aspects of the (two)
subject-matters in question, the result is a (complex) sevenfold judgment
(saptabhangi). The Doctrine of Partial Truths (nayavada) is the basis of the
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Doctrine of Sevenfold Judgment (saptabhangt), and the latter doctrine aims
at an all-comprehensive (vyapaka) harmoniously synthesized—i.e. non-
absolutistic—understanding of things. Just as inference-for-the-sake-of-
others (pararthanumana)—i.e. inference expressed in the form-of verbal
propositions—is resorted to when one seeks to convey to others a piece of
knowledge that one has come to acquire through some particular organ of
knowledge, similarly, resort is taken to the simple judgments that go to
constitute a complex sevenfold judgment when one seeks to convey to
others how certain mutually contradictory traits are harmoniously synthe-
sized in one single whole. Thus the Doctrine of Partial Truths (nayavada)
and the Doctrine of Manifold Judgment (bhangavada) are natural corollar-
ies to the non-absolutistic standpoint.

True, in the Vedicist philosophical systems like Nyaya-Vaisesika,
Vedanta, etc. and so also in the philosophy of Buddhism, we often come
across a tendency (drsti) to view the same thing from different standpoints
and thus synthesize its various aspects;!! but the utmost insistence (atyantika
agraha) that every aspect of everything must be viewed from every possible
standpoint, and the unflinching faith that the consummation of all thought-
process lies only in a synthesis of all possible standpoints, are to be found
nowhere except in the Jaina system of philosophy. It was as a result of this
insistence (and this faith) that the Jainas gave birth to those independent
(svatantra), systematic disciplines (vyavasthita sastra) called ‘Doctrine of
Non-Absolutism’ (anekantavada), ‘Doctrine of Partial Truths’ (nayavada),
and Doctrine of Sevenfold Judgment' (saptabhangt), disciplines which
became a part and parcel of their treatment of Logic (pramana-sastra) and
on which no other school produced even a single or even a minor text.
Though an advocate of Vibhajyavada (Doctrine of the Avoidance of Ex-
tremes) and Madhyamamarga (Middle Path), the Buddhist system re-
mained blind to the element of permanence exhibited by a real entity, and
hence declared eveything to be but momentary. Similarly, though actually
employing the word “anekanta” to characterize their own standpoint,!? the

11. See Sankhya-pravacana-bhdsya, p. 2; Siddhanta-bindu, p. 119 seq.; Vedantasara, p.
25; Tarkasangrahadipika, p. 175; Mahavagga, 6.31.
12. Nyaya-bhasya, 2.1.18.
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Naiyayikas could not help harping on the thesis that atoms, souls, etc. are
absolutely unchanging (sarvatha aparinamin). Again, the Vedantists, even
while taking recourse to the various standpoints called ‘empirical’
(vyavaharika), ‘ultimate’ (paramarthika), etc., could not help insisting that
all standpoints except the standpoint of Brahman (Brahma-drsti) are of an
inferior—or even utterly false—sort. The only reason for this anomaly
seems to be that these systems did not imbibe the spirit of non-absolutism
to the same extent as did the Jaina. Thus the Jaina synthesizes all the
standponts and, at the same time, grants that all these standpoints are
equally competent and true so far as their respective spheres are concerned.
Since the Jaina’s non-absolutistic standpoint and the systematic treatises
composed by him on the subject, concern themselves exclusively with the
time-honoured philosophical controversies like identity versus difference,
generality versus particularity, eternity versus transience, etc., it might
appear, at first sight, that all this is'repetitive, hackneyed, and something
lacking in originality; but the spirit of accepting (nothing save) the total
(akhanda), living (sajiva), and all-sided (sarvamsa) truth—a spirit reflected
in the standpoint and the treatises in question—which is so characteristic of
the Jaina and which found entrance in Logic through him, is capable of
successful employment in all the fields of life, and may on that account be
regarded, not unduly, as a contribution made t6 (Indian) Logic by the Jaina
savants.

— Translated by Dr. Indukala H. Jhaveri






SECOND PART

TEXT AND TRASLATION

Traslation by
SATKARI MOOKERJEE

in collaboration with

NATHMAL TATIA






TEXT-TRANSLATOR S. K. MOOKERJEE’S

NOTE

The Pramanamimamsa of Hemacandra occupies an important posi-
tion in the phﬂosophical literature of India in general and in the Jaina
philosophical literature in particular. It is a standard text-book on Jaina
logic and epistemology which every student of Jaina philosophy has got to
study. It is quite natural that Hemacandra is deeply indebted to the
previous writers both of Jaina and non-Jaina schools and a fastidious critic
will find in Hemacandra’s texts reproduction both of ipissima verba as well
as of thoughts of previous writers, sometimes acknowledged and sometimes
without explicit acknowledgement. But this need not detract from the
merits of the work since Indian writers do not make a fetish of originality
either of thought or of language and they make no scruple of inserting the
arguments of predecessors even in their own language provided the views
expressed therein accord with their philosophical position. The writings of
predecessors are looked upon as public property and they are used with
perfect freedom and impunity. It is absolutely plain that authors like
Hemacandra with their extraordinary command of the Sanskrit idiom could
with the least difficulty express these thoughts in their own language and
pass them off as their own original production. But the fact that these
authors with their uncommon felicity of verbal expression did not stoop to
such tactics is symptomatic of a profound trait of Indian character in the
past ages. It shows that they were more interested in the views which they
regarded as sound exponents of truth than in their personal triumph. And
as for the reproduction of the very linguistic expressions or the manner of
delivery it can be accounted for by the hypothesis that they thought them to
be unexceptionable forms of expression which required no improvement or
variation for being more effective or impressive. We, therefore, take the



44 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

earliest opportunity of sounding a warning against the application of tests
‘of recent criticism in the assessment of the value of an ancient philosophical
work.

As regards the originality of thought which is so highly praised in
Europe and in the modern universities of India, our ancient writers did not
set an inordinate value on it. It was as much a matter of minor importance
with them as originality of verbal expression. A serious work on philosoph-
ical topic did not hold an isolated position in India. It was rather a link in
the expanding chain of philosophical speculations and what was the object
of serious concern was fidelity to the fundamentals of the school, and
originality was more or less suspect with the adherents of the system as
rather furnishing® a pitfall for error or misconception. We must not,
therefore, expect either originality of expression or of thought in the sense
of an abrupt departure from the fundamental tenets which give the school
a stamp of distinctive individuality. What then should be the criteria of our
judgement of the claim of'a new book on our attention ? In other words,
what are the grounds for believing a book to be worthy of our study and
attention ? Again, what justification would there be for the writing of a
book when it does not and cannot lay claim to establish a new conclusion or
to throw new light on the problems that have exercised the human mind ?
To make it more precise and to press the question home on the issue at
hand, we may ask why did Hemacandra compose his work and what was
his purpose if he could not establish an original thesis ?

It is an undeniable fact that Hemacandra is one of the later writers,
if not the latest, of the mediaeval period on Jaina Philosophy. Hemacandra
was preceded by a galaxy of talented writers on Jaina logic, the foremost of
‘whom are Akalanka, Vidyananda and Prabhacandra of the Digambara
. School and Siddhasena Divakara, Haribhadra, Siddharsi and Abhayadeva of
the Svetambara School. He had in Vadi Devasiiri, the author of the
encyclopaedic work, Syddvadaratndkara, a living contemporary. All of them
wrote on Jaina logic and epistemology and there is scarcely any topic or
problem which has not been discussed thoroughly in their works. This
being the situation there scarcely seems to be any necessity for writing a
book on the above lines. What was then the incentive for Hemacandra to
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compose this work ? It is a fact that Hemacandra had very little scope for
making a new contribution. But the previous writings were extremely
elaborate and not at all calculated to satisfy the needs of average students.
It would take years of extraordinary labour to make a study of these works
and there again is every possibility for missing the forest in the trees. It was
necessary that there should be a work which would not degenerate into a
compendious manual and at the same time would embody the solid results
achieved by the previous thinkers. The Pramanamimamsa is not as learned
. a work as the Syadvadaratnakara or the works of Prabhacandra. But the
Syadvadaratnakara is encyclopaedic both in size and scope and in spite of
its wonderfully lucid and elegant treament is bound to remain a sealed
book to the majority of students. And as regards Prabhacandra’s works, they
are literally formidable for their abstruse array of arguments and their
forbidding language which has neither grace nor literary charm. The
Pramanamimamsa is written on the same pattern of siitra and commentary
as the celebrated work of Vadi Devastiri. But it compares favourably with
the latter in that it avoids the unremitting elaboration of arguments and
prolixity of expression which have stood in the way of its popularity. It
contains all the arguments that are necessary to elucidate a problem and
the range of information is not substantially inferior to that of the more
ambitious works referred to above. Hemacandra could satisfy the critic in
the words of Jayanta Bhatta who frankly avowed that he had no original
theory of his own to offer to the readers and his purpose for writing the
work was to give a rounded exposition and treatment which would satisfy
the needs of the average run of students who would learn all that was
essential without unnecessary exertion.

It is not to be expected that Hemacandra’s work can be understood
independently of the aid of a teacher. Hemacandra did not sacrifice matter for
that would involve injustice both to the subject-matter and to the students.
But he had to compress his information within a limit so that it would not
frighten the young leamers by its sheer bulk. The result has been that
Hemacandra is rather terse and more suggestive than expressive. It is an ideal
text book and in spite of its truncated character all the relevant problems of
logic and epistemology have received an adequate treatment in it. It is
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absolutel clear that a student of Jaina logic and epistemology will derive a
comprehensive knowledge of the subject from the study of this work. The
popularity of this book is due to its comprehensive character alone. It is no
doubt a difficult book but considering the range of topics dealt with within the
limits it is idle”to expect that it should be easy to follow. Hemacandra’s
purpose was to write a standard text book and he did not condescend to cater
for men of dull understanding. The Pramanamimamsa is most probably the
last work of Hemacandra and from all available manuscripts of the work
which ‘end abruptly in the same place it is evident that he could not finish it.
Whatever might be the reason the book remains incomplete. It is a great loss
“+hat we do not get the entire book which was in the contemplation of the
author.

We have given a faithful English translation of this standard work
and as translation involves exposition and thus serves the purpose of a
commentary within its natural limitations it may be reasonably expected
that this English translation will help the understanding of this work and
consequently of the problems of Jaina logic and epistemology among the
students of our universities. It is contemplated to add critical and explana-
tory notes which will appear in a separate part. For the present we wish
that the English translation should see the light of the day and reach the
hands of scholars interested in Indian thought. We are conscious of the
limitations of our work and we have fully realised in the course of our
labour that however one may try to make it as perfect as possible no
translation can be a substitute for the original. This particularly holds good
in the case of Sanskrit works. Our authors have developed a technique and
a style which are peculiar to Sanskrit works which are known for their love
of economy of expression. Besides, Indian logic has got a technique of its
own which has very little in common with that of European logic. Our
difficulty has been particularly enhanced by the fact that Hemacandra is
fond of laconic expression and is again determined to leave no expression
vague or ambiguous. He has sought to clarify the meanings of technical
terms both by logical definitions and etymological explanations. These
etymologocal explanations have caused us the greatest difficulty and we are
not sure that they will be intelligible to persons who are not acquainted
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with Sanskrit idiom. But the translator is bound to give a faithful rendering
of the text and it will be an unpardonable offence on his part if he seeks to
avoid these linguistic speculations or to give his own independent exposi-
tion. We felt that it would be far easier and pleasanter to give an
independent exposition in one’s own language than to give a faithful
translation. But whereas an independent exposition of the matter would be
liable to suspicion of misrepresentation and the modern look of it might
give.  the impression that modern thoughts have been introduced in the
‘name of an ancient writer, a faithful translation on the other hand avoids
this risk inasmuch as it presents the thoughts of the writer in his own
language. It further serves to acquaint a modern mind with the ancient
technique and mode of presentation. An exposition can be appreciated if it
is preceded by a knowledge of the text either in the original or in the
translation. It may not therefore be wrong to expect that our present
venture will serve a useful purpose.

It will be sheer perversity if we do not frankly put on record our
obligation and gratitude to Pandit Sukhlal Sanghavi, the editor of the
original text with a critical introduction and notes in Hindi. Pt. Sukhlalji is
the most learned man in the Jaina Community and one of the foremost
scholars of India. His knowledge of the Buddhist, Jaina and Nyaya systems
is astounding and this has enabled him to edit the masterpieces of Jaina
Philosophy with perfect mastery and accuracy. The world will remain
indebted to him for his contributions. He is one of the few intellectual
stalwarts in the traditional field of Sanskrit scholarship that still are left to
us. Had he been born in Europe he would have received the unstinted
homage of the whole continent. India at present is too much obsessed with
economic and political problems to appreciate scholarship. We therefore
take this opportunity of expressing our admiration for this uncommon man.
We have followed his text and the plan of arrangement adopted and our
departure has been inconsiderable.

— Satkari Mookerjee



ABBREVIATIONS

A Answer

AN =  AvaSyakaniryukti

Aph. = Aphorism

AV = Ayogavyavacchedika

DV = Dasavaikalikastitra

DV, Nir. = Dasavaikalikastitraniryukti

HB = Hetubindu

LT = Laghiyastrayt

MBh =  Mahabhasya

NA = Nyayavatara

NB = Nyayabindu

NM =  Nyayamarjari

NS = Nyayastitra

NSa = Nyayasara

0] = Objection

PMS = Pariksamukhasutra

pp = Pramanapariksa

PS = Pramanasamuccaya

PV = Pramanavarttika

Q = {Juestion

SB = Sabarabhdsya

SS = Saddarsanasamuccaya

Siv = Siddhiviniscaya

ST = Sanmatitarka

SV = Slokavarttika

SvU = Svetasvatara Upanisat

TS = Tattvarthasutra

TSN = Tattvasamgraha

TSV = Tattvarthaslokavarttika

VA = Visesavasyakabhasya
(ga = gatha)

Note : Sometimes the translator uses the term ‘intuition’ in the sense of
perception. Editor.



Kalikalasarvajiia Hemacandracaryaviracita
Svopajhavrttisahita

NAMIMAMSA
anantadarsanajfianaviryanandamayatmane |
namo’rhate krpaklptadharmatirthdya tayine ||1||

bodhibijam ubaskartuni tattvabhyasena dhimnatam |
jainasiddhantasitranam svesam vrttir vidhiyate ||2|}

HEMACANDRA’S
PRAMANAMIMAMSA
A CRITIQUE OF ORGAN OF KNOWLEDGE

A WORK ON

JAINA LOGIC

(Wri.tte;n by Acarya Sri Hemacandra, the omniscient
of the Iron age, accompanied with the
commentary written by himself)

BOOK 1
LECTURE-1

Salutation to the Arhat who comprises in his being infinite faith,
infinite knowledge, infinite energy and infinite bliss; to the saviour who has
constructed out of mercy the bridge to righteousness. (1)

In order to develop the seed of enlightenment of the intelligent ones
by means of repeated exercise over ultimate truths, a commentary is being
written by me on the aphorisms of Jaina doctrine composed by myself. (2)
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1. nanu yadi bhavadiyanimani jainasiddhantastitrani tarhi bhavatah
plirvam kani kim Tydni va tany asann iti ? atyalpam idam anvayunkthah /
Panini-Pingala-Kanada-Aksapadadibhyo ’pi purvam kani kim tyani va
vyakaranadisiitranity etad api paryanuyunksva ! anddaya evaita vidyah
samksepavistaravivaksayd navanavibhavanti tattatkartrkas cocyante / kim
nasrausth ‘na kadacid anidréam jagat’ iti ? yadi va preksasva Vacakamu-
khyaviracitani sakalasastraciidamanibhiitani Tattvarthasutranitt /

1. (Q) Now, ‘if these aphorisms on Jaina doctrine are your own
(handiwork), then what and made by whom were the aphorisms prior to
yours ? (A) You have posed only a very small fragment of the question. You
might as well ask : What and made by whom were the aphorisms on
Grammar and other sciences prior to Panini, Pingala, Kanada, Aksapada and
so on ? (The truth is :) These sciences are without any definite beginning in
time, but they appear to grow ever new according as they are delivered in
abridged and amplified forms and as such are said to be the handiwork of this
or that person. Have you not heard (the dictum) : The world has never been
unlike the present ? Or, if you are so inclined, you may cast a glance at the
Tattvarthasiitras (aphorisms on the ultimate truths), the crest jewel of all
$astras (rational systematic works), composed by (Umasvati called) the
foremost Vacaka.

2. yady evam Akalanka-Dharmakirtyadivat prakaranam eva kim
narabhyate, kim anaya stitrakaratvahopurusikaya ? maivarm vocah; bhinnarucir
hy ayam janah tato ndsya svecchdpratibandhe laukikam rajakiyarn va
sasanam astiti yatkificid etat /

2. (Q) If that be the case, why is it that you do not set out to compose
a discursive treatise (prakarana) following (the example of) Akalanka,
Dharmakirti and the like ? Why do you assume the role of a writer of
aphorisms—a vainglorious pose (in all conscience) ? (A) Don’t be censorious.
The present writer follows his own taste and there is neither public (opinion)
nor a royal command to put a restraint upon the free exercise of his will. So
your contention is a frivolous trifle. :

3. tatra varnasamithatmakaih padaih, padasamithatmakaih siitraih,
siitrasamithatmakaih prakaranaih, prakaranasamithdatmakath ahnikaih,
ahnikasamithatmakath paficabhir adhydyaih sastram etad aracayad acaryah /
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tasya ca preksavatpravrttyangam abhidheyam abhidhatum idam ddi-
sitram —
atha pramanamimarisa ||1||

3. Now the Master (Acarya) has composed this sastra in five Books
(adhydyas), each consisting of a group of Lectures (ahnikas) ; of the latter
again each consists of a number of discourses (prakaranas); each discourse
is made of a group of aphorisms (siitras); each aphorism consists of a
number of inflected words (padas) each of which in its turn is composed of
a number of syllables (varnas). The following is the first aphorism of the
work, which proposes to set forth the subject matter to be dealt with, (the
knowledge of which is) a necessary condition of inspiring the volitional
impulse of a man of intelligence (towards the study of the work).

(Aph.) Now a critique of organs of knowledge. (1)

4. atha ity asya adhikararthatvac chastrenadhikriyamanasya prastitya-
manasya pramanasyabhidhanat sakalasastratatparyavyakhyanena preksavanto
bodhitah pravartitas ca bhavanti / anantaryartho va ‘atha’-$abdah, Sabda-
Kavya-Chandonusasanebhyo 'nantaram pramanam mimamsyata ity arthah /
anena Sabdanusdsanadibhir asyaikakartrkatvam aha / adhikararthasya ca
‘atha’-s’abdasy&nydrthanz'yamc'znakusumad&majalakumbh&der darsanam iva
$ravanam mangalayapi kalpata iti / mangale ca sati paripanthivighnavighatat
aksepena Sastrasiddhih, ayusmacchrotrkata ca bhavati / paramesthinamaska-
radikam tu mangalam krtam api na nivesitam laghavarthina sutrakareneti /

4. The word atha (now) means commencement and (in the present
context) signifies that (the treatment of) organs of knowledge which are to
be set forth in this work is being undertaken and thus by expounding the
objective of the whole work serves to enlighten and induce intelligent
readers (to the study of it). Or, let the word atha stand for the idea of
sequence. The meaning would thus become : organ of knowledge is being
discussed subsequent to the treatment of Grammar (sabda), Poetics (kavya)
and Prosody (chandas). Understood in this sense the word (atha) serves to
signify that this (work) is the product of the same author as that of
Grammar, etc. Again, the word atha, (though used) in the sense of
commencement, by the very fact of its phonetic value being apprehended,
serves to promote well-being just as the sight of a garland of flowers, or a
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pitcher filled with water, though carried for some other purpose, does. The
promotion of well-being eliminates obstructive demerit and thus leads to
the completion of the work without a hitch and hearers are blessed with
long life (as a consequence). The author of the aphorisms has performed
the auspicious ceremony of salutation of the (five exalted beings called)
paramesthins, but he does not propose to incorporate it in the work for
consideration of economy (of labour). _

5. prakarsena samsayadivyavacchedena miyate paricchidyate
vastutattvam yena tat pramanam pramayam sadhakatamam, tasya mimamsa
uddesadiriipena paryalocanam / trayi hi Sdstrasya pravrttth — uddeso
laksanam pariksa ca / tatra namadheyamatrakirtanam uddesah, yatha idam
eva sittram / uddistasyasadharanadharmavacanam laksanam / tad dvedha
samanyalaksanam visesalaksanam ca / samanyalaksanam anantaram eva
sutram / visesalaksanam ‘“visadah pratyaksam” [1.1.13] iti/ vibhagas tu
visesalaksanasyaivangam iti na prthag ucyate / laksitasya ‘idam ittham
bhavati nettham’ iti nyayatah partksanam pariksa, yatha trtiyam sutram /

5. [That pramana (organ of knowledge) is the most effective
instrument of the determination (prama) of the nature of reality follows
from the analysis of the etymological meaning of its components. The prefix
pra means ‘in excellent form’, i.e., to the exclusion of doubt and the like and
Vma means ‘to determine’ and the suffix lyut means ‘an instrument’. The
meaning of the whole word] Pramana (thus) comes to be what is the most
effective instrument of the determination of reality in its true character
through the preliminary exclusion of doubt, (error and indecision). Mimamsa
(critique) of it (organ of knowledge) consists in complete consideration (of
the subject-matter) by the method of enumeration and so on. The proce-
dure of a scientific work is threefold, viz., enumeration, definition and
examination. Among these, enumeration consists in the specification of
bare names, and this very aphorism is an example of the same. Definition is
the statement of the peculiar characteristic of the thing enumerated. It is
again of two kinds, viz., general and specific. The immediately following
aphorism is an instance of general definition. Specific definition has its
illustration in the aphorism (1.1.13) ‘That which is immediate and lucid is
perceptual cognition.” Classification is only a preliminary condition of



Text And Translation 53

specific definition and as such is not separately considered. Examination
consists in (the application of) the logical tests to the thing defined in order
to make out that the thing defined is of the nature affirmed and not
otherwise. The third aphorism serves as its example.

6. pijjitavicaravacanas ca ‘mimamsa’-sabdah /tena na pramana-
matrasyaiva vicaro ’‘tradhikrtah, kintu tadekadesabhiitanam durnayanira-
karanadvarena parisodhitamargandm nayanam api- “pramananayair
adhigamah” [Tattvarthastitra 1.6] iti hi Vacakamukhyah, sakalapurusarthesu
mitrdhabhisiktasya sopdyasya sapratipaksasya moksasya ca / evam hi pijjito
vicaro bhavati / pramanamatravicaras tu pratipaksanirakaranaparyavasayt
vakkalahamatram syat / tadvivaksayam tu “atha pramanapariksa” [Pramana-
pariksd, p.1] ity eva kriyeta / tat sthitam etat — pramananayaparisodhita-
prameyamdrgam sopdyarm sapratipaksam moksam vivaksitum mimamsa-
grahanam akary acaryeneti ||1}]|

6. The term mimamsa (critique) means respectful disquisition. It
follows from this that dissertation on organ of knowledge alone is not
undertaken in this work, but it also embraces the consideration of nayas
(partial glimpses) which are parts of pramana with their scope determined by
means of exclusion of false nayas. As has been observed by the foremost
Vécaka (Umasvati) : Acquisition (of knowledge of ultimate truth) is by means
of pramdanas and nayas. (TS, 1.6). The work treats also of final emancipation
(moksa) together with the means thereto and its opposites, it being the
foremost among the ultimate values to be desired by mankind. The disserta-
tion thus becomes entitled to respectful consideration (owing to its compre-
hensive scope as specified above). A dissertation on knowledge alone would
on the other hand degenerate into a mere polemic since it is bound to resolve
itself ultimately into the refutation of rival theories. If that (dissertation on
knowledge) were the intention (of the Siitrakdra) the introductory aphorism
should have been worded as : Now an examination (instead of critique) of
organ of knowledge. (PP, p. 1). To sum up the result : The Master has chosen
the word critique (mimamsa) in order to make it understood that (his
objective is to deal with) the problem of emancipation together with its
means of realisation and its opposites, after a thorough evaluation of the
objects of valid knowledge by means of pramanas and nayas. (1).
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7. tatra pramanasamanyalaksanam aha -
samyag arthanirnayah pramanam ||2|]

7. Now he propounds the general definition of organ of knowledge
(pramana) —

(Aph.) An organ of knowledge is the authentic definitive cogni-
tion of an object. (2).

8. pramanam iti laksyanirdesah, Sesam laksanam, prasiddhanuvadena
hy aprasiddhasya vidhanam laksanarthah / tatra yattad avivadena pramanam
iti dharmi prasiddham tasya samyag arthanirnayatmakatvam dharmo
vidhiyate / atra pramanatvad iti hetuh / na ca dharmino hetutvam
anupapannam; bhavati hi visese dharmini tatsamanyam hetuh, yatha ayam
dhitmah sagnih, dhiimatvat, pirvopalabdhadhiimavat / na ca drstantam
antarena na gamakatvam; antarvyaptyaiva sadhyasiddheh, ‘satmakam
jivacchartram, pranadimattvat’ ityadivad iti darsayisyate /

8. The expression ‘organ of knowledge’ specifies the thing to be de-
fined. The rest is the definition. Definition consists in the predication of an
unknown (characteristic) in respect of a known fact given as the subject. In
the present context the subject is the substantive which is known as ‘organ
of knowledge’ without dispute, and of it the characteristic of ‘being authen-
tic definitive cognition of an object’ is predicated. [Definition being a case
of purely negative inference presupposes a subject, a probandum and a
probans]. The probans thereof is the character of ‘being organ of know-
ledge’. There is nothing repugnant in the subject functioning as a probans.
It stands to reason that where the individual is a subject, its relevant univer-
sal may serve as probans as in the following example : ‘The smoke is coex-
istent with fire, since it has the character of being smoke just like the cases
of smoke cognised before.” The absence of (a different kind of) example
does not detract from its probative force as the knowledge of the probandum
is secured by internal concomitance alone. It will be shown (in 1. 2. 18)
that the case is quite on a par with the syllogism : The living body is pos-
sessed of a soul because it is possessed of vital functions.

9. tatra nirnayah samsayanadhyavasayavikalpakatvarahitam jianam /
tato ‘nirnaya’-padenajfianarupasyendriyasannikarsadeh, jianariupasyapi sam-
$ayadeh pramanatvanisedhah /
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9. The term ‘definitive cognition’ in the definition stands for a species
of cognition which is devoid of the characteristic of doubt, indecision and
indeterminate cognition. Thus the use of the term ‘definitive cognition’ serves
to negate the character of organ of knowledge of sense-object contact as it is
not a cognition and of doubt, etc., though they are included in the category of
cognition.

10. aryate ’rthyate va artho heyopadeyopeksantyalaksanah, heyasya
hatum, upadeyasyopadatum, upeksantyasyopeksitum arthyamanatvat / na
canupadeyatvad upeksaniyo heya evantarbhavati; aheyatvad upadeya
evantarbhavaprasakteh / upeksaniya eva ca miirdhabhisikto 'rthah, yogibhis
tasyaivaryamanatvat / asmadadinam api heyopadeyabhyam bhityan
evopeksaniyo 'rthah; tan nayam upeksitum ksamah / arthasya nirnaya iti
karmani sasthi, nirntyamanatvena vyapyatvad arthasya / arthagrahanam ca
svanirnayavyavacchedartham tasya sato ’py alaksanatvad iti vaksyamah /

10. The artha (object) is what is attained or aimed at (by a
cognition) and it is placed under (three heads, viz.,) what is to be avoided,
what is to be accepted and what is to be ignored, inasmuch as the avoidable
is sought to be avoided, the acceptable is sought to be accepted and the
ignorable is sought to be ignored. It cannot be contended that the ignorable
should be subsumed under the avoidable on the ground of its peing unfit
for acceptance, since (by similar logic) its inclusion under the acceptable
may also be a possibility being the opposite of the avoidable. On the
contrary, (the category of) the ignorable constitutes a field of overwhelm-
ing importance so far as the ascetics are concerned (the number of things
ignored by them being far greater than that of what they seek to attain or to
avoid). And even as regards men constituted like us, the magnitude of what
is to be ignored far outweighs that of what is to be accepted and what is to
be avoided. So it does not deserve to be left out of consideration. In the
expression ‘the definitive cognition of object’ (arthasya nirmnayah), the
genitive case-ending (in the original) has the force of an objective case, as
the object is directly accessible (to cognition), the object being what is
definitively cognised. The insertion of the term ‘object’ in the definition is
made for the sake of the exclusion of self-cognition, as we will show that
though it is a fact it is not an exclusive characteristic.
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11. samyag ity aviparitartham avyayam samarficater va riipam / tac ca
nirmayasya visesanam, tasyaiva samyaktvasamyaktvayogena visestum ucitatvat;
arthas tu svato na samyag napy asamyag iti sambhava-vyabhicarayor abhavat
na visesantyah / tena samyag yo ‘rthanirnaya iti visesanad viparyayanirasah /
tato ‘tivyaptyavyaptyasambhavadosavikalam idam pramanasamanyalaksanam
Hz211

11. The term samyak (authentic) means what is not contrary to fact
and is an indeclinable. Or, it may be a derivative of Vafic with sam as its
prefix. This is an adjective to ‘definitive cognition’, because it is this alone
which is competent to be determined as authentic or unauthentic. As
regards the object, it is neither authentic nor unauthentic by itself and so
does not deserve this adjective to qualify it, since it lacks the conditions of
possibility and contingency. The result of the qualification of ‘definitive
cognition of an object’ by the ‘adjective ‘authentic’ is the exclusion of error.
So this general definition of organ of knowledge is destitute of the faults of
undesirable extension, non-inclusion and absurdity. (2)

12. nanu arthanirnayavat svanirnayo ’pi vrddhaih pramana-
laksanatvena uktah — “pramanam svaparabhasi” [Nyayavatara 1] iti, “svartha-
vyavasayatmakam jhanam pramanam” [Tattvarthaslokavartika 1.10.77] iti.
ca / na casav asan, ‘ghatam aham janami’ ityadau kartrkarmavat jiiapter apy
avabhasamanatvat / na ca apratyaksopalambhasyarthadrstih prasiddhyati /
na ca jianantarat tadupalambhasambhavanam, tasyapy anupalabdhasya
prastutopalambhapratyaksikarabhavat / upalambhantarasambhavdne
canavastha / arthopalambhat tasyopalambhe anyonyasrayadosah / etena
‘arthasya sambhavo nopapadyeta na cet jiidnam syat’ ity arthapattyapi .
tadupalambhah pratyuktah; tasya api jiapakatvenajfiataya jiiapakatvayogat /
arthapattyantarat tajjfiane anavasthetaretarasrayadosapattes tadavasthah
paribhavah / tasmad arthonmukhatayeva svorimukhataydpi jhanasya prati-
bhasat svanirnayatmakatvam apy asti / nanu anubhuter anubhavyatve
ghatadivad ananubhiititvaprasangah; maivam vocah; jAdtur jAatrtvena iva
anubhuter anubhiititvenaivanubhavat / na canubhiiter anubhavyatvarm dosah;
arthapeksaya ‘nubhiititvat, svapeksayd ‘nubhavyatvat, svapitrputrapeksayai-
kasya putratvapitrtvavat virodhabhavat / na ca svatmani kriyavirodhah;
anubhavasiddhe ’rthe virodhasiddheh / anumandc ca svasamvedanasiddhih;
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tathahi — jAanam prakasamdnam evartham prakasayati, prakasakatvat,
pradipavat / samvedanasya prakasyatvat prakasakatvam asiddham iti cet;
na; ajiananirasadidvarena prakasakatvopapatteh / na ca netradibhir anai-
kantikata; tesam bhavendriyarupanam eva prakasakatvat / bhavendriyaniam
ca svasamvedanariipataiveti na vyabhicarah / tathd, samvit svaprakasa,
arthapratititvat, yah svaprakaso na bhavati nasav arthapratitih yatha ghatah /
tathd, yat jianam tat atmabodham praty anapeksitaparavyaparam, yatha
gocarantaragrahijfianat pragbhavi gocarantaragrahijianaprabandha-
syantygjiianam, jianam ca vivadadhyasitam riupadijianam iti/ samvit
svaprakase svavantarajatiyam napeksate, vastutvat, ghatavat/samvit
paraprakasya, vastutvat, ghatavad iti cet; na; asyaprayojakatvat, na khalu
ghatasya vastutvat paraprakasyata api tu buddhivyatiriktatvat / tasmat
svanirnayo 'pi pramanalaksanam astv ity asankyaha -
svanirnayah sann apy alaksanam, apramane ’pi bhavat ||3]]|

- 12. Now (a problem is raised), ‘cognition of (its own) self has also
been propounded by the old masters as an element of the definition of
organ of knowledge just like the cognition of an object’. Compare (the
definitions) : ‘organ of knowledge is revelatory of self and other’ (NA, 1),
and ‘organ of knowledge is the cognition which is of the nature of
determination of self and an object’ (TSV, 1.10.77). Nor is this (sc. cognition
of self) unjustified, since in (the introspection) ‘I- know the jar’ and the like,
the fact of cognition is as much revealed (as a content) as (the elements of)
subject and object. It is not possible that the cognition of an object can
happen to a subject who does not intuit the act of cognition. It cannot be
supposed that the cognition of such an act is effected by a second cognition,
since the latter, too, being equally uncognised cannot amount to an intuition
of the (first) cognition in question. If a third cognition is requisitioned for
the purpose, it will lead to a regressus ad infinitum [the third being in the
same situation with the second qua uncognised will require a fourth and the
fourth a fifth and so on if no cognition is supposed to be self-intuited]. If the
cognition of the act (of cognition) be made dependent upon the cognition of
object, it will give rise to the fallacy of logical see-saw. This (exposure of
absurdity) is sufficient to dismiss the attempt to account for such cognition
by resort to negative implication, viz., ‘the realisation of the object would
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not be possible unless there were a cognition of the same.’ [The idea is that
a thing can be known only by means of a cognition and not otherwise. The
fact of knownness therefore implies the presence of cognition. The reason
for rejection of the aforementioned hypothesis lies in the fact that]
implication being itself uncognised as the cause of cognition cannot possibly
be a causa cognoscendi (which it is admitted to be and as such should be
believed to be self-intuitive). If again the (first) implication (of the act of
cognition) be supposed to be cognised by another implication, the result
will be either an infinite regress or a logical see-sew [according as a series of
implications is postulated or the first implication is made known by the
second and vice versa] and this makes the discomfiture (of the opponent)
inevitable as before. Thus (the conclusion is inescapable that) as cognition is
(invariably) felt as self-regarding, it must be admitted that it is cognisant of
its own self as well. ' ‘

(Q) If cognition be an object of cognition, like a jar, it would become
not-cognition (i.e., would cease to be a cognition).

(A) You cannot argue like that, since a cognition is felt as cognition just
as the self is felt as self. Nor is there any logical absurdity in the fact that
cognition is also cognisable, since it is a ‘cognition’ with reference to the object
and ‘cognisable’ with reference to its own self (that is to say, a cognition
cognises its own self just as it does an object). There is no incompatibility in
the situation just as there is none in the same person being a son and father
with reference to his own father and son. Nor can an incompatibility be
alleged in the action of the self upon itself, since incompatibility cannot occur
in a thing attested to be true by direct experience.

The fact of self-cognisance (of a cognition) can also be proved by
inference. Cognition reveals an object only while it reveals (itself), since it
is revelatory just as a light. It ought not to be urged that a cognition being
an object of revelation cannot logically function as an agent of revelation.
For it is quite legitimate that it should be an agent of revelation by reason
of effecting expulsion of ignorance and the like. It should not, however, be
contended that the rule propounded breaks down in the case of sense-
organs, eye and the like (which though revelatory are not self-revealed and
so the probans ‘revelatory’ is not necessarily concomitant with self-revela-
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tion). There is no break of the rule since it is (not physical organs but) their
spiritual counterparts which are revelatory and they are self-revealed as a
matter of necessity. And (the truth of our contention is proved by the
following syllogistic arguments) : Consciousness is self-revealing, since it is
cognition of an object; whatever is not self-revealing is not cognition of an
object, for example — a jar (which is not cognition of an object as it is not
self-revealing). Whatever is a cognition is independent of the service of
another (cognition) for its own cognition, just as the last member of a series

of cognitions of an object immediately preceding the cognition of another
object is. The cognition of colour, etc., which is the subject-matter of
dispute is certainly a cognition (and therefore must be independent for its
own cognition). An entity, for instance a jar, does not require another entity
of the same genus or of a subordinate species for its revelation; a cognition
is such an entity; (therefore it does not require another cognition of the
same genus or of a subordinate species for its own revelation).

(Q) A cognition, being an entity, must be liable to be revealed by
another just like the jar.

(A) No. The probans (viz. ‘being an entity’) is devoid of a logical
sanction. (The fact of ‘being an entity’ has no bearing upon its revelation by
itself or by another. It is a question of ultimate fact which can be decided by
the verdict of experience). The fact that a jar is revealed by an other (sc.
cognition) is not due to the fact that it is an entity but because it is other
than cognition.

(The opponent now drives home the conclusion that) self-cognition,
too, should be (included in) the definition of knowledge Anticipating all
this, he (stitrakara) observes (as follows) :

(Aph.) Self-cognition, though (unavoidably) present, is not

(a necessary element of) the defining characteristic, as it
overlaps cases of erroneous cognition. (3)

13. sann api iti paroktam anumodate / ayam arthah — na hi asti ity
eva sarvari laksanatvena vacyam kintu yo dharmo vipaksad vyavartate /
svanirnayas tu apramane 'pi samsayadau vartate; na hi kacit jiianamatra
sasti yd na svasarmviditd nama / tato na svanirnayo laksanam ukto ’smabhih,
vrddhais tu pariksdrtham upaksipta ity adosah ||3}]
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13. By the expression ‘though (unavoidably) present’ the author
approves of the epponent’s contention. The meaning is this : It ought not to
be urged that whatever attribute is present (in a thing) should be included
in the definition (of it), simply because it is present therein, but only that
attribute which is absent from its opposite. Self-cognition, however, is
common to such erroneous cognition as doubt and the like. There is not a
single instance of cognition which is not ipso facto self-cognised. Therefore,
we have not propounded self-cognition as a defining characteristic. The old
masters, however, introduced it with a view to its examination (by first
learners). Hence no fault (in the definition). (3)

14. nanu ca paricchinnam artham paricchindata pramanena pistam
pistam syat / tatha ca grhitagrahinam dharavahijfiananam api pramanya-
prasangah / tato ‘purvarthanirnaya ity astu laksanam, yathahuh - “svapiirva-
rthavyavasayatmakam jfianam pramanam” [Pariksdmukha, 1.1] iti,
“tatrapurvarthavijianam” iti ca / tatraha -

grahisyamanagrahina iva grhitagrahino ’pi napramanyam ||4||

14. (A fresh difficulty is being raised :) If knowledge is to take note
of what is already known, it would be as redundant as the act of grinding
what has already been ground to dust. (If this contingency is excepted to)
then a series of repeating cognitions cognisant of the pre-cognised (object)
should also be accorded the status of valid knowledge. So let the definition
be (as follows) : Cognition of an object previously uncognised (is know-
ledge). And so also has it been propounded (in the following definitions) :
A cognition which is of the nature of ascertainment of itself and an organ of
a previously uncognised object is knowledge (PMS, 1. 1); or (simply) as ‘A
cognition of an object unknown before.’

To meet the difficulty, the author remarks :

(Aph.) The cognition taking note of an object previously cognised
does not lack the status of organ of knowledge exactly as the
cognition which takes note of what is to be cognised in
future. (4)

15. ayam arthah - dravyapeksaya va grhitagrahitvam vipratisidhyeta
paryayapeksaya va ? tatra paryayapeksaya dharavahijfiandnam api grhita-
grahitvam na sambhavati, ksanikatvat parydyanam; tatkatham tannivrttyar-
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tham visesanam upddiyeta ? atha dravyapeksaya; tad apy ayuktam; dravyasya
nityatvad ekatvena grhitagrahisyamanavasthayor na bhedah / tatas ca karm
visesam asritya grahisyamdnagrahinah pramanyam, na grhitagrahinah ? api ca
avagrahehadinam grhitagrahitve 'pi pramanyam isyata eva / na caisarm bhinna-
visayatvam; evam hy avagrhitasya anthanat, thitasya aniscayad asamarjasam
apadyeta / na ca paryaydpeksaya anadhigataviSesavasayad apurvarthatvam
vacyam; evam hi na kasyacid grhitagrahitvam ity uktaprayam /

15. This is the meaning (which can be brought out as follows) : Does
the repudiation of the cognition of the cognised object have reference to the
substance or a mode ? If it is the mode which is referred to, then even the
series of repeating cognitions cannot be alleged to take stock of the same
precognised object, since the modes are momentary in duration. In that case
what would be the necessity of incorporating this qualifying proviso for the
exclusion of the contingency (i.e., repeated cognition of the same object) ?
If, on the other hand, (the repeating cognition in question be supposed) to
relate to the substance, that will also be (an) illegitimate (position).
Substance being (the self-same) unity, being eternal (irrespective of the
modes occurring in it), does not admit of any variation in either state qua
cognised before or to be cognised hereafter. So (we do not see any reason
for this distinctive treatment since the opponent) cannot point to a distin-
guishing circumstance in the cognition of an object to be known hereafter on
the basis of which it should be accorded the rank of organ of knowledge
which is denied to the cognition of a precognised object. [The Jaina cannot
at any rate insist on the absence of previous cognition as a condition of valid
knowledge. The commentator accordingly contends :] Further, determinate
perception, speculation and the rest are acknowledged to be valid instances
of knowledge in spite of the fact that the succeeding cognition takes stock of
what has been cognised by the preceding ones. It cannot be contended that
these cognitions are conversant with different objects. If that were the case,
the object of determinate perception would not be the object of speculation
and the object of speculation would not be the object of judgment - a
contingency which would throw out of gear (the whole apparatus of
epistemology). It would not again be a sound contention to maintain that
the cognitions under consideration are each conversant with an uncognised
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element furnished by (the ever-occurring change of) modes. This would be
tantamount to admission that no cognition is possessed of a content which is
cognised before.

16. smrtes ca pramanatvenabhyupagatayd grhitagrahitvam eva
satattvam / yair api smrter apramartyam istam tair apy arthad anutpada eva
hetutvenokto na grhitagrahitvam, yad aha -

“na smrter apramanatvam grhitagrahitakrtam /

api tv anarthajanyatvam tadapramanyakaranam //”

[Nydyama#ijari p. 23] iti ||4]|

16. As regards recollection which is acknowledged to be an organ of
knowledge, its essential character consists in the cognition of a precognised
object. And even those, who assert recollection to be destitute of the status of
an organ of knowledge, base their conclusion on the fact that it is not directly
derived from an object and not on the fact that it is cognisant of the
precognised object. As has been observed (by Jayanta Bhatta) : “That
recollection has not the status of an organ of knowledge is not due to the fact
that it is cognisant of a precognised object. The reason for its invalidity, on the
contrary, is found in its origination independent of an object.” (NM, p. 23). (4)

17. atha pramanalaksanapratiksiptanam samsayanadhyavasayavi-
paryayanam laksanam aha -

anubhayatrobhayakotisparsi pratyayah sarmsayah ||5]|

17. Now he proposes to set forth the definitions of doubt, indecision
and error which have been rebutted by the definition of an organ of
knowledge.

(Aph) Doubt is the cognition which refers to both the extremes

with reference to an object which is not possessed of such
dual character. (5)

18. anubhayasvabhave vastuni ubhayantaparimarsanastlam jhanam
sarvatmand Seta ivatma yasmin sati sa samsayah, yatha andhakare durad
tirdhvakaravastiipalambhat sadhakabadhakapramanabhave sati ‘sthanur va
puruso va’ iti pratyayah / anubhayatragrahanam ubhayartipe vastuny
ubhayakotisamsparse 'pi samsayatvanirakarandrtham, yatha ‘asti ca nasti ca
ghatah’, ‘nityas canityas catma’ ityadi ||5]|

visesanullekhy anadhyavasayah ||6]]
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18. The cognition, which fully touches both the (opposite) extremes with
reference ro an objecr which does nor [actually) possess such a dual characrer,
is designated as samsaya (doubt), inasmuch as the self, on its emergence, seems
to retire into a perfectly supine state (owing to the loss of vigil). For example, we
may cite the case of the cognition ‘Whether it is a post or a human being’, which
arises on the apprehension, from a distance, of a tall object in darkness, when
proofs either by way of confirmation or refutation are equally found to be want-
ing. The insertion (of the qualifying adjunct) ‘with reference to an object which
is not possessed. of such a dual character’ is needed for the preclusion of the
definition of doubt from overlapping such cases of cognition as take note of both
the extremes in objects which are really possessed of such a dual nature. As in-
stances (of the latter category) we may cite such judgements as “The jar exists
and does not exist” or, ‘The self is both permanent and impermanent.” (5)

(Aph.) A cognition which fails to take note of specific characteristic is
(called) indecision. (6)

19. dirandhakaradivasad asadharanadharmavamarsarahitah prat-
Yyayah aniscayatmakatvat anadhyavasayah, yatha ‘kim etat’ iti / yad apy
avikalpakam prathamaksanabhavi paresam pratyaksapramanatvenabhimatam
tad apy anadhyavasaya eva, visesollekhasya tatrapy abhavat iti ||6]|

atasmims tad eveti viparyayah ||7| |

19. A cognition which fails to grasp the specific characteristic of its
object owing to distance, darkness and the like is called ‘indecision’,
because it falls short of certitude delivering itself in the form ‘What may it
be.” And as regards indeterminate intuition arising at the first moment (of
sense-object contact) which is regarded by others (sc. Buddhists) as
perceptual knowledge, it is nothing but a case of ‘indecision’ inasmuch as it
also lacks consideration of specific characteristics. (6)

(Aph.) Error is a cognition which definitely takes a thing to be

what it is not. (7)

20. yat jiane pratibhasate tadriparahite vastuni ‘tad eva’ iti pratyayo
viparyasariipatvad viparyayah, yatha dhatuvaisamyan madhuradisu dravyesu
tiktadipratyayah, timiradidosat ekasminn api candre dvicandradipratyayah,
nauyanat agacchatsv api vrksesu gacchatpratyayah, asubhramanat alatadav
acakre ’pi cakrapratyaya iti / avasitam pramanalaksanam ||7| |
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20. When a cognition has for its content a characteristic, which is
actually wanting in the object concerned, and still the object is definitely
believed to be possessed of that (very characteristic in pursuance of the
cognition), it (the cognition) is a case of error (literally a contrary cognition),
being the reverse (of the objective fact). The following cases are examples of
it. (1) The cognition of a substance which is sweet as bitter and such-like cases
owing to the disorder of bodily humours; (2) the cognition of one self-
identical moon as two owing to the affection of the eye; (3) the cognition of
trees, though actually fixed and stationary, as moving owing to the (swift)
movement of a boat; (4) the cognition of fire-brand and the like as circular,
though they are non-circular, on account of swift rotation (by a person).

The (consideration of the) definition of organ of knowledge comes
to an end here. (7)

21. nanu astitktalaksanam pramanam; tatpramanyam tu svatah,
parato va nisciyeta ? na tavat svatah; tadd hi svasarividitatvat jianam ity
eva grhniyat, na punah samyaktvalaksanam pramanyam, jhianatvamatram
tu pramanabhasasddharanam / api ca svatah pramanye sarvesam aviprati-
pattiprasangah / napi paratah; param hi tadgocaragocaram vd jranam
abhyupeyeta, arthakriyanirbhasam va, tadgocaranantariyakarthadarsanarm
va ? tac ca sarvam svato ‘anavadhrtapramanyam avyavasthitam sat katham
piirvam pravartakam jianam vyavasthdpayet ? svato va ’sya pramanye ko
‘paradhah pravartakajfidnasya yena tasydpi tan na sydat ? na ca pramanyarn
jiidyate svata ity uktam eva, paratas tv anavasthety asankyaha -

pramanyaniscayah svatah parato va ||8]|

21. Let an organ of knowledge be as it is defined. But how is its
validity determined—(is it determined) by itself or another ? It cannot
certainly be (determined) by itself. A cognition being self-intuited should
intuit itself as being cognition, pure and simple. It cannot be expected to
take note of the element of authenticity which constitutes its validity. And
so far as the (intuited) character of being cognition is concerned, it is
shared in common with false knowledge. Moreover, if validity were self-
intuited, there would occur no occasion of dispute among philosophers. Nor
can it (validity) be supposed to be apprehended by some other (cognition).
The other cognition in question may be considered to be either (1) one
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which has for its object the self-same object of the cognition (the validity of
which is under dispute), or (2) a cognition (which verifies it) by taking note
of its utility, or (3) the cognition of an object which is invariably
concomitant with the object of the former cognition. All these (possibili-
ties), having, as they do, a validity not self-certified, are themselves
undetermined (in logical status) and as such how can they be expected to
determine the initial cognition, which leads to activity, (as valid) ? And if
these latter cognitions have their validity self-certified, what is the offence
of the initial cognition, that should deprive it of the right of self-validation ?
It has already been definitely asserted that validity of a cognition is not
known by itself and if, on the other hand, it is supposed to be determined
by an outsider (sc. cognition), the result would be a regressus ad infinitum.

Having all these considerations in view the author propounds (the
following) :

(Aph.) Determination of validity is either by itself or by some

other. (8)

22. pramanyaniscayah kvacit svatah yatha ’bhyasadasapanne
svakarataladijfiane, snanapanavagahanodanyopasamadav arthakriyanirbhdse
va pratyaksajfiane; na hi tatra pariksakanksa ’sti preksavatam, tathahi -
jalajfianam, tato dahapipasartasya tatra pravrttih, tats tatpraptih, tatah
snanapanadini, tato dahodanyopasama ity etavataiva bhavati krti pramdta; na
punar dahodanyopasamajiianam api pariksate ity asya svatah pramanyam /
anumane tu sarvasminn api sarvatha nirastasamastavyabhicarasarike svata eva
pramanyam, avyabhicarilingasamutthatvat; na lingakaram jianam lingam
vind, na.ca lingam linginam vineti /

22. Determination of validity is in some cases achieved (by a cogni-
tion) by itself. Such for instance is the habitual cognition of one’s own palm
(induced by a repeated course of experience); or the direct intuition of results
(by verification afforded by) such (tests) as the acts of bathing, drinking,
immersion and alleviation of thirst and like processes. To be sure, in these
cases there is no demand for further verification felt by a rational mind. By
way of corroboration (one may point the following analysis of a typical
knowledge-situation): in the first place, there is cognition of water; in the
second place, there occurs, on the part of a person affected with heat and
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thirst, a volitional impulse towards it; in the third place, there is eventual
attainment (of the object); in the fourth place, the processes of bathing,
drinking and so on take place; in the last place, there occurs cessation of heat
and thirst. And this alone gives final satisfaction to the (knowing) subject.
And he does not feel an urge for further scrutiny of his cognition of the
cessation of heat and thirst. This establishes (the conclusion) that the validity
(of the cognition) is self-determined. As regards inference, however, the
intuition of self-validity in all its cases is quite obvious when all the possibility
of -doubt of the universal concomitance (on which the inference is based)
being contingent has been entirely eliminated. For (doubt is impossible when
the inference) is known to follow from a probans necessarily concomitant
(with the probandum). There cannot be cognition of a probans in the absence
of the probans and a (real) probans cannot exist unrelated to its probandum.

23. kvacit paratah pramanyaniscayah, yatha anabhyasadasapanne
pratyakse / nahi tat arthena grhitavyabhicdram iti tadekavisayat samvadakat
jfianantarad va, arthakriyanirbhasad va, nantariyarthadarsanad va tasya
pramanyam nisctyate / tesam ca svatah pramanyaniscayat nanavasthadi-
dausthyavakasah /

23. On some occasions the intuition of validity is secured by means of
an external datum. We may point for instance to the (primal) perceptual
cognition unconfirmed by repeated experience. Since such cognition has not
as yet been ascertained to stand in unfailing correspondence with the
(relevant) object, its validity is determined by a subsequent confirmatory
cognition of the same object, or by a cognition of its pragmatic consequenc-
es, or again by the cognition of an object invariably concomitant with it. As
regards the latter, their validity is self-evident and so there is no loophole for
the charge of infinite regress and the like.

24. sabde tu pramane drstarthe ’rthavyabhicarasya durjiianatvat
samvadadyadhinah paratah pramanyaniscayah; adrstarthe tu drstarthagraho-
paraga-nasta-mustyadipratipadakanam samvadena pramanyarm niscitya sam-
vadam antarenapy aptoktatvenaiva pramanyaniscaya iti sarvam upapannam /

24. As regards verbal knowledge its unfailing correspondence with
the (relevant) object is not realisable (by itself) and so its validity is (only)
determined by the external evidence furnished by verification and the like in



Text And Translation : 67

those cases where the object (of the verbal cognition) is capable of being
directly perceived. As regards (the cases of verbal propositions that refer to)
an object which is not amenable to perception, their validity is determined,
irrespective of verification, on the ground of their having been delivered by
‘a trustworthy person, on the analogy of his other statements regarding such
perceivable facts as the eclipse of the planets, loss of an article, secret
contents of a closed fist, whose authenticity has been attested by verifica-
tion. Thus all (the issues connected with the problem) find a rational
explanation (in our view).

25. “arthopalabdhihetuh pramanam?” iti Naiyayikah / tatrarthopalab-
dhau hetutvam yadi nimittatvamdtram; tada tat sarvakarakasadharanam iti
kartrkarmader api pramanatvaprasangah / atha kartrkarmadivilaksanari
karanam hetusabdena vivaksitam; tarhi tat jianam eva yuktam nendriya-
sannikarsadi, yasmin hi saty artha upalabdho bhavati sa tatkaranam / na ca
indriyasannikarsasamagryadau saty api jianabhave sa bhavati, sadhakatamam
hi karanam avyavahitaphalam ca tad isyate, vyavahitaphalasyapi karanatve
dadhibhojanader api tathdprasangah / tan na jiianad anyatra pramanatvam,
anyatropacarat /

25. The Naiyayikas assert that “The organ of knowledge is that which
is the condition of the cognition of an object’. Now if the condition of the
cognition of an object referred to in the definition be only an ‘efficient
condition’ (other than what is propounded as material and non-material cause
by the Naiyayika), then the subject, the object and so on should also be
regarded as having the characteristic of ‘being an organ of valid knowledge’,
since this (i.e. the character of ‘being an efficient condition’) is the common
attribute of all the (conditions which are meant by the) grammatical cases. If,
on the other hand, the term ‘condition’ is taken to stand for the instrumental
case as distinct from the subject, the object and so forth, then it should
logically be considered to be an act of cognition and not a sense-organ or its
contact (with the object), etc. Now, that alone is the insaumental case of a
cognition on the operation of which the object is immediately known. (It is a
fact that) a cognition (of an object) does not occur even in the presence of
such conditions as sense-organ and its contact, if (the conditioning) cognition
is absent. The instrumental case is that which is the most efficient condition
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which is found to be immediately followed by the effect. If, on the contrary, a
condition which is remotely conducive to an effect is regarded as its
instrument, then even (such remote condition of the alertness of sense-organs
as) ‘partaking of a dish of curd’ would also lay claim to their recognition as
such. The conclusion is thus irresistible that none but a cognition can be
regarded as the organ of knowledge, except by way of metaphor.

26. “samyaganubhavasadhanam pramanam” [Nyayasdra, p. 1] ity
atrapi sadhanagrahanat kartrkarmanirasena karanasya pramanatvam sidhyati,
tathapy avyavahitaphalatvena sadhakatamatvam jfiianasyaiva iti tad eva
pramanatvenaistavyam /

26. In (another definition propounded as) ‘That which is the
instrument of authentic cognition is the organ of knowledge’ (NSa, p. 1),
the insertion of the word ‘instrument’ is intended for the exclusion of the
subject and the object, and thus ends in proving that the organ of
knowledge is none other than the instrumental case. Such being the case,
the most effective condition is certainly none else than cognition, inasmuch
as it is immediately followed by the effect and so that (sc. cognition) alone
should be accepted as the organ of knowledge.

27. “pramanam avisarnvadi jiianam” [Pramanavartika, 2.1] iti
Saugatah / tatrapi yady avikalpakari jiianam; tada na tad vyavaharajanana-
samartham / samvyavaharikasya caitat pramanasya laksanam iti ca bha-
vantah, tat katham tasya pramanyam ? uttarakalabhavino vyavahdra-
Jjananasamarthad vikalpat tasya pramanye ydcitakamandananyayah, varam ca
vyavaharahetor vikalpasyaiva pramanyam abhyupagantum; evam hi param-
paraparisramah parihrto bhavati / vikalpasya capramanye katharm tannimitto
vyavaharo ‘visamvadi ? drsyavikalpyayor arthayor ekikaranena taimirikajfia-
navat samvadabhyupagame copacaritam samvaditvam syat / tasmad anu-
pacaritam avisamvaditvam pramanasya laksanam icchata nirnayah pramanam
estavyah iti |(8]|

27. The Buddhists assert ‘It is non-discrepant cognition that is the
organ of knowledge,” (PV, 2. 1). If the cognition referred to in the definition
be regarded as indeterminate, it would not be capable of generating a
pragmatic consequece. If you maintain that the definition is concerned with
a conventional organ of knowledge, how can you establish its validity ? The
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validity (of indeterminate cognition) has been supposed to be effected by a
determinate cognition bringing up the rear which is capable of generating
a pragmatic consequence. But this is exposed to the consequences of the
maxim of decoration with borrowed ornaments. It stands to reason that the
determinate cognition capable of pragmatic consequences should rather
have its claim to validity recognised. The acceptance of this course would
serve to eliminate the labour of resort to a roundabout procedure. Again, if
determinate cognition were invalid, how could the activity inspired by it be
(as a matter of universal rule) never incongruent (with fact) ? If the cong-
ruence be accounted for on the ground of identification of the concept with
the perceptum as is the case with the perceptual cognition of a person
suffering from disorder of the eye, then the congruence in question would
be a factitious one (resorted to by way of metaphor). So if (the Buddhist) is
to intend natural, as opposed to factitious, validity as the defining charac-
teristic of (perceptual) cognition, he must accept that it is determinate
cognition that is the organ of knowledge. (8)

28. pramdnasamanyalaksanam uktva pariksya ca visesalaksanarm
vaktukamo vibhdgam antarena tadvacanasyasakyatvat vibhagapratipada-
nartham aha -

pramanam dvidha ||9||

28. The author has set forth the general definition of the organ of

knowledge and has also subjected it to scrutiny. Now, he proposes to
propound the specific definition and with this end in view he sets forth the
divisions of the same, in view of the fact that the formulation of such a
definition is not possible without the previous demonstration of its divi-
sions. :
(Aph.) The organ of knowledge is of two kinds. (9)
29. samanyalaksanasitre pramanagrahanam pariksayantaritam iti na
‘tad@’ paramystam kintu saksad evoktar pramanam iti / dvidha dviprakaram
eva, vibhagasyavadhdranaphalatvat / tena pratyaksam evaikam pramanam iti
Carvakah, pratyaksanumanagamah pramanam iti Vaisesikah, tany eva iti
Sankhyah, sahopamanena catvariti Naiyayikah, saharthapattya parficeti
Prabhakarah, sahabhavena sad iti Bhattah iti nyinadhikapramanavadinah
pratiksiptah / tatpratiksepas ca vaksyate ||9] |
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29. The expression ‘organ of knowledge’ (pramana), though includ-
ed in the general definition given in the aphorism (no. 2), has been
intercepted by (the discourse involved in) scrutiny and so it is not referred
to by the pronoun ‘that’ (in the aphorism as this might make it difficult to
understand the reference). Hence the expression ‘organ of knowledge’ is
bodily inserted herein. The expression ‘of two kinds’ has the meaning ‘of
two varieties only’ — since classification implies exclusive determination as
its logical upshot. The consequence of this (exclusive determination) is that
the views of philosophers (of different schools), who assert the number of
such organs to be more or less (than this), are to be rejected. The Carvakas
maintain that perception is the only organ of knowledge and none else. The
VaiSesika philosophers contend that there are three such organs, viz.,
perception, inference and verbal testimony, which is also the position of the
Sankhyas. The Naiyayikas accept comparison in addition to the three. The
Prabhakaras again accept the four organs and add presupposition as the
fifth. The followers of Bhatta (Kumarila) accept negation as an additional
organ and thus assert six such organs in all. The refutation of these views
will be given (in a subsequent section). (9) (

30. tarhi pramanadvaividhyam kim tatha yathahuh Saugatah
“pratyaksam anumdnam ca” [Pramanasamuccaya, 1.2; Nyayabindu, 1.3] iti,
utanyatha ? ity aha -

pratyaksam paroksarm ca ||10]|

30. [But a doubt arises in this connection.] Is the twofold classifica-
tion to be understood in terms of what has been propounded by the
Buddhists, viz., as ‘Perception and Inference’ (PS, I. 2; NB, I. 3) or in a
different way ? [In order to set at rest all doubt,] he observes : '

(Aph.) (Namely,) Perceptual and Non-perceptual. (10)

31. asnute aksnoti va vyapnoti sakaladravyaksetrakalabhayan iti akso
jivah, asnute visayam iti aksam indriyam ca / pratih pratigatarthah / aksam
pratigatam tadasritam, aksani cendriyani tani pratigatam indriyany
asrityojjihite yat jianam tat pratyaksam vaksyamanalaksanam / aksebhyah
parato vartate iti parenendriyadina coksyata iti paroksam vaksyamana-
laksanam eva / cakarah svavisaye dvayos tulyabalatvakhyapanarthah / tena
yad ahuh ~ “sakalapramanajyestham pratyaksam” iti tad apastam /
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pratyaksapiirvakatvad itarapramananam tasya jyesthateti cet; na;
pratyaksasydpi pramanantarapiirvakatvopalabdheh; lingdt aptopadesad va

vahnyadikam avagamya pravrttasya tadvisayapratyaksotpatteh ||10||
31. [The etymological meaning of the word pratyaksa is stated here].
The word aksa is derived from Vas or Vaksa meaning ‘to pervade’. That which
pervades (i.e. embraces) all substance, space, time and mode is entitled aksa
which means an individual self. The word (aksa) may also denote a sense-
organ, since it also pervades (that is, apprehendé) an object. The prefix prati
has the sense of pratigata i.e. resident or dependent. (The whole word
pratyaksa then means) what is resident in aksa, (that is to say, in the
individual). The word aksa also means sense-organs. And so the cognition
which arises in dependence upon the sense-organs is called pratyaksa,
perceptual cognition, of which the definition will be stated later. Paroksa, non-
perceptual cognition, is that which is placed beyond the province of senses or
that which is left untouched by an other, i.e., a sense-organ and the like, and
its definition will be stated below. The conjunction ‘and’ is intended to stress
the equal competence of both in their respective provinces. This serves to
refute the position of those who maintain that perceptual cognition is the
seniormost of all organs of knowledge. It cannot be contended that as all other
organs are preceded by preceptual cognition, the latter should be regarded as
the seniormost of them. It is (not infrequently) observed that perceptual
cognition also follows in the wake of other organs. Thus, for example, a
person having become aware of fire and so on either by means of a
characteristic mark (probans) or the instruction of a trustworthy person
proceeds towards it and comes to have perceptual cognition of the same. (10)
32. na pratyaksad anyat pramanam iti Laukayatikah / tatraha—
vyavasthanyadhinisedhanam siddheh pratyaksetarapramana-

siddhih ||11}]
32. According to the adherents of Carvaka, there is no other organ of
knowledge than perception. In (order to refute) this position the author says :
(Aph.) That there are organs of knowledge other than percep-
tion is proved by the realisation of determination, know-
ledge of other men’s thoughts, and negation. (11)

33. pramandapramanavibhagasya, parabuddheh, atindriyarthanisedhasya
ca siddhir nanumanadipramanam vina/Carvako hi kascij jianavyaktith samvadi-
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tvenavyabhicarinir upalabhyanyas ca visamvaditvena vyabhicarinth, punah
kalantare tadrsitaranam jfianavyaktinam avasyam pramanetarate vyavastha-
payet / na ca sannihitdrthabalena utpadyamanam piirvaparaparamarsasunyarn
pratyaksam pirvaparakalabhavininam jiianavyaktinam pramanyapramanya-
vyavasthdpakari nimittam upalaksayitur ksamate / na cayar svapratitigocara-
nam api jfidnavyaktindm param prati pramanyam apramanyam va vyavastha-
payitumn prabhavati/tasmad yathadrstajfianavyaktisadharmyadvarena idanin-
- tanajfidnavyaktinam pramanyapramanyavyavasthapakarm parapratipadakam ca
paroksantargatam anumanaripam pramandantaram upasita /

33. The realisation of the distinction between valid and invalid cogni-
tions, of another man’s thought, and negation of what transcends sense-
intuition is not possible without the services of other organs of knowledge
such as inference. The Cérv?;ka positivist is also (found) to determine at a
subsequent time that some cognitions are valid and some are invalid on the
basis of their analogy to past experiences which he has found to be non-
discrepant and discrepant (with fact) respectively according as they did
correspond or failed to correspond (with reality). It is not possible that a
perceptual cognition, which derives its genesis from a datum present (to the
senses) and which is incapable of taking cognisance of what has preceded and
what will follow, should have the capacity of discerning a characteristic
capable of determining the validity and invalidity of the individual cognitions
occurring before and after. And even with regard to those specific cases of
cognitions of which he has direct cognisance, the Carvaka will not be in a
position to determine the validity or invalidity of them to the satisfaction of an
outsider. Hence it follows that he must have recourse to a different organ of
knowledge which must be of the nature of inference and as such included
under the head of non-perceptual cognition, which will enable him to
determine the validity and invalidity of present cases of knowledge on the
basis of their analogy to cases of knowledge found to be veridical and also to
convince an outsider (of the truth).

34. api ca apratipitsitam artham pratipadayan ‘nayam laukiko na
pariksakah’ ity unmattavad upeksaniyah syat / na ca pratyaksena parace-
tovrttinam - adhigamo 'sti / cestavisesadarsandt tadavagame ca paroksasya
pramanyam anicchato ‘py ayatam /
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34. Moreover, a person who seeks to prove a fact which is not wanted
to be known (by anybody), certainly runs the risk of being ignored with
contempt like a man who has gone out of his senses, since thereby he would
act neither as a man of common sense nor as a philosopher. Nor again is it
possible to have acquaintance with what passes in other people’s mind by
means of perception. If, on the other hand, (it is asserted that) such acquain-
tance (with another man’s knowledge) is achieved by the study of his
(outward) activity, the validity of non-perceptual cognition is established
even against his will.

35. paralokadinisedhas ca na pratyaksamatrena sakyah kartum,
sannihitamatravisayatvat tasya / paralokadikam capratisidhya nayam sukham
aste pramanantaram ca necchatiti dimbhahevakah /

35. The negation of (post-mortem eXxistence in) the other world and
the like is not capable of being asserted merely on the basis of perceptual
intuition which has its jurisdiction only over what is present to the senses. The
behaviour of the Carvaka, who finds no peace without the denial of (life in)
the other world and so on, but still refuses to admit the validity of other
organs of knowledge, reminds one of the conduct of a (perverse) child.

36. kifica, pratyaksasyapy arthavyabhicarad eva pramanyant tac cartha-
pratibaddhalingasabdadvara samunmajjatah paroksasyapy arthavyabhicarad
eva kim nesyate ? vyabhicarino ’pi paroksasya ddarsanad apramanyam iti cet;
pratyaksasyapi timiradidosad apramanasya darsanat sarvatrapramanya-
prasangah / pratyaksabhasam tad iti cet; itaratrapi tulyam etad anyatra
paksapatat / Dharmakirtir apy etad aha —

“pramanetarasamanyasthiter anyadhiyo gateh /
pramanantarasadbhavah pratisedhac ca kasyacit //1//
arthasyasambhave ’bhavat pratyakse ’pi pramanata /
pratibaddhasvabhavasya tddhetutve samam dvayam” //2// iti

36. Furthermore, the validity of even perceptual cognition can be
established only on the evidence of its unfailing correspondence with fact. (It
passes one’s understanding) why should the Carvaka not acknowledge the
validity of non-perceptual cognitions, arising either from verbal testimony or
from a logical ground known to be necessarily concomitant with a fact, on the
identical ground of unfailing correspondence with fact. The Carvaka may
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contend that the invalidity of non-perceptual cognition is proved by the fact
that there are also cases of such cognitions which are found to lack unfailing
correspondence with fact. But this would make the denial of validity of every
cognition inevitable, since even perceptual cognitions, arising from diseased
vision and suchlike defects, are also found to be invalid [and thus should
throw doubt over perceptual cognition as a class, which is the only case of
valid knowledge according to the opponent. The result will be unrelieved
scepticism, since neither perceptual cognition nor non-perceptual cognition,
which is unreservedly declared by him to be invalid, will have indubious claim
to validity]. The Carvaka might retort : Well, it is a case of simulated
perception (and so its invalidity does not affect veridical intuitions). But the
case is exactly the same with the other (sc. non-perceptual cognition), but for
your biassed obsession. Dharmakirti also makes similar observation :

“The existence of another organ of knowledge (viz. inference) is estab-
lished by means of the community of nature (which a subsequent cognition
exhibits) with a (past) cognition of attested validity or its opposite (sc. an in-
valid cognition); (secondly,) by the cognisance of other people’s thoughts; and
(thirdly,) by the denial of a particular position. The validity of a perceptual
cognition also is due to (its necessary concomitance with an objective fact, i.e.,)
its impossibility without the existence of a (corresponding) object and the two
cases (perceptual and non-perceptual cognitions) are exactly similar, if neces-
sary concomitance be the ground of this (validity), (which is also present in the
case of non-perceptual cognition to assure its validity).”(1-2)

37. yathoktasarikhyayoge ’pi ca paroksarthavisayam anumdnam eva
Saugatair upagamyate; tad ayuktam; Sabdadindm api pramanatvat tesam ca
anumane ‘ntarbhavayitum asakyatvat / ekena tu sarvasangrahina pramanena
pramanantarasangrahe nayam dosah / tatra yatha indriyajamanasatmasam-
vedanayogijfiananam pratyaksena sangrahas tatha smrtipratyabhijiian-
ohanumanagamanam paroksena sangraho laksanasyavisesat / smrtyadinam
ca visesalaksanani svasthana eva vaksyante / evari paroksasyopamanasya
pratyabhijfidne, arthdapatter anumane ‘ntarbhavo bhidhdsyate | |11 I

37. Though the number (of organs of knowledge) as set forth is
endorsed by them, yet the Buddhists insist on regarding all non-perceptual
cognitions as necessarily partaking of the nature of inference. But this is an



Text And Translation . ‘ : 75

untenable position. Verbal testimony and others are also organs of know-
ledge and it is impossible to include them under the head of inference. Of
course, there is no logical aberration in the fact that one all-comprehensive
organ of knowledge should include other such organs (as particular instan-
ces). For instance, the sense-intuition, mental intuition (introspection), self-
intuition and the transcendent intuition of the yogins are all subsumed (as
species) under (the genus) perceptual intuition; and recollection, recogni-
tion, inductive reasoning, inference and verbal testimony are included under
non-perceptual cognition, since the definition applies to all of them without
exception. As for the specific definitions of recollection and so on, they will
be stated in their proper places. As regards comparison which is regarded as
a case of non-perceptual.cognition (by the Nydya and the Mimamsa schools),
it will be shown to be included under recognition, and as for presupposition
(believed to be an independent organ by the Mimamsa school), that also will
be shown to be subsumed under inference. (11)

38. yat tu pramanam eva na bhavati na tenantarbhiitena bahirbhiitena
va kificit prayojanam, yatha abhavah / katham asyapramanyam ? nirvisayatvat
iti briimah / tad eva katham ? iti cet -

bhavabhavatmakatvad vastuno nirvisayo ’bhavah ||12}|

38. As regards (the disputed cases, for example,) negation, which is
not regarded as an organ of knowledge at all, it will serve no purpose to
show that it is included in or excluded from (one of the accredited organs).
Why should it be denied the status of an organ of knowledge ? The answer
is that it has no corresponding object. Why should it not have one ? (To this
query the author gives the reply) :

 (Aph.) Since reality partakes of the nature of being and non-being
(both), negation cannot have an object of its own. (12)

39. na hi bhavaikariipari vastv asti visvasya vaisvariipyaprasangat;
napy abhavaikariipar niriipatvaprasangat; kintu svariipena sattvat parartipena
casattvdt bhavabhavariipam vastu tathaiva pramananam pravrtteh / tathahi
— pratyaksam tavat bhiitalam evedam ghatadir na bhavatity anvayavatireka-
dvarena vastu paricchindat tadadhikam visayam abhavaikarupam niracasta
iti kam visayam asrityabhavalaksanam pramanam sydt ? evam paroksany api
pramanani bhavabhavariipavastugrahanapravanany eva, anyatha ’sankirna-
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svasvavisayagrahanasiddheh, yad aha -
“ayam eveti yo hy esa bhave bhavati nirnayah /
naisa’ vastvantarabhavasamwttyanugamad rte /7t
' [Slokavartlka Abhava., sl. 15]
39. It is absolutely unthinkable that the nature of reality should be
‘exhausted exclusively by the element of being, as in that case all things
would have all the possible characteristics (and thus there would be no real
diversity). Nor is it possible that reality should consist in the element of
non-being alone, since that will result in denuding it of all character. In
point of fact, a reality is made up of both being and non-being (as its
constitutive elements), since it has being in respect of its own nature and
non-being in respect of the nature of another and this is the invariable
finding of all organs. Thus, for instance, it is manifest that a perceptual
cognition determines by way: of affirmation and negation its object in the
following terms : It is certainly a surface of the ground and not a jar and the
like, and this contradicts an additional object of the nature of pure non-
being. What does then remain of the objective real with reference to which
negation as an organ could function ? Likewise, non-perceptual organs also
invariably tend to take note of such a dual reality partaking of the nature of
both being and non-being. (The denial of this), on the contrary, would
make the apprehension of mutually exclusive facts as their relevant objects
impossible. Our position is_ endorsed by the following observation :
| “That a positive real is determined as ‘this is exclusively of such and
such a character’ is not capable of being understood without the concomitant
cognisance of the negation of what is different from it.” (SV, Abhava, §l. 15)
40. atha bhavatu bhavabhavariipata ﬁastunah, kim nas$ chinnam 2,
vayam api hi tathaiva pratyapipadama / kevalam bhavamsa indriyasanni-
krstatvat® partyaksapramanagocarah abhavamsas tu na tathety abhava-
pramanagocara iti katham avisayatvam syat ?, taduktam -
“na tdvad indriyenaisa nastity utpadyate matih /
bhavamsenaiva samyogo yogyatvad indriyasya hi //1//
. grhitva vastusadbhavam smrtva ca pratiyoginam /
manasam nastitajianam jayate ’ksanapeksaya /7207 it
: [Slokavar tika, Abhava., sl. 18, 27]
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40. (The Mimamsist might contend) : Well, let reality be accepted as
partaking of the nature of both being and non-being, but that does not
affect our position in the least, as we, too, have proved this very truth. (Our
contention is that) only the positive element of being with which a sense-
organ comes in contact is the province of perceptual cognitions and as
regards the element of non-being, it cannot be so (i.e., the object of sense-
contact and sense-intuition). The latter (i.g,, non-being) is consequently
held to be cognised by a separate organ, viz., negation. How can then it be
maintained that (negation as an organ) would have no object ? Thus has it
been observed (by Kumarila) :

“The judgment ‘a thing does not exist' cannot be supposed to be
- generated by a sense-organ, since a sense-organ can have connection with the
element of being alone for which it is competent. The negative judgment is
due to a purely mental activity which comes into being after the presence of a
real (sc. the locus of negation) is cognised and the relevant negatum is
recalled independently of all the aid of sense-organ.” (SV, Abhava, $l. 18, 27)

41. nanu bhavamsad abhavamsasyabhede katham pratyaksena-
grahanam ?, bhede va ghatadyabhavarahitar bhutalam pratyaksena grhyata
iti ghatadayo grhyanta iti praptam, tadabhavagrahanasya tadbhavagrahana-
nantariyakatvat / tatha ‘c&bh&vapram&rgam api pascat pravrttam na tan
utsarayitum patistham syat, anyatha ’sankirnasya sankirnatagrahanat pratyak-
sam bhrantam syat / - ,

41. [The contention of the Mimamsist is not free from objections.] If
the element of non-being be not different from the element of being, why
should it not be liable to apprehension by perceptual cognition (like the
latter). If, again, it be different, still it has to be admitted that (the negata,
viz.,) jar and the like are perceived when (a locus, e.g.,) a plot of land is
perceived as bereft of the non-being of jar and the like. It is a universal rule
that the non-apprehension of the non-being of anything is necessarily
concomitant with the apprehension of its being. Such being the case, the
organ of negation (if possible at all) would necessarily follow in its wake
and thus would not be able to dislodge (the cognition of) the negata. If the
situation were otherwise, a perceptual cognition would ‘invariably be
erroneous, if it cognised a non-exclusive object as exclusive.
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42. api cayam pramanapaficakanivrttiripatvat tucchah / tata eva-
jAanaripah katham pramanam bhavet ? /tasmad abhavamsat katharicid
abhinnam bhavamsam paricchindata pratyaksadina pramanena abhavamso
grhita eveti tadatiriktavisayabhavat nirvisayo ’bhavah / tatha ca na pramanam
iti sthitam ||12}| ’

42. Furthermore, this (so-called organ) is nothing but a fiction being
of the nature of the negation of five positive organs. And thus it is the
reverse of cognition and as such how can it function as organ (which is
invariably of the nature of cognition) ? So it must be admitted that such
organs as perceptual cognition and the rest invariably take note of non-being
while they are employed in apprehending the element of being which is
somehow identical with the element of non-being. It follows, therefore, that
negation as an organ has no object, since there is no (such) thing (as pure
non-being) separate and distinct from the (double nature of the) real. The
conclusion, therefore, stands that it cannot be an (additional organ.) (12)

43. vibhagam uktva visesalaksanam aha —

visadah pratyaksam ||13]]

43. Having set forth the classification (of the organ of knowledge), the
author now proposes to formulate the specific definition (of each class) :

(Aph.) (Of these viz., perceptual and non-perceptual cognitions)

that which is immediate-cum-lucid is perceptual cogni-
tion. (13)

44. samanyalaksananuvadena visesalaksanavidhanat ‘samyag arthanir-
nayah’ iti pramanasamanyalaksanam anudya “isadah’ iti visesalaksanam
prasiddhasya pratyaksasya vidhiyate / tatha ca pratyaksam dharmi / visada-
samyagarthanirnayatmakam iti sadhyo dharmah / pratyaksatvad iti hetuh /
yad visadasamyagarthanimayatmakam na bhavati na tat pratyaksam, yatha
paroksam iti vyatireki / dharmino hetutve ‘nanvayadosa iti cet; na; visese
dharmini dharmisaimanyasya hetutvat / tasya ca visesanisthatvena visesesv
anvayasambhavat / sapakse vrttim antarendpi ca v1paksavyavrtt1balad
gamakatvam ity uktam eva | |1 311

44. Since the predication of a $pecific characteristic (sic. specific
definition) is made by adding (a differentia) to the general characteristic (of
which it is an instance), the differentia ‘‘mmediate-cum-lucid’ is predicated of
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what is known to be perceptual cognition, in addition to the general character-
istic of an organ of knowledge, viz., ‘authentic definitive cognition of an object’.
[As definition is a species of inference, it consists of three terms — the subject or
the minor term, the probandum or the major term and the probans or the
middle term; of the terms of the present definition], ‘(this) perceptual cogni-
tion’ is the subject, ‘of the nature of immediate authentic definitive cognition of
an object’ is the probandum and ‘quality of being a perceptual cognition’ is the
probans. (The cogency of the inference is based on negative concomitance,
viz.,) Whatever is not of the nature of an immediate authentic definitive
cognition of an object is not a case of perceptual cognition, as for instance, non-
perceptual cognition, by way of opposition. It has been urged that the
impossibility of logical connection would be the defect if the subject itself were
made the probans. But the contingency does not arise, since the subject is a
specific individual and the probans is the universal character of the subject
(typifying a class). And there is no logical incompatibility in the connection of
such an attribute with the subject, since universal is always exemplified in the
particular individuals. And it has already been established that a probans
proves (the probandum) by virtue of its necessary absence in heterologous
cases, in spite of the fact that it is not existent in the homlogous instances (since
such non-existence does not detract from its probative force).

45. atha kim idam vaisadyam nama ? / yadi svavisayagrahanam; tat
parokse 'py aksiinam / atha sphutatvam; tad api svasarviditatvat sarvavijiia-
nanam samam ity asankyaha -

pramanantaranapeksedantaya pratibhdaso va vaisadyam ||14||

45. Now, what does the attribute ‘immediate-cum-lucid’ consist in ?
If it be supposed to consist in the apprehension of its relevant object, that
would make it applicable without offence to non-perceptual cognition
(which) also (possesses this characteristic). Again, if it be construed as
being ‘transparent’, that also (would not be a differentia, since it) is a
common characteristic of all cognitions, as they are self-intuited. Having
kept this objection in view, he defines it as follows :

(Aph.) ‘Immediacy-cum-lucidity’ consists in either its indepen-

dence of the services of another organ, or in the appre-
hension of its content as ‘this’. (14)



80 ' Prgmanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

46. prastutat pramanad yad anyat pramanam Sabdalingadijfianam tat
pramanantaram tannirapeksata ‘vaisadyam’ / nahi $abdanumandadivat pratya-
ksam svotpattau $adbalingadijianam pramanantaram apeksate ity ekam
vaisadyalaksanam./ laksanantaram api ‘idantaya pratibhaso va’ iti, idantaya
viSesanisthatayd yah pratibhasah samyagarthanirnayasya so 'pi ‘vaisadyam’ /
Yya’sabdo laksanantaratvasiicandrthah ||14]|

46. An organ such as ‘the cognition of a linguistic symbol’, or, ‘of the
(concomitant) probans’ other than the organ under consideration is here
referred to as ‘another organ’. ‘Immediacy-cum-lucidity’ consists in its
independence of such an organ. To be sure, a perceptual cognition does not
stand in need of another organ such as the cognition of the linguistic
symbol or of a probans in order to be brought into being, unlike the cases of
verbal or inferential knowledge. This is one definition of ‘immediacy-cum-
lucidity’. The other definition is ‘the apprehension of its content as this’. The
apprehension by an authentic cognition of its content as this, that is to say,
as referring to a particular existent, also gives a clue to ‘immediacy-cum-
lucidity’. The conjunction ‘either-or’ (va) is inserted to indicate the possibil-
ity of another definition. (14)

47. atha mukhyasamvyavaharikabhedena dvaividhyam pratyaksasya
hrdi nidhaya mukhyasya laksanam dha -

tat sarvathavaranavilaye cetanasya svariipavirbhavo mukhyam
kevalam ||15]]

47. Now having in contemplation the twofold division of perceptual
cognition as transcendent and empirical (pragmatic) the author proposes
the definition of transcendent (perception) :

(Aph.) The (full) manifestation of the innate nature of a conscious
self, emerging on the total cessation of all obstructive veils,
is called ‘that’ (intuition) transcendent and pure. (15)

48. ‘tat’ iti pratyaksaparamarsartham, anyatha anantaramn eva
vaisadyam abhisambadhyeta / dirghakalanirantarasatkarasevitaratnatrayapra-
karsaparyante ekatvavitarkavicaradhyanabalena nihsesataya jfianavarana-
dinam ghatikarmanam praksaye sati cetandasvabhavasyatmanah prakasasva-
bhavasya iti yavat, svariipasya prakasasvabhavasya sata evavarandpagamena
‘avirbhavah’ avirbhutam svarupam mukham iva Sarirasya sarvdajiananam
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pradhanam ‘mukhyam’ pratyaksam / tac cendriyadisahayakavirahat sakalavi-
sayatvad asadharanatvac ca ‘kevalam’ ity agame prasiddham /

48. The pronoun ‘that’ is advisedly employed to indicate that it refers
to ‘perceptual cognition’. Had it not been put in it, the word ‘immediacy-
cum-lucidity’, which precedes it immediately, would have been syntactically
construed with it. The self has consciousness as its essence and stuff, and is
consequently luminous by its very nature. The manifestation of the lumi-
nous nature of the self, which is nothing but the self as manifested, is
styled mukhya, that is transcendent, intuition. It is supreme of all cogni-
tions, just as the face is the supreme part of the body (and so is called
mukhya). It is characterized as ‘pure’ (kevala) in scriptures, since it is
independent of the services of (an external instrument such as) sense-
organs, is cognisant of all objects, and thus stands apart (in a category of its
own), having nothing in common (with other modes of cognition). [The
manifestation of the luminous being of the self occurs] on the disappear-
ance of the obscuring veils which occurs on the total purging of all the
destructive karmas that serve to obfuscate the innate knowledge, (belief
and conduct). (This purgation, again,) is occasioned by the acquisition of
the perfection of what is called ‘triple jewel' by a course of prolonged,,
unremitting and reverent practice, and by the power of unflagging medita-
tion on an aspect (of an entity conscious or unconsc1ous), as laid down in
the scripture, without change of object.

49. prakasasvabhavata katham datmanah stddhetl cet; ete briimah -
atma prakasasvabhavah, asandigdhasvabhavatvat, yah prakasasvabhave na
bhavati nasav asandigdhasvabhavo yatha ghatah, na ca tathatmda, na khalu
kascid aham asmi na veti sandigdhe iti nasiddho hetuh / tatha, atmd prakasa-
svabhavah, boddhrtvat, yah prakasasvabhavo na bhavati nasau boddha yatha
ghatah, na ca na boddha "tmeti / tatha, yo yasyah kriyayah karta na sa
tadvisayo yatha gatikriyayah karta Caitro na tadvisayah, jiiaptikriydyah karta
catrneti /

49. (Q) But how do you establish the (self-)luminous nature of the
self ? (A) (By the following arguments,) we reply : Firstly, “The self is of a
self-luminous nature, because its being is not susceptible to doubt. That
which is not of self-luminous nature cannot but be susceptible to doubt, e.g.,
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a Jar. The self is not like (a jar) by any means. Nobody is known to doubt ‘Do
I exist or not’ and so the probans (‘not susceptible to doubt’) is not non-
existent (in the subject)”. Secondly, “The self is of luminous nature, because
it is the knower. Whatever is not of luminous nature, such as a jar for
example, is not a knower. It is not a fact that the self is not knower.”
Thirdly, “That which is the author of an act cannot be the object of such an
act. (We may point by way of illustration to a typical instance), Caitra is the
author of the act of going but is never the object of the latter. The self is the
author of the act of knowing. (and hence cannot be its object)”.

50. atha prakasasvabhavatva atmanah katham avaranam ?, avarane
vd satatavaranaprasangah; naivam; prakasasvabhavasydpi candrarkader iva
rajoniharabhrapataladibhir iva jiandvaraniyadikarmabhir avaranasya sam-
bhavit, candrdarkader iva ca prabalapavamanaprayair dhyanabhavanadibhir
vilayasyeti /

50. (Q) If the self be luminous by nature, why should it be subject to
obscuration ? And if obscuration be possible, it must be subject to
obscuration for all time. (A) The objection is groundless. It is observed that
though luminous in nature, the moon, the sun and such other bodies are
liable to be obscured by a veil of dust, by fog, by a patch of cloud and so on.
The case of the self is exactl};'parallel to these, when it is found to be
obscured by knowledge-obscuring karmas and the like. And the removal of
the obscuration of the self is effected by (the practice of prescribed courses
of) meditation and contemplation exactly as the obscuration of the sun, the
moon and such other bodies is removed by a blast of wind.

51. nanu saditve syad avaranasyopdyato vilayah; naivam; anader api
suvarnamalasya ksaramrtputapakadina vilayopalambhat, tadvad evanader
api jfianavaraniyddikarmanah pratipaksabhitaratnatrayabhydsena
vilayopapatteh /

51. (Q) There is nothing strange about the fact that an obscuration
having a definite origin is liable to be removed by some means: (But the
obscuration of the self is not a historical event, being coeval with it). (A)
No, (the fact of origin is entirely irrelevant). The dross found in an ore of
gold is as old as the gold, but still it is found to be removed by the action of
- an alkaline substance, or by calcination in a sealed vessel. Exactly like this
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case, the removal of knowledge-obscuring karmas, though without begin-
ning, can become a.possibility by the repeated practice of the triple jewel,
which is its antidote. -

52. na camurtasyatmanah katham avaranam iti vacyam; amiirtaya
api cetanasakter madiramadanakodravadibhir avaranadarsanat /

52. Nor is it a sound objection to say ‘How can there be obscuration
of an amorphous being like the self ?° The power of consciousness, although
immaterial and amorphous, is not infrequently found to be obscured by the
consumption of spirituous liquor, intoxicating drugs and (fermented) wild
grains. (So the objection has no basis). :

53. athavarantyatatpratipaksabhyam atma vikriyeta na va ? / kim
catah ? /

“varsatapabhyam kim vyomnas carmany asti tayoh phalam /

carmopamas cet so ’anityah khatulyas ced asatphalah //”

Itl cet; na; asya diisanasya kitasthanityatapaksa eva sambhavat, parinami-

nityas catmeti tasya pirvaparaparydyotpadavindsasahitanuvrttiriipatvat,

ekantanityaksanikapaksayoh sarvatha arthakriyavirahat, yad aha -
arthakriya na yujyeta nityaksanikapaksayoh /

kramakramabhyam bhavanam sa laksanataya mata //

[Laghtyastraya, 2.1] iti ||15]]|

53. (Q) But does the self undergo change by (the action of) the
obscuring karmds and their opposites ? (A) What would you deduce from
this? (Q) “Well, both rainfall and sunshine leave the sky (pure space)
unaffected; they produce their effects on a piece of leather. If (the self) be like
leather, it would be impermanent (and perishable); if, on the other hand, it
resembled space, it would be bereft of any change”. (A) Not so. The alleged
absurdity would be inevitable if the eternity (of the self) were held to be only
static (impervious to change). In the Jaina point of view the self is a variable
constant and is of the nature of a continuum running through the succession
of modes in which the cessation of the predecessor is synchronous with the
origination of the successor. On the contrary, the exercise of causal efficiency
would be impossible in every way, if things were absolutely permanent, or
absolutely momentary (which are the respective positions of the Vedantist
and the Buddhist Fluxist). So it has been observed (by Akalanka) :
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“The exercise of causal efficiency would be unaccountable in the
theory of (changeless) eternity and of (discontinuous) flux, since it (i.e.,
exercise of causal efficiency) can be a characteristic of entities which admit
of sequence and non-sequence” (LT. 2. 1). (15)

54. nanu pramanadhina prameyavyavastha / na ca mukhyapratya-
ksasya tadvato va siddhau kificit pramanam asti / pratyaksam hi riipadivisaya-
viniyamitavyaparam natindriye ’rthe pravartitum utsahate / napy anumanam,
pratyaksadrstalingalingisambandhabalopajananadharmakatvat tasya / agamas
tu yady atindriyajfianapiirvakas tatsadhakah; tadetaretarasrayah —

“narte tad agamat sidhyen na ca tendgamo vina /” iti

[Slokavartika, Sa. 2., $L 142]
apauruseyas tu tatsadhako nasty eva / yo ’pi —
“apanipado hy amano grahita pasyaty acaksuh sa $moty akarnah /
sa vetti visvam na hi tasya vetta tam ahur agryam purusam mahantam /,/”
[Svetasvatara, 3.9]
ityadih kascid arthavadarupo ’sti nasau pramanam vidhav eva pramanyopa-
gamat / pramanantaranam catranavasara evety asankyaha -
prajiiatisayavisrantyadisiddhes tatsiddhih ||16] |

54. (Q) The determination of the reality of objects depends on the
organs of knowledge. There is not an iota of proof in favour of transcendent
intuition, or, of a person possessed of it. The function of perceptual
congition is entirely restricted to such (sensible) objects as colour and the
like, and hence it (i.e., perception) cannot have the capacity of extending to
a super-sensible fact. Inference, too, cannot be of any help, since it
unfailingly derives its genesis from the concomitance of the probans and
the probandum as observed by perceptual cognition. As regards the proof
afforded by authoritative texts, if they are believed to be the outcome of
transcendent intuition, the argument would be a case of logical see-saw,
since “It (viz., transcendent intuition) cannot be established without appeal
to scriptural authority and scriptural authority would not be valid without
the former (viz., transcendent intuition)” (SV, v. 142 ad sutra 2). As for
impersonal scripture (sic. the Vedas), there is not (a single sentence in it)
which would prove the position. There are of course such statements as the
following : ‘
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“Though without hands and feet He moves fast and catches hold of
things; He sees, though without eyes, and hears, though without ears. He
knows the whole universe and there is none to know Him. Him (the Seers)
declare to be the supreme Male - the Great One” (SVU, 3.19).

But the statement is of a parasitical nature (meant to exhort the
sacrificer) and hence has no validity of its own, which is acknowledged to
belong exclusively to injunctive statements. The other organs of knowledge
again have absolutely no jurisdiction over the present (issue). With this
objection in view, the author says :

(Aph.) The proof of it follows from the proof of the necessity of

the final consummation of the progressive development
of knowledge and other grounds. (16)

55. prajfiaya atisayah taratamyam kvacid visrantam, atisayatvat,
parimanatisayavad ity anumdnena niratiSayaprajiiasiddhya tasya kevala-
jianasya siddhih, tatsiddhiripatvat kevalajfianasiddheh / ‘adi’-grahanat
suksmantaritadurarthah kasyacit pratyaksah prameyatvat ghatavad ity ato,
Jyotirjrianavisamvadanyathanupapattes ca tatsiddhih, yad aha - '

“dhir atyantaparokse ’rthe na cet pumsam kutah punah /

Jyotirjianavisamvadah Srutac cet sadhanantaram //”

[Siddhiviniscaya, p. 413A]

55. The progressive development, that is to say, the realisation of
degrees of excellence, of knowledge must reach its consummatiori. some-
where, since this is the way of all progression, as seen in the progression of
magnitude. This argument proves knowledge ne puls ultra, which furnishes
the proof of pure transcendent knowledge, since the proof of transcendent
knowledge is the same as that of the former. The mention of ‘other grounds’
(in the aphorism) stands for the following proofs. The objects, which are
subtle (infra-, and supra-sensible), intercepted by barriers and remote, are
perceived by some person, since they are knowable, as is the case with a
jar. This is one further proof. And there is another more proof of this, found
in the actual verification of astronomical knowledge which is unaccountable
on any other hypothesis. Thus has it been observed :

“If the knowledge of absolutely imperceptible things be not possible
for a person, how can the verification of astronomical knowledge be
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accounted for ? If you account for it by appeal to scripture, that furnishes
another proof ” (SiV. p. 413A).

56. api ca “nodand hi bhiitamm bhavantarn bhavisyantam stksmar
vyavahitam v1prakrstam evanjattyakam artham avagamayati nanyat kifica-
nendriyam” [Sabara Bhasya, 1.1.2] iti vadata bhutadyarthaparijfianam
kasyacit puriso 'bhimatam eva, anyatha kasmai Vedas tr tkalavisayam artham
nivedayet ? sa hi nivedayams trikalavisayatattvajiiam evadhikarinam upadatte,
tad aha -

“trikalavisayam tattvam kasmai Vedo nivedayet /

aksayyavaranaikantat na ced veda tatha narah //”

[SiddhiviniScaya, p. 414 A]
iti trikalavisayavastunivedananyathanupapatter atindriyakevalajfianasiddhih /

56. Furthermore, the opponent too must admit that the knowledge of
past and other (inconceivable) objects is possible to some person when he
affirms “The Vedic injunction makes known past, present, future, subtle,
mtercepted distant and suchlike objects of which none of the sense-organs is
capable.” (SB, 1:1.2). Were it not so, for whose sake would the Veda assert
things that are spread over all the three divisions of time ? In the very act of
such assertion, it presupposes a duly qualified subject who is certainly
capable of cognising the truths which hold good for the three divisions of
time. Thus has it been observed : “For whose sake does the Veda affirm
truths which hold good for all the three divisions of time, if no person could
comprehend them to be so, the obscuring veils being absolutely (fixed and)
ineradicable ?” (SiV, p. 413A). Thus is proved the possibility of pure
supersensuous transcendent intuition from the assertion of facts spread over
three divisions of time, which is otherwise unaccountable.

57. kifica, pratyaksanumanasiddhasarivadam $astram evatindriyartha-
darsisadbhave pramanam / ya eva hi Sastrasya visayah syadvadah sa eva
pratyaksader apiti samvadah, tathdhi —

“sarvam asti svariipena parariipena ndsti ca /

anyathad sarvasattvam syat svartipasyapy asambhavah //”
iti disa pramanasiddham syadvadam pratipadayann agmo rhatas sarvajiiatam
api pratipadayati, yad astuma —

“yadtyasamyaktvabalat pratimo bhavadrsanam paramatmabhavam /
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kuvasanapasavinasanaya namo ’stu tasmai tava sasanaya //” iti
[Ayogavyavaccheda-dvatrimsika, 21]
pratyaksam tu yady apy aindriyakam natindriyajfianavisayarn tathapi samadhi-
balalabdhajanmakam yogipratyaksam eva bahyarthasyeva svasyapi vedakam
iti pratyaksato ’pi tatsiddhih /

57. Moreover, the very (contents of) scriptures, which are confirmed
by verification afforded by perceptual and inferential knowledge, furnish
the proof of the existence of a person cognisant of supersensible reality.

“The doctrine of non-absolutism, which is the very subject-matter of
scriptures, is found to be as well the self-same subject-matter of perceptual
cognition and the like, and this constitutes its verification. To be explicit,
the doctrine of non-absolutism is established by such indubitable proof as
the argument “Everything exists in its own individuality, and does not exist
in the individuality of another. Were it not so, everything would be alike
existent, and thus there would possibly be no individuality at all.” The
scripture sets forth this truth, and thus indirectly sets forth the omniscience
of the Arhat also (who is the author of the scripture). I, too, have affirmed
this in a hymn : “I offer my homage to your instruction, so that the noose of
evil predispositions may meet its destruction — the instruction by realising
the authenticity of which we find ourselves in the position to realise the
glory of your status as the Supreme Self’ (AV, 21).

Though empirical sense-intuition cannot apprehend the existence of
supersensuous intuition, the intuition of ascetics, born of the force of
meditation, is undoubtedly as cognisant of its own self as it is cognisant of
an external object. And thus it (sic. the supersensuous intuition) is also
proved by the evidence of perceptual intuition.

58. atha -

“jianam apratigham yasya vairagyam ca jagatpateh /

aisvaryam caiva dharmas ca sahasiddham catustayam //”
iti vacanat sarvajiiatvam iSvaradinam astu manusasya tu kasyacid
vidyacaranavato ’pi tadasambhavaniyam, yat Kumarilah -

“athapi Vedadehatvad BrahmaVisnuMahesvarah /

kamam bhavantu sarvajiiah sarvajityam manusasya kim,? //” iti

[Tattvasangraha, ka. 3208]
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ah ! sarvajfidpalapapatakin ! durvadavadin ! manusatvanindarthavadapade-
$ena devadhidevan adhiksipasi ? / ye hi janmantararjitorjitapunyapragbharah
surabhavabhavam anupamam sukham anubhitya duhkhapankamagnam
akhilari jivalokam uddidhirsavo narakesv api ksanam ksiptasukhasikamrta-
vrstayo manusyalokam avateruh janmasamayasamakalacalitasanasakala-
surendravrndavihitajanmotsavah kinkarayamanasurasamithahamahamika-
rabdhasevavidhayah svayam upanatam atiprajyasimrdjyasriyam trmavad
avadhitya samatrnamanisatrumitravrttayonijaprabhavaprasamitetimara-
kadijagadupadravah Sukladhyananalanirdagdhaghatikarmana avirbhutani-
khilabhavabhavasvabhavavabhasikevalabaladalitasakalajivalokamoha-
prasarah surdasuravinirmitam samavasaranabhuvam adhisthaya svasvabhasa-
parinaminibhir vagbhih pravartitadharmatirthas catustrim$adatisayamayin
tirthanathatvalaksmim upabhujya param brahma satatanandam sakalakarma-
nirmoksam upeyivamsas tan mdhu.Satvddisddhdranadhar’mopades’endpavadan
Sumerum api lestvadina sadharanikartum parthivatvenapavadeh ! / kifica,
anavaratavanitangasambhogadurlalitavrttinam vividhahetisamithadharinam
aksamaladyayattamanahsamyamanam ragadvesamohakalusitanam
Brahmadinam sarvavittvasamrajyam !, yad avadama stutau —
“madena manena manobhavena krodhena lobhena sasammadena /
pardjitanam prasabham surandri vrthaiva samrajyarujd paresam //” iti
- [Ayogavyavaccheda-dvatrimsika, 25]
athapi ragadidosakalusyavirahitah satatajiiananandamayamiirtayo Brahma-
dayah; trahi tadrsesu tesu na vipratipadyamahe, avocama hi —
“yatra tatra samaye yatha tatha yo ’si so sy abhidhaya yaya taya /
vitadosakalusah sa ced bhavan eka eva bhagavan namo ’'stu te //” iti
‘ [Ayogavyavaccheda-dvatrimsika, 31]
kevalam Brahmadidevatdavisayanam Srutismrtipuranetihasakathanars vaita-
thyam dsajyeta / tad evamn sadhakebhyah pramanebhyo ’tindriyajfianasiddhir
ukta ||16] | '
badhakabhavac ca ||17]|
58. (Q) “The Lord of the world has these four (perfections) which
are' concomitant with his being, viz., knowledge, dispassion, power and
righteouness — all untramelled by fetters”. Well, on the strength of this
assertion, one may allow for omniscience in God and other divinities. But it



Text And Trdnslation 89

is inconceivable in a human being, though endowed with learning and
(appropriate) conduct. It has been verily contended by Kumarila : “Brah-
man, Visnu and Mahesévara, of whom the Vedas are the (external) embodi-
ment, may, for aught we know, be allowed to be omniscient. But how can
omniscience be predicated of human being ?” (TSN, v. 3208). (A) O thou
defiled by the sin of the repudiation of an omniscient ! Utterer of
unutterable slander ! Darest thou vilify them who are even the lords of gods
on the pretext of censuring humanity ? Thou might as well slander the
Sumeru Mount (the abode of gods), and put it on the same level with a clod
of earth, on the ground of its earthy constitution, when thou darest
denigrate those (perfect souls), who, having enjoyed the fortune of the
mastery of righteousness with its twenty-four excellences, have attained the
ever blissful state of supreme Brahman, with the dissolution of all bonds of
Karmic matter; who, having experienced the unparallelled happiness
incident to celestial birth which they attained by dint of superabundance of
merit of high order acquired in previous births, descended to the world of
men with the mission of delivering the whole world of suffering souls
submerged in the quagmire of misery after having scattered showers of
néctar of happiness for the nonce in the hells; whose birth was celebrated
(with festivities) by all the lords of gods whose thrones moved simulta-
neously with the birth of these blessed ones; in whose honour the gods
assumed the role of menials, and vied with one another in offering their
worshipful services; who discarded like a blade of grass the fortune of an
empire with its superabundant glory, which automatically presented itself;
who were equglly impartial in thier dealings with friend and foe, a gem and
a blade of grass; who subdued, by their natural power, such calamities of
the world as epidemics, itis (excess of rainfall, draught, rats, locusts,
rapacious birds, the oppression of the military of the state as well as of an
aggressor); who have burnt to cinders the destructive karmas by the fire of
white (pure) meditation; who destroyed the progress of ignorance of the
entire living creatures by dint of trans®ndent knowledge which illumined
the whole order of existent and non-existent facts falling within its ken;
who promulgated the path of righteousness in a language which trans-
formed itself into the respective dialects of the peoples concerned from the
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preaching hall which was constructed by the gods and demons. Further,
how can Brahman and the like spoil for the glorious possession of the
empire of omniscience, who are vitiated by attachment, antipathy and
ignorance, whose mental restraint is dependent upon such devices as the
‘counting of a rosary, who bear arms of various descriptions and who are
incessantly occupied with the enjoyment of the persons of women and thus
evince indelicate dispositions ? As I have observed in a hymn : “In vain do
the other divinities spoil for the highest sovereignty when they are forcibly
vanquished by vanity, pride, sexual love, anger, avarice and a feeling of
elation” (AV. 25).!

If, on the other hand, Brahman and the rest be (held to be) free from
the pollution of the faults of attachment and the like and be the perennial
embodiment of knowledge and bliss, in that case, we will not enter a caveat
against them. As I have observed (elsewhere) : Whatever be thy creed,
whatever be thy role, whatever be thy personality and whatever be thy
name, if alone thou, O Lord, art free from the taint of all imperfections, I
offer my obeisance to thee. (AV, 31). But in that case, the stories
concerning the divinities such as Brahman as recorded in the Vedas, Smrtis,
Puranas and Itihasas are to be comdemned as false.

Thus the possibility of supersensuous knowledge has been estab-
lished by means of positive proofs. (16)

(Aph.) And also on account of the lack of contradictory proofs. (17)

59. suniécitasambhavadbadhakatvat sukhadivat tatsiddhih iti sambadh-
yate / tathahi kevalajfianabadhakarm bhavat pratyaksam va bhavet pramana-
ntaram va ? / na tavat pratyaksam; tasya vidhav evadhikarat —

“sambaddhari vartamanari ca grhyate caksuradina //” [Slokavartika,
Sii. 4, Sl. 84] iti svayam eva bhananat /

59. The construction is : ‘It (omniscience) is established like pleasure
and the like on account of the lack of well-attested contradictory grounds’. To
be elaborate, let us pose the problem : What can be the proof contradictory of
wranscendent knowledge - perceptual cognition or some other organ ?

1. Our author here loses all patience with the opponent and indulges in invectives
which are not all parliamentary — a procedure of which we cannot approve
according to our modern standards of debate. (Tr.)
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Perceptual cognition cannot furnish a contradiction as it is competent to
record positive truth alone. As has been observed by (Kumarila) himself : Our
senses such as the visual organ apprehend what is present and is.in relation
(with them) (SV, Su 4, v 84).

60. atha na pravartamanam pratyaksam tadbadhakam kintu
nivartamanam tat; tad hi yadi niyatadesakalavisayatvena badhakari tarhi
sampratipadyamahe / atha sakaladesakalavisayatvena; tarhi na tat
sakaladesakalapurusaparisatsaksdtkaram antarena sambhavatiti siddham nah
samihitam / na ca Jaiminir anyo va sakaladesadisaksatkari sambhavati
sattvapurusatvadeh rathyapurusavat / atha prajiiayah satisayatvat tatprakarso
'py anumiyate; tarhi tata eva sakalarthadarsi kim nanumiyate ? / svapakse
canupalambham apramanayan sarvajiiabhave kutah pramanayed avisesat ? /

60. Now, it is contended that the contradiction is furnished by sense-
intuition not when it is in operation, but by the same when it has ceased to
operate. If, however, such negative evidence be supposed to have reference
to a determinate sphere of space and time, we agree. If, on the contrary, it
were supposed to have reference to the entire extent of space and time, it
could not be effective without direct intuition of the whole race of mankind
spread over all the divisions of space and time, and the admission of such
possibility would only establish the position we seek to prove. Now it is not
deemed possible that Jaimini or any other person should have the capacity
to have intuition of all places and times on the ground of their being an
ordinary human being or an ordinary animal, just like the man in the street.
If, on the other hand, the superiority of those persons is inferred on the
ground of their excellence of knowledge, why should not then a person
having direct knowledge of all objects be inferred on that very ground ? How
can the opponent advance lack of perception as a proof contradictory of an
omniscient when he does not admit its validity in proving his own thesis ?

61. na canumanam tadbadhakam sambhavati; dharmigrahanam
antarenanumdnapravrtteh, dharmigrahane va tadgrahakapramanabadhitatvad
anutthanam evanumdnasya / atha vivadadhydsitah purusah sarvajfio na
bhavati vaktrtvat purusatvad va rathydpurusavad ity anumanam tadbadhakam
briise; tad asat; yato yadi pramanaparidrstarthavaktrtvar hetuh; tada
viruddhah, tadrsasya vaktrtvasya sarvajiia eva bhavat / athasadbhutartha-
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vaktrtvam; tada siddhasadhyatd, pramanaviruddharthavadinam asarvajfiatve-
nestatvat / vaktrtvamatram tu sandigdhavipaksavyavrttikatvad anaikantikam
Jjhanaprakarse vaktrtvapakarsadarsanat, pratyuta jiianatisayavato vaktrtvatisa-
yasyaivopalabdheh / etena purusatvam api nirastam / purusatvam hi yadi
ragadyadusitam tada viruddham, jfianavairagyadigunayuktapurusatvasya
purusatvasamanyam tu sandigdhavipaksavyavrttikam ity abadhakam /

61. Nor again can inference be deemed to afford a contradictory
proof in respect of that (an omniscient person). There can possibly be no
inference without knowledge of the subject (minor term, sic. the omniscient
person). If the knowledge of the subject be allowed, the organ of such
knowledge would contradict the opposite finding of inference and thus
would make the rise of such inference impossible. The contradictory
inference might be put in the following syllogistic form : ‘The person under
dispute is not omniscient since he is speaker, or a human being, just like the
man in the street.’ But this is an unsound argument. If the logical ground,
viz., ‘speaker’ be interpreted as ‘the speaker of a fact known by an accredited
organ’ it would be a case of contradictory reason (since it will prove the very
opposite conclusion) inasmuch as the quality of being a speaker of such truth
is possible only in an omniscient person. If again, ‘the speaker be meant to
be the speaker of a fact which does not exist in reality, the argument would
be a case of proving an admitted truth. It is admitted that a person who
speaks what is contrary to the verdict of all organs of knowledge is not
omniscient. The quality of being a mere speaker is inconclusive as a logical
ground, since its absence from the opposite (sic. the omniscient) is a matter
of doubt. It is common knowledge that the defects of the delivery of a
speaker diminish in proportion to the growth of his knowledge and on the
contrary the excellence of the speaker is seen to grow with the progress of
knowledge. This (refutation of the logical ground, viz., ‘being a speaker)
would also serve to dismiss the validity of the other ground, viz., manhood.
If manhood be undefiled by attachment and the like, then it would prove the
opposite of the intended conclusion. Without omniscience it is not possible
that a person can come into possession of knowledge, dispassion and
suchlike virtues. (If the denial of omniscience be based upon) manhood
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vitiated by such defects as attachment and the rest, it would be an instance
of wasted labour as there is none to dispute its obvious truth. If the quality
of manhood as such (be put forward as a contradictory ground) it is bound
to fail, since the incompatibility (of manhood with omniscience) - the
opposite (of what the opponent seeks to establish) — is a matter of doubt (as
has been shown above that it is the speaking of untruth which is incompat-
ible with omniscience and the speaking of truth, on the contrary, a necessary
accompaniment of such perfection. This also holds good of manhood when it
is absolved from the moral and intellectual limitations).

62. napy agamas tadbadhakah tasyapauruseyasyasambhavat; sambhave
va tadbadhakasya tasyddar§anat / sarvajiiopajiias cagamah katham
tadbadhakah ?, ity alam atiprasangeneti | |17] |

62. Nor again can a scriptural text be cited as an invalidating proof.
If reliance be placed on uncreated impersonal scripture it would be to no
purpose as uncreated scripture does not exist. Were (the Vedas) to be
regarded as uncreated revelation, still there would be no difficulty since
there is no text which is found to contradict the existence of an omniscient.
As regards the scripture which owes its origin to an omniscient person how
can it be supposed to contradict the possibility of omniscience (which is its
very presupposition) ? (The position is proved beyond the shadow of doubt
by enough argument), and there is no necessity of further elaboration.

63. na kevalam kevalam eva mukhyar pratyaksam api tv anyad apity
aha —

tattaratamye avadhimanahparydyau ca ||18|]| -

63. Pure intuition is not the only instance of transcendent intuition,
but there are other varieties also.

(Aph.) Owing to the variation of the degrees of that (cessation of
the obstructive veils), it (transcendent intuition admits of
two varieties, viz.), visual intuition (of limited extension)
and intuition of the modes of other minds. (18)

64. sarvathavaranavilaye kevalam, tasyavaranavilayasya ‘taratamye’
avaranaksayopasamavisese tannimittakah ‘avadhih’ avadhijfidnam ‘manah-
paryayah’ manahparyayajfianam ca mukhyam indriyanapeksari pratyaksam /
tatravadhiyata iti ‘avadhih’ maryada sa ca “riipisv avadheh” [Tattvarthasutra,
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1.28] itivacanat riipavaddravyavisaya avadhyupalaksitamjiianam apy avadhih /
sa dvedha bhavapratyayo gunapratyayas ca/ tatradyo devanarakanam paksinam
iva viyadgamanam / gunapratyayo manusyanam tirscam ca /

64. Pure intuition occurs on the complete cessation of all possible
veils. But when there is variation in degrees of this cessation of veil, that is
to say, there are differences (qualitative and quantitative) in the subsidence
and annihilation of these veils there occur two varieties of supersensuous
intuition, viz., avadhi visual intuition of varying range and manahparyaya
the intuition of the modes of other peoples’ minds. Avadhi means ‘limit’ from
(the etymology) ‘that which is confined’ and so it is said “Avadhi is limited to
objects having shape and colour” (TS, 1. 28) and has for its object only
things which have shape and colour. [Though Avadhi means limit], the
intuition that is determined by it is also called avadhi (for the sake of
brevity). It is of two kinds according as it is congenital or acquired by merit.
Of these the first belongs to the denizens of heaven and hell, just as
movement in the sky belongs to birds. The second variety is possible for men
and lower animals.

65. manaso dravyartipasya paryayas cintananugunah parinamabhedas
tadvisayam jfidnam ‘manahparydyah’ / tathavidhamanahparydyanyathdnu-
papattya tu yad bahyacintaniyarthajfianam tat anumanikam eva na manah-
paryayapratyaksam, yad ahuh -

“janai bajjhenumanenam /” [Visesavasyakabhasya, ga. 814]

65. The mind is a particular substance and its modes are the different
changes of state emerging into acts of thought. And the intuition of these
states is called manahparyaya, mental state (for the sake of brevity). Now
the cognition of external objects of thought is necessarily inferential in
character derived as it is by necessary implication from the cognition of
thoughts which are impossible without objects. As has been said : “The
external object is known by inference” (VA, ga, 814). (18)

66. nanu rupidravyavisayatve ksayopasamikatve ca tulye ko viseso
vadhimanahparyayayor ity aha - |

visuddhiksetrasvamivisayabheddt tadbhedah ||19]|

66. Now both avadhi and manahparyadya are equally conditioned by
the cessation and subsidence of karmic veils and have reference to material
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object having shape and colour, then why should a difference be made
between them ? In reply to this question (the next aphorism) is stated.

(Aph.) The difference of the two consists in the difference of

purity, scope, subject and object. (19)

67. saty api kathaficit sadharmye visuddhyadibhedad avadhimanah-
paryayajiianayor bhedah / tatravadhijianan manahparyayajiianam visuddha-
taram / yani hi manodravyani avadhijiiani janite tani manahparydyajiani
visuddhatarani janite /

67. There is a difference between the intuition called avadhi and
manahparydya owing to the difference in respect of purity and the rest,
notwithstanding their community of nature in certain respects. Of these, the
intuition of mental states is more lucid than visual intuition. The person
possessing avadhi intuition cognises the mind-substances but the person
possessing the manahparyaya intuition knows the self-same objects in a more
lucid form.

68. ksetrakrtas canayor bhedah — avadhijianam angulasyasankhyeya-
bhagadisu bhavati a sarvalokdt, manahparyayajfianam tu manusyaksetra eva
bhavati / .

68. There is also a difference between them in reference to scope. The -
scope of avadhi intuition varies from an extremely minute part of an angula.
(about % of an inch) upto all the inhabited worlds. But the manahparyaya
intuition is confined to the sphere inhabited by human beings.

69. svamikrto ’pi -~ avadhijiianam samyatasydsarmyatasya samyatasa-
myatasya ca sarvagatisu bhavati; manahparydyajfianam tu manusyasa-
myatasya prakrstacaritrasya pramattadisu kstnakasayantesu gunasthanakesu
bhavati / tatrapi vardhamanaparinamasya netarasya / vardhamanaparinama-
syapi rddhipraptasya netarasya / rddhipraptasyapi kasyacin na sarvasya iti /

69. There is difference also in reference to subject. Avadhi intuition
is possible for living beings in all the four states (in the three different
stages of spiritual progress, viz.,) restrained, unrestrained, and partially-
restrained-cum-partially-unrestrained. But manahparyadya intuition is possi-
ble only for a human being possessed of self-restraint and of exalted
conduct occupying any one of the stages of spiritual perfection ranging
from the sixth to the twelfth, and even regarding these stages it is possible
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only for those whose spiritual development is continually on the wax; and
with regard to the latter only those who are possessed of supernatural
powers are entitled to this intuition and not any one else, and again it is
possible only for a few and not all of them.

70. visayakrtas ca — riipavaddravyesv asarvaparyayesv avadher visayani-
bandhas tadanantabhage manahparyayasya iti / avasitam mukhyam
pratyaksam ||19]|

70. There is difference in reference to objects also. The jurisdiction
of avadhi intuition is limited to material objects (with shape and colour)
and that again not covering all their modes; but that of manahparyaya
extends to by far the minuter parts called ananta. Here ends the discourse
on transcendent intuition. (19)

71. atha samvyavaharikam aha -

indriyamanonimitto ’‘vagrahehavayadharanatma samvyavah-

arikam ||20] |

71. Now we shall deal with empirical intuition.

(Aph.) Empirical intuition is conditioned by a sense and the

mind and is of the nature of determinate perception,
speculation, perceptual judgment, and retention. (20)

72. indriyani sparsanadini vaksyamanalaksanani, manas ca nimittam
karanam yasya sa tathd/ samanyalaksananuvrtteh samyagarthanirnaya-
syedam viSesanarn tena ‘indriyamanonimittah’ samyagarthanirnayah / karanam
uktva svaripam aha - ‘avagrahehavayadharanatma’ / avagrahadayo
vaksyamanalaksanah ta dtma yasya so 'vagrahehavayadharanatma /
‘atma’grahanam ca kramenotpadyamananam apy avagrahddinam natyantiko
bhedah kintu purvapiirvasyottarottarariipataya parinamad ekatmakatvam iti
pradarsanartham / samicinah pravrttinivrttiripo vyavaharah samvyavaharas
tatprayojanam ‘samvyavaharikam’ pratyaksam / indriyamanonimittatvam ca
samastam vyastam ca boddhavyam / indriyapradhanyat manobaladhanac
cotpadyamanah indriyajah / manasa eva visuddhisavyapeksad upajayamano
manonimitta iti /

72. The senses are touch and the rest which will be defined later. The
intuition which has for its condition the senses and the mind is called such.
This clause is to be construed as an adjective to ‘authentic definitive
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cognition of an object’ which follows from the general definition (and is to
be read into the present aphorism). Thus the defintion of empirical intuition
comes to be ‘authentic definitive cognition which is conditioned by the
senses and the mind’. Having stated its condition, he now states its nature as
‘of the nature of determinate perception, etc.’” Determinate perception and
the rest will be defined. And the intuition which consists of these varieties is
said to be of the nature of the same. The phrase ‘of the nature of (the same)’
is employed to demonstrate the fact that determinate perception and the
rest do not absolutely differ from one another, but the antecedent variety
only develops into the subsequent variety and thus all of them partake of the
same essential nature. The term samvyavaharika (rendered empirical) is
derived from samvyavahara which means ‘authentic activity by way of
positive and negative endeavour’ and thus the word samvyavaharika comes
to mean an intuition which leads to such activity as its result. The meaning
of the phrase ‘conditioned by a sense and the mind’ is to be understood in
both distributive and collective reference. It is said to be ‘conditioned by a
sense’ when a sense plays a major part and the mind exerts influence in its
generation; and it is said to be ‘conditioned by the mind’ when it is
generated by the mind alone endowed with a particular kind of purity.

73. nanu svasamvedanariipam anyad api pratyaksam asti tat kasman
noktam ?, iti na vacyam; indriyajajianasvasarmvedanasyendriyapratyakse,
anindriyajasukhadisamvedanasya manahpratyakse, yogipratyaksasvasam-
vedanasya yogipratyakse ‘ntarbhavat / smrtyadisvasamvedanam tu manasam
eveti naparam svasamvedanam nama pratyaksam astiti bhedena noktam
11201]

73. (Q) Now, self-cognition is a recognised variety of perceptual
cognition. Why does the author omit its enumeration ? (A) The objection
cannot be advanced (with justification) inasmuch as the self-cognition
relating to sense-perception is included in sense-perception; the self-
cognition of the perception of pleasure, etc., is conditioned by the mind and
as such is subsumed under mental perception; the self-cognition of the
transcendent perception of the ascetic is subsumed under the transcendent
perception of the ascetic; as regards the self-cognition of the acts of
recollection and the like, they are nothing but mental perceptions; and
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since there is no additional variety of perception called self-cognition, it has
not been stated as a separate kind of perception (20).

74. indriyety uktam itindriyani laksayati -

sparsarasagandharupasabdagrahanalaksanani sparsanarasana-

ghranacaksuhsrotranindriyani dravya-bhavabhedani ||21] |

74. Senses have been referred to and the author now defines them.

(Aph.) The senses are touch, taste, smell, sight, ear having

respectively for their characteristic the capacity of appre-
hending touch, taste, odour, coloured shape and sound.
Each of these again is of two kinds, called substance and
function. (21)

75. sparsadigrahanam laksanam yesam tani yathdasankhyam sparsana-
dinindriyani, tathahi sparsadyupalabdhih karanapirva kriyatvat chidikriya-
vat / tatrendrena karmand srstanindriyani namakarmodayanimittatvat /
indrasyatmano lingani va, karmamalimasasya hi svayam arthan upalabdhum
asamarthasyatmano ’rthopalabdhau nimittani indriyani/

75. The senses of touch, etc.,, are respectively those having the
characteristic of the capacity of apprehending touch and the rest. The proof is
as follows : Cognitions of touch and the like must be conditioned by relevant
instruments, since they are acts like the act of cutting. Indriyas (senses) are so
called because they have been produced by indra which means karman, since
the senses are brought into being by manifestation of nama-karman as their
condition. The reason for their being named indriyas may also be due to the
fact that they are the distinguishing marks of the self which is designated by
the name indra. The senses serve as the organs of perception of objects for a
self which is contaminated with karman and is thus unable to perceive things
by itself.

76. nanv evam atmano ’rthajfidnam indriyat lingad upajayamanam
anumanikam syat / tatha ca lingaparijiiane ‘numananudayat / tasyanumanat
parijiiane ’navasthaprasangah; naivam; bhavendriyasya svasamviditatve-
nanavasthanavakasat / yad va, indrasyatmano lingany atmagamakani
indriyani karanasya vasyadivat kartradhisthitatvadarsandt /

76. (Q) The cognition of an object by the self, generated as it is by a
mark, viz., a sense, should be regarded as inferential. Such being the case,



Text And Translation ' 99

the inference cannot arise if there be a lack of the knowledge of the mark.
If the mark were to be known by another inference, the result would be a
regressus ad infinitum. (A) The objection is baseless, since the senses qua
(spiritual) functions are intuited by themselves and so the consequence of
infinite regress has no raison d’etre. Or (an alternative explanation may be
given) : The senses are the marks of the self and as such they afford proof
of the selfs existence. It is universally seen that an instrument (and the
sense is an instrument), like the carpenter’s axe, is operated by an agent.

77. tani ca dravyabhavarupena bhidyante / tatra dravyendriyani
namakarmodayanimittani, bhavendriyani punas tadavaranaviryantarayaksa-
Yopasamanimittani / saisa paficasiitri sparSagrahanalaksanam sparsanen-
driyam, rasagrahanalaksanam rasanendriyam ityadi / sakalasamsarisu bhavéc
chariravyapakatvac ca sparsanasya ptrvam nirdesah, tatah kramenalpalpajiva-
visayatvad rasanaghranacaksuhsrotranam /

77. The senses again are divided into two categories, viz., substance
and function. Of these, the sense qua substance is caused by the manifesta-
tion of the corresponding nama-karman. The senses qua functions are
brought into being by the subsidence and destruction of the obscuring
karman and obstructive karman frustrating the relevant capacity. The
present aphorism is a conglomeration of five aphorisms, viz., ‘the sense of
touch has the capacity of apprehending touch as its characteristic’, ‘the sense
of taste has the capacity of apprehending taste as its characteristic’ etc. The
place of honour (in the order of enumeration) has been assigned to the
sense of touch since it is universally present in all living beings subject to
transmigration and as it pervades the whole body. And the respective
positions in the order of enumeration of the senses of taste, smell, sight and
hearing are due to their incidence in progressively decreasing number of
embodied beings. '

78. tatra sparsanendriyam tadavaranaksayopasamasambhavam
prthivyaptejovayuvanaspatinam Sesendriyavaranavatam sthavarandam
Jjivanam / tesam ca “pudhavi cittamantamakkhaya” [Dasavaikdlika, 4.1]
ityader aptagamat siddhih / anumandc ca - jiianam kvacid atmani parama-
pakarsavat apakrsyamdnavisesatvat parimanavat, yatra tadapakarsaparyantas
ta ekendriyah sthavarah / na ca spar$anendriyasyapy abhave bhasmadisu
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JjRanasyapakarso yuktah / tatra hi jfidnasyabhava eva na punar apakarsas
tato yatha gaganaparimanad arabhydpakrsyamanavisesam parimanam
paramanau paramapakarsavat tathda jiianam api kevalajianad arabhya-
pakrsyamanavisesam ekendriyesv atyantam apakrsyate / prthivyadinam ca
pratyekam jivatvasiddhir agre vaksyate / sparsanarasanendriye krmi-apadika-
nupuraka-gandipada-sankha-suktika-sambiika-jalikaprabhrtinam trasanam /
sparsana-rasana-ghranani pipilaka-rohanika-upacika-kunthu-tubaraka-
trapusa-bija-karpasasthika-satapadi-ayenaka-trnapatra-kasthaharakadinam /
sparsana-rasana-ghrana-caksiimsi bhramara-vatara-sarariga-maksika-puttika-
damsa-masaka-vrscika-nandyavarta-kitaka-patarigadinam / saha srotrena tani -
matsya-uraga-bhujaga-paksi-catuspadanam tiryagyonijanam sarvesam ca
naraka-manusya-devanam iti /

78. Of these the sense of touch is born from the subsidence and
destruction of the -corresponding veiling karman and is present in such
immobile creatures as earth-bodied, water-bodied, fire-bodied and air-bodied
beings, and plants,’ which have the remaining senses veiled by obscuring
karman. The existence of these creatures is established by the statement of
authoritative scripture as follows : The earth-bodied being is stated to be
animated with consciousness (DV, 4. 1). It is established by inference also.
Consciousness must reach its lowest limit of diminution in some soul, since it
is a determination admitting of progressive diminution, like magnitude.
Now, (the living beings) in which the lowest limit of diminution is reached
are immobile one-sensed creatures. It cannot be legitimately urged that
knowledge reaches its maximum dimiuntion in burnt cinders since they lack
even the sense of touch. There is absolute non-existence of consciousness in
the latter and not a diminution of the same. And as magnitude which is seen
to undergo diminution from the magnitude of space as its highest limit and
reaches its maximum diminution in the atom, so also consciousness which is
known to suffer diminution from its highest limit in perfect knowledge
reaches its utmost culmination in one-sensed creatures. And it will be proved
below that earth-bodied and the rest are living conscious beings. The two
senses, viz. touch and taste, are present in such mobile creatures as Worms,
Solecids (Vermes without lateral appendages), Annelids (ring-like vermes
with unsegmented lateral appendages), Knotty-legged (Anthropoda),
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Conchifera, Pearl-mussel, helix, leeches and the like. The senses of touch,
taste, and smell are present in ants (Formicidae), red-ants (rohanikas), bugs
and flees (upacikas, kunthus, tubarakas, Hemiptera, Hemimetabola), cucum-
ber, cotton-weevils and lice (Aptera), centipeds, ayenakas, Plant-lice
(trnapatras), kasthaharakas (Termites, white-ants), and the like. The sense
of touch, taste, smell and sight are present in black-bees, vataras (Wasps),
sarangas (Hornets), flies, gnats, gadflies, mosquitoes, scorpions, spiders
(nandyavartas), butterflies and moths (kitakas), grasshoppers and locusts
(patangas), etc. These (four) combined with the sense of hearing are present
in fish, apodal reptiles, limbed reptiles and Batrachians, birds, quadruped
brutes belonging to the groups of subhuman species and in men, gods and
denizens of hell without exception.

79. nanu vacanddanaviharanotsarganandahetavo vak-pani-pada-
payilpasthalaksanany apindriyaniti Sankhyas tat katham paficaiva in-
driyani ?; na; jianavisesahetiinam eveha indriyatvenadhikrtatvat, cestavisesani-
mittatvenendriyatvakalpanayam indriyanantyaprasangah, cestavisesanam
anantatvat, tasmad vyaktinirdesat paficaiva indriyani /

79. (Q) According to the philosophers of the Sankhya school, there
are five other organs, viz., the tongue, hands, feet, rectum and generative
organ which are respectively the organs of speech, prehension, walking,
evacuation and gratification. That being the case, why should the number
of sense-organs be fixed at five only ? (A) The question does not arise; only
those which are the conditions of specific cognitions are treated of under
the head of sense-organs in the present context. If the rank of sense-organs
were accorded to them on the ground of their being instruments of parti-
cular varieties of physical action, the number of sense-organs would have to
be extended indefinitely since no limit can be set to different kinds of
action. It follows therefore from the specification of the individual senses
that the number of sense-organs is only five (neither more nor less).

80. tesam ca parasparam syad abhedo dravyarthadesat, syad bhedah
paryayarthadesat, abhedaikante hi sparsanena sparsasyeva rasader api
grahanaprasangah / tatha cendriyantarakalpanavaiyarthyam, kasyacit sakalye
vaikalye vanyesam sakalyavaikalyaprasangas ca / bhedaikante ’pi tesam
ekatra sankalanajfianajanakatvabhdavaprasangah santanantarendriyavat /
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manas tasya janakam iti cet; na; tasyendriyanirapeksasya tajjanakatvabhavat /
indriyapeksarm mano ‘nusandhanasya janakam iti cet; santanantarendriya-
peksasya kuto na janakatvam iti vacyam / pratyasatter abhavad iti cet; atra
ka pratyasattir anyatraikadravyatadatmyat ?, pratydsattyantarasya ca vyabhi-
carad iti / etena tesam atmana bhedabhedaikantau prativyidhau / atmana
karananam abhedaikante kartrtvaprasarnigah, atmano va karanatvaprasangah,
ubhayor ubhayatmakatvaprasango va, visesabhavat / tatas tesam bhedaikante
catmanah karanatvabhavah santanantarakaranavad viparyayo veti
pratitisiddhatvad badhakabhavac canekanta evasrayaniyah /

80. (As regards the relationship of these sense-organs) they can be
regarded as mutually identical when viewed from the standpoint of
substantial unity and can again be regarded as numerically different from
one another if viewed from.the standpoint of differential modes. If the
identity (of the sense-organs) were absolute the consequence would be that
the tactile organ could take cognisance of taste and the rest just as it does
of touch. That again would make the postulation of other organs a
superfluity. And further the perfection or partial defection of one would
make the corresponding perfection and defection of others an inevitable
consequence. And if, on the other hand, the mutual difference of these
(organs) were absolute, they could not possibly co-operate in the generation
of a synthetic judgement involving reference to the identity of the different
sense-data (e.g., the judgement ‘I see what I touch’) as is seen to be the case
with reference to the organs of different persons. This (synthetic judgement
in question) cannot be set down to the causality of the mind since it cannot
produce such (a cognition) without the aid of sense-organs. Nor should it be
contended that the mind aided by the sense-organ is the cause of this
synthetic reference, since the question would arise, why should not (the
mind) produce (the result) aided by the sense-organs of other subjects. (The
opponent may retort that the question does not arise) since there is no
relation (between the mind of one person and the sense-organ of another).
But what is the kind of relation in question, if it be anything else than
identity with one substance ? (The postulation of) any other kind of relation
is (out of the question) since it is found to lack necessary concomitance
(with synthetic judgement). The same (line of argument) would suffice to
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dismiss the theories of absolute difference and absolute identity of the
senses with the self. If the senses were absolutely identical with the self, the
former would function as the subject or the latter would function as the
organs, or both would function in dual capacity, since there is no difference
(in the relation of identity). If, on the other hand, the senses were
absolutely different from the self, they could not be held to belong to the
self as its organs, just as the senses of other subjects are not. Or, in the
alternative, the reverse might be the case (i.e., the senses of A would be the
senses of B and vice versa). It follows, therefore, that (the relation in
question) should be accepted in terms of non-absolutist position (as neither
absolutely different nor absolutely identical but both), which is endorsed by
the verdict of experience which again is not liable to (be set aside by) an
invalidating proof.

81. dravyendriyanam api parasparam svarambhakapudgaladravye-
bhyas ca bhedabhedadvaranekanta eva yuktah, pudgaladravyarthadesad
abhedasya parydyarthadesac ca bhedasyopapadyamanatvat /

81. As regards (the relation of) the senses qua substance among one
another and to the material atoms from which they are produced, it should
also be understood in terms both of identity and difference from the same
standpoint of non-absolutism, since the element of identity (of the senses)
is intelligible in respect of the matter qua substance and the element of
difference is intelligible (in respect of the same) qua modes.

82. evam indriyavisayanam sparsadinam api dravyaparydyaripataya
bhedabhedatmakatvam avaseyam, tathaiva nirbadham upalabdheh / tatha ca
na dravyamatram paryayamatram vendriyavisaya iti sparsadinam
karmasadhanatvam bhavasadhanatvari ca drastavyam ||21]|

82. The same (line of argument) would enable us to understand the
dual relation of identity-cum-difference of the data of senses, e.g., touch
and the rest qua substance and modes, as attested by experience
uncontradicted by any other proof. It follows, therefore, that the datum of
sense is neither a pure substance nor a pure mode, and this is corroborated
by (the grammatical interpretation of the terms) sparsa and the like in the
sense of object and act; (thus spar§a may mean an object of touch which is
a substance and act qua touch which is a mode). (21)
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83. ‘dravyabhavabhedani’ ity uktam tani kramena laksayati —

dravyendriyam niyatakarah pudgalah ||22]|

83. It has been said (siitra 21) that the senses are of two kinds, viz.,
as substance and function, and the author now propounds their respective
definitions.

(Aph.) The sense qua substance is material atoms as possessed of

definite shape. (22)

84. ‘dravyendriyam’ ity ekavacanam jatyasrayanat / niyato viSisto
bahya abhyantaras$ cakarah samsthanaviseso yesam te ‘niyatakarah’ piirana-
galanadharmanah sparsarasagandhavarnavantah ‘pudgalah’, tathahi srotradisu
yah karnasaskuliprabhrtir bahyah pudgalanam pracayo yas cabhyantarah
kadambagolakadyakarah sa sarvo dravyendriyam, pudgaladravyariipatvat /
apradhanye va dravyasabdo yatha Angaramarddako dravyacarya iti / apradha-
nam indriyam dravyendriyam, vydparavaty api tasmin sannihite ’pi
calokaprabhrtini sahakdripatale bhavendriyam vina sparsadyupalabdhya-
siddheh ||22]] :
bhavendriyam labdhyupayogau ||23] |

84. The singular number in the ‘sense qua substance’ has reference
to the class character, the word ‘definite’ means ‘specific’ and relates to both
internal and external (shape), and ‘shape’ means ‘particular structural
arrangement’, and so the whole expression ‘as possessed of definite shape’
comes to mean (that) ‘the atoms having a specific structural arrangement’
(are the sense qua substance). The (atoms) are called pudgalah because
they are subject to accretion (piirana) and decomposition (galana). And
they are possessed of the qualities of touch, taste, odour and colour. Thus,
e.g., in the case of the auditory organ the external combination of the atoms
in the shape of an ellipse and the internal combination of the same in the
globualr shape of a kadambaka flower are both to be taken in their entirety
as the sense qua substance and this is typical of the rest of the organs. The
reason (of their being called substance) is that they are the same as the
material substance. The term dravya in dravyendriya (rendered sense qua
substance) may in the alternative be taken to connote inferiority as it is
found in the proposition ‘Ahgaramardaka is a dravyacarya (inferior teach-
er)’. So the expression dravyendriya would mean ‘an inferior sense-organ’.
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Its inferiority is due to the fact that even when it is in operation and the
whole group of auxiliary conditions such as light, etc., are present intact,
the cognition of touch and the like does not materialise without the arousal
of the function-sense. (22)

(Aph.) The function-sense is (of two kinds, viz.) attainment and

conscious activity. (23)

85. lambhanam ‘labdhih’ jfianavaranakarmaksayopasamavisesah /
yatsannidhanad atma dravyendriyanirvrttim prati vydpriyate tannimitta-
atmanah parinamavisesa upayogah / atrapi ‘bhavendriyam’ ity ekavacanam
jatyasrayanat / bhavasabdo ’'nupasarjanarthah / yathaivendanadharmayo-
gitvenanupacaritendratvo bhavendra ucyate tathaivendralingatvadidharma-
yogenanupacaritendralingatvadidharmayogi ‘bhavendriyam’ /

85. ‘Attainment’ means acquisition (of the manifestation of the sense-
activity) which consists in the subsidence-cum-destruction of a particular
kind of karman which obscures knowledge. Conscious activity is a particular
modification of the self due to the former (i.e. attainment) owing to the
presence of which the self is directed to the substance-sense-organ roused to
activity. Here also the singular number in the expression ‘function-sense-
organ’ has reference to the class. The word ‘function’ (bhava) has the sense
of (actual) pre-eminence. Just as the individual who is actually and not by
way of metaphor in possession of the attribute-of sovereignty (over gods and
thus the predication of the attribute is not a case of false attribution by a
rhetorical device) is called real functioning sovereign, so also (the changed
state of the self) is called the real functioning sense when it is actually and
not by way of metaphor in possession of the attributes of ‘being a sign of this
self and the like.

" 86. tatra labdhisvabhavam tavad indriyam svarthasamvittav atmano
yogyatam adadhad bhavendriyatam pratipadyate / na hi tatrayogyasya
tadutpattir akasavad upapadyate svarthasamvidyogyataiva ca labdhir iti /
upayogasvabhavam punah svarthasarmvidi vyaparatmakam / na hy avyaprtam
sparsanadisamvedanam sparsadi prakasayitum saktam, susuptddinam api
tatprakasakatvaprapteh /

86. Of these (two function-senses), the sense qua attainment gener-
ates the capacity of the self to apprehend a relevant object and thus comes to
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exercise the role of a function-sense. The competence of the self for the
apprehension of its object is (called) attainment, (the acquisition of which is
necessary in view of the fact that) the said apprehension is not produced in
a substance which is constitutionally incompetent for the same, e.g., space
which is incapable of developing conscious activity. The sense qua conscious
activity again is of the nature of an activity in respect of the cognition of an
object. (The postulation of this conscious activity as sense is necessitated by
the consideration that) the sensing of touch and the like by the tactile sense,
etc., is not capable of revealing its object touch and the like unless it is
appropriated by the conscious activity of the self; (otherwise) the emergence
of such cognition in deep sleep also would be an undeniable possibility.

87. svarthaprakasane vyaprtasya samvedanasyopayogatve phalatvad
indriyatvanupapattir iti cet; na; karanadharmasya karye 'nuvrtteh / na hi
pavakasya prakasakatve tatkdryasya pradipasya prakasakatvar virudhyate /
na ca yenaiva svabhavenopayogasyendriyatvam, tenaiva phalatvam isyate
yena virodhah syat /sadhakatamasvabhavena hi tasyendriyatvam kriya-
rupataya ca phalatvam / yathaiva hi pradipah prakasatmana prakasayatity
atra sadhakatamah prakasatma karanam, kriyatma phalam, svatantratvac ca
karteti sarvam idam anekantavade na durlabham ity alam prasangena | |23] |

87. (Q) The conscious activity (of the self) employed upon the sense-
apprehension of a relevant object is rather the result, and as such cannot be
regarded as an organ (which is necessarily of the nature of a condition). (A)
The objection does not apply to the case since (it is a general rule that
certain) attributes of the cause follow into the effect. There is nothing
repugnant in the fact that because fire has the quality of illuminating things,
the light of the lamp and the like which are its effects should also have the
capacity. Nor is it admitted that conscious activity is an organ in the same
capacity in which it is the result which might involve a contradiction. It
becomes an organ in the capacity of the efficientmost instrument and
becomes the result in the capacity of an act both of which characters are
discernible in it. (The matter becomes clear from the example of) a light
which discharges the function of the efficientmost instrument in its character
as an illuminator, and is the effect in its character as the act of illumination,
and plays the role of an agent on account of its independent status. And all
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this is not at all difficult to vindicate from the position of non-absolutism and
there is no necessity for further elaboration. (23)

88. ‘manonimittah’ ity uktam iti mano laksayati -

sarvarthagrahanam manah ||24||

88. It has been said (in aphorism 20 that empirical intuition is)
‘conditioned by the mind’. (And for its clarification the author now)
proposes to give the definition of the mind.

(Aph.) The mind is the organ of apprehension of all objects (of all
the senses). (24)

89. sarve na tu sparsanadinam sparsadivat pratiniyatd evartha grhyante
‘neneti ‘sarvarthagrahanam manah’ ‘anindriyam’ iti ‘noindriyam’ iti cocyate /
sarvartham mana ity ucyamane atmany api prasanga iti karanatvapratipadana-
rtham ‘grahanam’ ity uktam / atma tu karteti nativyaptih, sarvarthagrahanam
ca manasah prasiddham eva / yat Vacakamukhyah “Srutam anindriyasya”
[Tattvarthasiitra, 2.22] / $rutam iti hi visayina visayasya nirdesah / upalak-
sanam ca Srutam mateh tena matisrutayor yo visayah sa manaso visaya ity
‘arthah / “matisrutayor nibandho dravyesv asarvaparyayesu” [Tattvarthasttra,
1.27] iti Vacakavacanat matisrutajfianayoh sarvavisayatvam iti manaso ’pi
sarvavisayatvam siddham /

89. All the objects (of all the senses) — and not specifically deter-
mined such as touch is of the tactile sense — are apprehended by the mind
and so it is called ‘the organ of apprehension of all the objects’. It is also
designated as ‘non-sense’ (anindriya) or ‘not-sense’ (no-indriya).If the apho-
rism were worded simply as ‘the mind is (cognisant of) all the objects’, then
this (definition of the mind) would also apply to the self, and so the phrase
‘the organ of apprehension’ (grahanam) has been inserted in order to
emphasise the instrumental character (of the mind). And thus the definition
does not extend to the self which is but the agent. That the mind is cognisant
of all sense-objects is a matter of common knowledge. As has been observed
by Umasvati, the foremost of the Vacakas — (The object of) scriptural
(cognition) is (the object) of the mind (TS, 2.22). The term ‘scriptural,
though it stands for a cognition having objective reference, here stands for
object. The term ‘scriptural’ is typical of sensuous cognition also. Thus it
comes to mean that whatever is the object of sensuous and non-sensuous
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- cognition is also the object of the mind. It has been observed by the Vacaka :
“The sensuous and non-sensuous cognitions have for their scope (all)
substances though not with all their modes” (TS, 1. 27). And it follows from
this statement of the Vacaka that sensuous and non-sensuous cognitions
jointly are cognisant of all objects, and thus a fortiori the mind is also proved
to be cognisant of all things.

90. mano ’pi paficendriyavad dravyabhavabhedat dvividham eva/
tatra dravyamano manastvena parinatani pudgaladravyani / bhavamanas tu
tadavaraniyakarmaksayopasamatma labdhir atmanas carthagrahanonmukho
vyaparavisesa iti | |24]]

90. The mind is also of two kinds, just like the five senses, according
as it differs as substance and function. The mind qua substance is nothing
but substantive matter transformed into it (viz., the mind-substance). The
mind qua function is the attainment (labdhi) consisting in the subsidence-
cum-destruction of the relevant obscuring karman and the specific activa-
tion of the self apt to apprehend its object (upayoga). (24)

91. nanv atyalpam idam ucyate ‘indriyamanonimittah’ iti / anyad apl
hi caksurjfianasya nimittam artha alokas casti, yad ahuh -

“rupalokamanskaracaksurbhyah samprajayate /

vijiianam manisiiryamsugosakrdbhya ivanalah //” iti
atrah -

narthalokau jfiGnasya nimittam avyatirekat | |25| |

91. (Q) Well, the statement (of the etiology of sensuous cognition) ‘it
is conditioned by a sense and the mind’ is extremely inadequate. Thus, for
instance, visual cognition has for its additional conditions (the presence of)
the object and light. As has been remarked “The (visual) cognition is
produced by the coloured object, light, attention and visual organ (all
combined), just as fire is produced by (the combination of) the lens, the
solar ray and dried cow-dung”. In answer to this, (the author) says : _

(Aph.) The object and light are not conditions of cognition,

because of the lack of concomitance in difference be-
tween the two. (25)

92. bahyo visayah prakasas ca na caksurjianasya saksat karanam,

desakaladivat tu vyavahitakaranatvam na nivaryate, jiidnavaranadiksayo-
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pasamasamagryam arad upakaritvenanjanadivac caksurupakaritvena cabhyu-
pagamat / kutah punah saksan na karanatvam ity aha - ‘avyatirekat’ vyati-
rekabhavat / na hi tadbhdve bhavalaksano ‘nvaya eva hetuphalabhdvaniscaya-
nimittam, api tu tadabhave ‘bhavalaksano vyatireko ’pi / na casav arthalokayor
hetubhave ’sti; marumaricikadau jalabhave ’pi jalajiianasya, vrsadamsadinam
calokabhdve ’pi sandratamatamahpatalaviliptadesagatavastupratipattes ca
darsanat / yoginam catitanagatarthagrahane kim arthasya nimittatvam?/
nimittatve carthakriyakaritvena sattvad atitanagatatvaksatih /

92. The external object and light are not the direct cause of visual
cognition, though it is not denied that they are remote conditions just as
time, space and the like are. It is admitted that they are of direct service to
the cause of subsidence-cum-destruction of the knowledge-obscuring karman,
and also (of indirect service) by benefiting the visual organ like a collyrium-
paint. (Q) But why should not they be held to be the direct cause (of the
visual cognition) ? The answer is : ‘because there is no concomitance in
difference between them’. Certainly the method of agreement which consists
in (the observation) that ‘A is followed by B’ .is not alone competent to
determine the relation of cause and effect, but it must be supplemented by
the method of difference which consists in (observing) that the absence of A
is followed by the absence of B. But this (concomitance in difference) is not
observed so as to ensure the causality of the object and light. For example, it
is observed that the cognition of water takes place in mirage in the desert in
spite of the absence of water in it and cats and the like have, notwithstand-
ing the absence of light, perceptual cognition of objects in a place steeped in
thick pall of darkness. And regarding the intuition of past and future events
by ascetics, how can objects have any causal efficiency ? (The admission of
past and future events) exercising causal efficiency (which is a criterion of
existence) as condition (of intuition) would on the contrary (invest them
with existence and) make them cease to be past and future.

93. na ca prakasyad atmalabha eva prakasakasya prakasakatvam,
pradipader ghatadibhyo ’nutpannasyapi tatprakasakatvadarsanat / isvarajfia-
nasya ca nityatvenabhyupagatasya katham arthajanyatvam nama ?/ asma-
dadinam api janakasyaiva grahyatvabhyupagame . smrtipratyabhijfianadeh
pramanasyapramanyaprasangah / yesam caikantaksaniko ‘rtho janakas ca
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grahya iti darsanam tesam api janyajanakayor jhanarthayor bhinnakalatvan
na grahyagrahakabhavah sambhavati / atha na janyajanakabhavatiriktah
sandamsayogolakavat jiianarthayoh kascid grahyagrahakabhava iti matam,

“bhinnakalam kathar grahyam iti ced grahyatam viduh /

hetutvam eva yuktijfia ‘ianakararpanaksamam //”

[Pramanavartika, 3.247]
iti vacanat; tarhi sarvajfiajfianasya vartamanikarthavisayatvam na kathaficid
upapadyate vartamanikaksanasydjanakatvat ajanakasya cagrahanat / svasar-
vedanasya ca svariipdjanyatve katham grahakatvam svariipasya va kathari
grahyatvam iti cintyam / tasmat svasvasamagriprabhavayor dipaprakasa-
ghatayor iva jiianarthayoh prak&s’yqprbkds’akabhdvasambhavdn na jnanani-
mittatvam arthdlokayor iti sthitam /

93. Nor can it be maintained that the capacity for illumination
possessed by the illuminator is nothing but its individual being that is
derived from the object to be illuminated, since it is definitely observed that
light, though not engendered from the jar and the like, does actually
iluminate them. And how can the opponent (sic. Naiyayika who believes
sense-intuition to be generated by an objective datum) allege that the
intuition of God, which is (believed to be) eternal, is generated by an
object ? And as regards ordinary human beings like us the theory that it is
only the generator (of cognition) which can be the object of cognition
would necessarily lead to the rejection of the validity of such organs of
knowledge as memory and recognition. (The object of these cognitions is a
past datum which cannot be supposed to exert its influence upon them as
their generating condition). Regarding the view (of the Buddhists) who
maintain that an existent is absolutely momentary and that the cognitum is
(necessarily) the generator (of the cognition i question, it would suffice to
point out that) in this theory the cognition and its object which are
supposed to be related as effect and cause respectively cannot possibly
stand in the relation of cogniser and cognitum on account of their being
separated by an interval of time. It may be maintained that the relation of
cognitum and cogniser subsisting between cognition and its object is not
anything distinct and different from the relation of causality unlike the
relation between a pair of pincers and an iron ball, and this (position has
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been endorsed) by the argument (of Dharmakirti), viz., “How can a thing
occurring at a point of time different (from that of the cognition) be the
object (of such a cognition) ? The answer is that the philosophers who are
conversant with the rationale (of the origin of knowledge) affirm that the
character of being a cognitum consists in nothing but the causal efficiency
of the object to imprint its likeness on the cognition concerned” (PV, 3.
247). If that (be the true position), then the intuition of an omniscient
would under no circumstance be supposed to be conversant with an object
present at the time, inasmuch as a present datum (synchronizing with it)
cannot be its cause and what is not a cause cannot be thought (ex
hypothesi) to be the object of the cognition. The problem again deserves the
serious consideration (of the opponent) as to how can a cognition exercise
its self-intuitive function, that is to say, how can a cognition become its own
cogniser ungenerated as it is by itself and how again can the self of a
cognition be its object (though it is not its generator) ? The conclusion,
therefore, legitimately follows from the above considerations that cognition
and its object derive their existence from their own causes and stand in the
relation of illuminator and illuminated just like the light of the lamp and
the jar. And this knocks down the plea that the objective datum and light
are the causal conditions of (perceptual) cognition.

94. nanv arthajanyatve jfianasya katham pratikarmavyavastha ?,
tadutpattitadakaratabhyam hi sopapadyate, tasmad anutpannasyatadakarasya
ca jianasya sarvarthan praty avisesat; naivam; tadutpattim antarendpy davara-
naksayopasamalaksanaya yogyatayaiva pratiniyatarthaprakasakatvopapatteh /
tadutpattav api ca yogyatd avasyasrayaniyd, anyatha ‘$esarthasannidhye ’pi
kutascid evarthat kasyacid eva jfiGnasya janmeti kautaskuto ’yarn vibhagah /
tadakarata tv arthakarasankrantya tavad anupapanna, arthasya nirakaratva-
prasangat / arthena ca miirtenamiirtasya jiianasya kidrsam sadrsyam ity
arthavisesagrahanaparinama eva sabhyupeya / atah -

“arthena ghatayaty enam nahi muktva ’rthartipatam /”

[Pramanavartika, 3.305]
iti yatkificid etat /

94. (Q) If a cognition be not causally conditioned by its object what
will be the means of determining the relation of cognition and cognitum ?
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The determination of this relation finds an easy explanation in the theory
which holds that cognition is an effect and a copy of the object. (The
opposite theory fails to explain) how can a cognition which is neither
produced by nor is a copy of its object (have reference to that particular
object) when (as a pure act of awareness without any intrinsic specific
determination) it can unreservedly relate to all possible things. (A) The
positjon is not.se (desperate). That a cognition reveals a particular
determinate object is due to the destruction-cum-subsidence of the relevant
obscuring karman, which constitutes its specific competency and the
relation of causality has no bearing upon it. The postulation of competency
is, on the contrary, inevitable even in the theory of causality; otherwise
there would be no explanation possible of the determination that a
particular cognition is generated by a particular object though an infinite
number of objects is present there (to any one of which it could be
affiliated). As regards the sameness of structural form (of the cognition) it
cannot be accounted for by the hypothesis that it is transferred by the object
to the cognition concerned, as this would deprive the physical object of its
own structure. And what again can be the kind of similarity between a
physical object which possesses spatial dimension and a psychical act of
cognition which lacks spatial dimension ? And so (the similarity of structural
form) must be understood to be' nothing other than the transition (of
consciousness as such) into the cognition of a particular object. And so the
plea (of .Dharmakirti) “Consciousness is brought into relation with a
physical object by means of structural similarity and never without it” (PV,
3. 305) is bereft of all substance. _

95. api ca vyaste samaste vaite grahanakaranam syatam / yadi vyaste;
tada kapaladyaksano ghatantyaksanasya, jalacandro va nabhascandrasya
grahakah prapnoti, tadutpattes tadakaratvac ca / atha samaste; tarhi
ghatottaraksanah piirvaghataksanasya grahakah prasajati / jiianartipatve
saty ete grahanakdranam iti cet; tarhi samanajatiyajfianasya samanantara-
plrvajianagrahakatvam prasajyeta / tan na yogyatam antarenanyad grahana-
karanam pasyamah ||25]]|

95. Further, let us consider whether the two factors (causality and
structural similarity) are jointly or severally the conditions of (objective)
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cognition. If the latter alternative (i.e., causality or structural similarity were
determinant of the cognitive relation), then the parts of the jar in the first
moment (of their origin) should be cognisant of the whole jar in the last
moment, or, the moon's reflection in water should be cognisant of the moon
in the firmament, as (in the former case) the two phenomena stand in the
relation of causality and (in the latter case) structural similarity subsists
(between the two). If both of them collectively (determined the same), then
the jar in the subsequent moment should be held to be cognisant of the jar ih
the previous moment (the former being both an effect as well as a structural
facsimile of the latter). If it is held that the two factors operate as the
conditions of cognition only when they relate to states of cognition (and thus
the alleged consequences are ruled out), then a subsequent cognition which
is homogeneous with the immediately precedent cognition which generates
it should be cognisant of the latter. Thus (on the scrutiny of the opponent)
we do not find anything else than competency to be the condition of
cognition. (25) ~

96. ‘avagrahehavayadharanatma’ ity uktam ity avagrahadin laksayati —-

aksarthayoge darsananantaram arthagrahanam avagrahah | |26] |

96. It has been observed before that (empirical intuition consists) of
determinate perception, speculation, perceptual judgement and retention and
now with reference thereto he defines determinate perception and the rest.

(Aph.) Determinate perception is the cognition of the object,
which follows in the wake of indeterminate intuition upon
the contact of the sense-organ with an object. (26)

97. ‘aksam’ indriyam dravyabhavariipam, ‘arthah’ dravyaparyayatma
tayoh ‘yogah’ sambandho ’natidiirasannavyavahitadesadyavasthanalaksana
yogyata / niyata hi sa visayavisayinoh, yad aha -

“puttham sunei saddarn riivam puna pdasae aputtham tu //”

[Avasyaka-niryukti, 5]
ityadi / tasminn aksarthayoge sati ‘darsanam’ anullikhitavisesasya vastunah
pratipattih / tadanantaram iti kramapratipadanartham etat / etena darsana-
syavagraham prati parinamitokta, naity asata eva sarvatha kasyacid utpadah,
sato va sarvatha vinasa iti dar§anam evottaram parinamam pratipadyate /
‘arthasya’ dravyaparyayatmano ’rthakriyaksamasya ‘grahanam’, ‘samyag
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arthanirnayah’ iti samanyalaksandnuvrtter nirnayo na punar avikalapakarm
darsanamatram ‘avagrahah’ /

07. Sense-organ is of two kinds — the material organ and the
(psychical) function. The object is a composite of substance and modes. The
'contact' between them is a relation (which in the ultimate analysis transpires
to be) a sort of competency constituted by the situation (of the object) in a
spatio-temporal context which is neither too far, nor too near, nor intercepted
(by an obstructive barrier). And this (competency) of the sense and object is a
specifically determinate (characteristic). Thus has it been observed "One hears
a word when it is in conjunction (with the auditory organ) but sees a coloured
shape even without conjunction” (AN, 5) and so on. Now, indeterminate
intuition is the cognition of an object which leaves the specific determinations
out of account and it takes place (immediately) on that very sense-object
contact. The expression ‘which follows in the wake of that (indeterminate
intuition)' serves to show the chronological order. This further elucidates the
fact that indeterminate intuition is (the stuff which is) transformed into
determinate perception. It is a truism that nothing is produced which was
absolutely non-existent and nothing absolutely existent suffers destruction.
Thus indeterminate intuition itself undergoes transformation into the subse-
quent state (sic. determinate perception). (In the phrase ‘the cognition of the
object"), ‘the object’ stands for an entity which consists of substance and
modes, capable of exercising causal efficiency, and ‘the cognition’ is to be
understood as definitive cognition in pursuance of the wording of the general
definition (sic.) ‘authentic definitive cognition’ which runs down (to the
present aphorism). So determinate perception is not (to be confounded with)
mere indeterminate cognition.

98. na cayam manaso vikalpah, caksuradisannidhanapeksatvat prati-
sankhyanenapratyakhyeyatvac ca / manaso hi vikalpah pratisankhydnena
nirudhyate, na cayam tatheti na vikalpah ||26] |

avagrhitavisesakarnksanam iha ||27||

98. This (determinate perception) must not be held to be a mental
construction, since it depends (for its existence) on the active exercise (lit.
vicinity) of the sense-organ such as sight and also because it is not liable to
be corrected by discursive thought. A mental construction, on the other
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hand, is cancelled by discursive thought. But this (determinate perception)
is not so (found to be cancelled by discursive thought) and consequently it
cannot be a mental construction. (26)
(Aph.) Speculation is inquisitive pursuit (for the knowledge) of
specific details of the perceived datum. (27)

99. avagrahagrhitasya sabdader arthasya ‘kim ayam sabdah sankhah
$arngo va’ iti samsaye sati ‘madhuryadayah $ankhadharma evopalabhyante
na karkasyadayah sarngadharmah’ ity anvayavyatirekariipavisesaparyalo-
canariipa mates cesta ‘tha’ / tha cavagrahehayor antarale abhyaste ’pi visaye
samsayajiianam asty eva asubhavat tu nopalaksyate / na tu pramanam,
samyagarthanirnayatmakatvabhavat /

99. On the determinate perception of an objective datum, for example
a sound, there arises a doubt whether the sound emanates from a conch or a
horn, and the mind is driven to consider the specific points of agreement and
difference in the form (of the judgement) ‘it is perceived as sweet and
agreeable which qualities belong to the sound of a conch and not as harsh and
shrill which are the qualities of the sound of a horn’. The mental urge as
embodied in the aforementioned consideration is called speculation. It is
absolutely certain that doubt crops up in the interval between determinate
perception and speculation even when the object is a matter of habitual
perception. But its existence is not detected owing to the rapidity (of the
succession). But it is not valid knowledge, since it lacks the (fundamental)
characteristic of being authentic and definitive cognition.

100. nanu paroksapramanabhedaripam uhakhyam pramanam
vaksyate tat kas tasmad thaya bhedah ? / ucyate — trikalagocarah sadhyasa-
dhanayor vyaptigrahanapatur tho yam asritya “vyaptigrahanakale yogiva
sampadyate pramata” iti nyayavido vadanti / tha tu vartamanikarthavisaya
pratyaksaprabheda ity apaunaruktyam /

100. (Q) It will be stated later on that there is a species of non-
perceptual organ of knowledge called itha, reasoning. What then is the
difference from that (reasoning) of this speculation ? (A) Reasoning is the
organ competent for the realisation of universal concomitance between the
probans and the probandum and has reference to all the three divisions of
time (sic. past, present and future). The logicians affirm that the subject while
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apprehending the universal concomitance exercises this organ and appears to
attain to the level of (supernatural intuition of) an ascetic. But speculation
takes stock of things existing in the present time and is a species of perceptual
cognition and thus there is no room for (the charge of) repetition.

101. tha ca yadyapi cestocyate tathapi cetanasya seti jiianariipaiveti
yuktar pratyaksabhedatvam asyah / na canirnayariipatvad apramanatvam
asyah sankaniyam,; svavisayanirnayariipatvat, nirnayantarasadrsye nirna-
yantaranam apy anirmayatvaprasangah ||27] |

thitavisesanirnayo 'vayah ||28| |

101. Though speculation is said to be of the nature of conation, it
appertains to the conscious self and thus must be of the nature of cognition. -
It stands to reason then that it should be considered as a species of
perceptual cognition. One should not however call in question its title to
validity on the ground that it is of the nature of indeterminate cognition,
since it is a fact that it is a determinate cognition in regard to its own subject
matter. If the lack of analogy with other instances of determinate cognition
were the ground (of this allegation), the accepted instances of determinate
cognition would be liable to be (condemned as) indeterminate in character
(on the ground of difference from speculation). (27) .

(Aph.) Perceptual judgement is the determination of the specific

characteristic which was the object of speculation. (28)

102. thakrodikrte vastuni visesasya ‘Sankha evayam $abdo na sarngah’
ity evamutupasyavadharanam ‘avayah’ | |28 |

smrtihetur dharana ||29]|

102. Perceptual judgement is the (final) determination of the
specific characteristic regarding the object of speculation as illust-
rated by the proposition ‘the sound must be of the conch and not of the
horn’. (28)

(Aph.) Retention is the condition of memory. (29)

103. ‘smrteh’ atitanusandhanariipaya ‘hetuh’ parinamikdaranam,
samskara iti yavat, sankhyeyam asankhyeyari va kalam jiianasyavasthanam
‘dharana’ / avagrahddayas tu traya antarmauhiirtikah /

103. The condition is the causal stuff capable of change (into the
effect) as memory which consists in the recollection of a past event. It is
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nothing but the latent mental trace (left over as legacy by previous
experience). Retention is thus the continued existence of a cognition for an
(indefinite) length of time which has been designated as sankhyeya or
asankhyeya. The trio consisting of determinate perception and the rest
(viz., speculation and perceptual judgement) can exist for a period of time
varying from a mathematical instant to a ruhiirta (forty-eight minutes)
minus one instant.

-104. samskarasya ca pratyaksabhedariipatvat jiianatvam unneyam, na
punar yathahuh pare — “fianad atirikto bhavanakhyo ’yam samskarah” iti /
asya hy ajfanariipatve jfidnaripasmrtijanakatvam na syat, nahi satta
sattantaram anuvisati / ajfianarupatve cdasyatmadharmatvam na syat,
cetanadharmasyacetanatvabhavat /

104. The latent mental trace should be deduced to be a species of
cognition from the fact that it is a species of perceptual cognition. It must not,
on the contrary, be supposed as has been done by a class of philosophers
(Vaidesikas) that it is different from cognition as such and so called (by a
different name, viz.,) bhavana (a sort of psychic leaven). If it were not
cognitional in character, it could not produce recollection which is a species of
cognition. Certainly one kind of existence cannot be transformed into another
(opposite) kind of existence. If, on the contrary, it were non-cognitive in
nature, it could not possibly be an attribute of the self, since it is a truism that
the characteristic of a conscious entity cannot be unconscious per se.

105. nanv avicyutim api dharanam anvasisan vrddhah, yad
Bhasyakarah - “aviccui dharana hoi” [Visesavasyaka-bhasya, gatha 180]
tat katham smrtihetor eva dharanatvam astitrayah ? / satyam, asty avicyutir
nama dharana, kintu sa ‘vaya evantarbhiiteti na prthag ukta / avaya eva hi
dirghadirgho vicyutir dharanety ucyate iti / smrtihetutvad va *vicyutir dha-
ranayaiva sangrhita / na hy avayamatrad avicyutirahitat smrtir bhavati,
gacchattrmasparsaprayanam avayanam parisilanavikalanam smrtijanakatva-
darsanat / tasmat smrtihetii avicyutisamskarav anena sangrhitav ity adosah /
yadyapi smrtir api dharanabhedatvena siddhante ’bhihita tathdpi paroksa-
pramanabhedatvad iha nokteti sarvam avadatam /

105. (Now a problem arises in this connection). The older Jaina
masters assert that absence of lapse is also a case of retention. The
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following statement of the Bhasyakara “absence of lapse is retention”
(VABh, 180) (may be quoted in support). How then (in the face of such
declaration) have you stated in the aphorism that the condition of memory
alone is retention ? (A) True, there is such a thing as absence of lapse which
is called retention. But this is included within the fold of perceptual
judgement and for this reason it has not been separately mentioned.
Perceptual judgement when protracted for a length of time is entitled
retention qua freedom from lapse. Or, as freedom from lapse is also a
condition of memory, it has been included under retention (as defined by
us). It is positive that mere perceptual judgement bereft of absence of lapse
does not give rise to recollection. Perceptual judgements which are not
subjected to attentive reflection are almost on the level of (unheeded cases
of perception) as the touch of grass by a man in (hurried) motion and such
cases of cognition are not found to give rise to any recollection. Thus there
is no occasion for complaint as this (aphorism in question) includes both
‘absence of lapse’ and ‘mental trace’ as the conditions of recollection.
Although recollection itself has been affirmed to be a species of retention in
authoritative texts, it has not been mentioned in the aphorism, since it is an
instance of non-perceptual knowledge (and as such is not relevant to the
present context). Thus all the relevant issues have been elucidated.

106. tha ca kramabhavinam apy avagrahadinam kathaficid ekatvam
avgseyam / viruddhadharmadhyaso hy ekatvapratipattiparipanthi / na casau
pramanapratipanne ’rthe pratyarthitam bhajate / anubhityate hi khalu
harsavisadadiviruddhavivartakrantam ekam caitanyam / viruddhadharma-
dhyasac ca bibhyadbhir api katham ekarn citrapati jianam ekanekakdrolle-
khasekharam abhyupagamyate Saugataih, citram va ripam Naiydyikadibhir
iti 2 /

106. Now, in the present context one should take clear cognisance {of
the fact) that there is somehow a thread of unity which runs through the
different stages of perceptual cognitions, sic., determinate perception and the
rest in spite of their occurrence in succession. It is certain that the presence of
contradictorily opposed attributes is an impediment to the knowledge of
identity; but such occurrence does not operate as an impediment in the case
of an object which is apprehended by an accredited organ of knowledge. It is
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a commonplace of experience that the self-same consciousness is felt to be
vested with such (apparently) incompatible states as pleasure and pain and so
on. How is it that the Buddhists who are notorious for their horror of
(contradiction in) the juxtaposition of opposite attributes, do admit (the
validity of) the unitary cognition of variegated carpet, with its obvious
reference to unity and multiplicity of the same ? And how do again the
Naiyayikas and their allies admit the possibility of a diversified colour ?

107. Naiyayikas tu — “indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jhanam avya-
padesyam avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam” [Nyayasttra, 1.1.4]
iti pratyaksalaksanam acaksate / atra ca pirvacaryakrtavyakhyavaimukhyena
sankhyavadbhis Trilocana-Vacaspatipramukhair ayam arthah samarthito yatha
— indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jfianam avyabhicari pratyaksam ity eva
pratyaksalaksanam / ‘yatah’sabdadhyahdrena ca yattador nityabhisa-
mbandhad uktaviSesanavisistam jianam yato bhavati tat tathavidha-
jAanasadhanam jAanariipam ajfianariipam va pratyaksam pramanam iti /
asya ca phalabhititasya jfianasya dvayi gatir avikalpam savikalpam ca / tayor
ubhayor api pramanariupatvam abhidhatum vibhagavacanam etad
‘avyapadesyarn vyavasayatmakam’ iti /

107. The Naiyayikas propound the definition of perceptual cognition
in the following terms : The unerring cognition that is produced by sense-
object contact is perceptual and it is (both) indeterminate and determinate
(NS, 1.1.4)!. Now scholars of eminence with Trilocana and Vacaspati in the
vanguard have set their face against the interpretation of the siitra by the
previous exponents and sought to propound their interpretation in the
following terms. They contend that the definition of perceptual cognition is
(summed up in the clause) “That unerring cognition which is produced by
sense-object contact is perceptual.” (Now these exponents propose to) read
(into the aphorism the term) ‘whence’ as an ellipsis and on the strengh (of
the dictum) that (the relative and demonstrative pronouns) ‘which’ and

1. According to the old Nyaya tradition, the aphorism presents definition only, and not
the divisions also. Hence the translation of the aphorism should be as follows :
Perception is that cognition (jnana) which is born of a sense-object contact
(indriyarthasannikarsotpanna), is non-verbal (avyapadesya), is non-erroneous
(avyabhicdrin), and is determinate (vyavasdyatmaka). One may study Jayanta’s
explanation of the aphorism in his Nyayamaiijari. — Editor
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‘that’ stand universally and necessarily in relation (they: further supply the
term ‘that’ and they interpret the aphorism thus completed as follows) : (The
source) ‘from which’ the cognition as qualified by the aforesaid adjectives is
engendered, that (source), in other words, the instrument of such cognition,
be it of the nature of cognition or different from it, is the organ of cognition
known as perceptual. Now the cognition resulting from it is possibly of two
kinds, indeterminate and determinate. The statement of the classification (in
the aphorism) as ‘indeterminate and determinate’ is intended to bring home
the fact that the instruments of both such cognitions are to be regarded as
organs of knowledge.

108. tatrobhayaripasyapi jiianasya pramanyam upeksya ‘yatah’-
sabdadhyaharaklesendjfianariipasya sannikarsadeh pramdnyasamarthanam
ayuktam / katham hy ajfianariipah sannikarsadayo ‘rthaparicchittau sadha-
katama bhavanti vyabhicarat ?, saty apindriyarthasannikarse 'rthopalabdher
abhavat / jfiane saty eva bhavat, sadhakatamari hi karanam avyavahita-
phalam ca tad iti /

108. Now, the attempt to invest such non-cognitional facts as sense-
object contact with the status of organ of knowledge is (extremely)
unjustifiable, particularly when it seeks to achieve this end by resort to the
tortuous stratagem of supplying an ellipsis in (flagrant) disregard of the
claim to validity of both these kinds of cognition. How can sense-object
contact and the like which are not of the nature of cognitions function as
efficientmost instruments of the determination of object, lacking as they
are in necessary concomitance, since the cognition of object fails to
materialise in spite of the sense-object contact being present and is seen to
emerge into being only when there is a cognition at the back of it ? An
instrument is what is the efficientmost condition and immediately produc-
es the effect. '

109. sannikarso ’pi yadi yogyatatiriktah samyogadisambandhas tarhi
sa caksuso ’rthena saha ndsti aprapyakaritvat tasya / drsyate hi kacabhra-
sphatikadivyavahitasyapy arthasya caksusopalabdhih / atha prapyakari caksuh
karanatvad vasyddivad iti briise; tarhy ayaskdntakarsanopalena
lohasannikrstena vyabhicarah / na ca sariyuktasarityogadih sannikarsas
tatra kalpayitum sakyate, atiprasangad iti /
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109. If, again, the sense-object contact is something different from the
aptitude (of the sense-organ) and is deemed to be of the nature of relation
like conjunction, then certainly no such contact with the object is possible for
the organ of sight which acts from distance, aloof and out of contact. It is a
matter of observation that things are perceived by sight even when they are
intercepted by such transparent media as glass, mica and lens. If you contend
thatghe organ of sight is an instrument and as such it can work only in close
contact like (other instruments such as) the carpenter’s axe, (it can be easily
refuted by citing the case of) the magnetic stone which attracts iron, though
out of touch with it — which shows that the concomitance in question is not
universal. It is not possible to suppose that there is an actual contact between
them in the shape of conjunction-cum-conjunction through a medium (e.g., A
is in conjunction with B and B with C and so A is in mediate conjunction with
C. In the present case the magnet may be supposed to be indirectly conjoined
with iron through the space which connects both at the two ends). Such
indirect relation is available everywhere (even as between facts which do not
stand in causal connection). '

110. Saugatas tu “pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam” [Nyaya-
bindu, 1.4] iti laksanam avocan / “abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa pratitih
kalpana taya rahitam” [Nydyabindu, 1.5-6] kalpanapodham iti / etac ca
vyavaharanupayogitvat pramanasya laksanam anupapannam, tathahi etasmad
viniscityartham arthakriyarthinah tatsamarthe ’rthe bravartamdnd visamvada-
bhajo ma bhilvann iti pramanasya laksanapariksayam pravartante pariksakah /
vyavaharanupayoginas ca tasya vayasasadasaddasanapariksayam iva nisphalah
parisramah / nirvikalpottarakalabhavinah savikalpakat tu vyavaharopagame
varam tasyaiva pramanyam astheyam, kim avikalpakena sikhandineti ? /

110. The Buddhists again have propounded the definition (of percep-
tual cognition in the proposition) “Perceptual cognition (is a cognition
which) is free from conceptual construction and is not erroneous” (NB, 1. 4).
“The conceptual construction is a cognition the content of which is liable to
be associated with verbal expressions. And the cognition which is untainted
with such conceptual construction is to be understood as the meaning of the
clause ‘which is free from conceptual construction’ ” (NB, 1.5-6.). This
definition of an organ of knowledge is irrational, since it has no bearing

(\



122 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

upon practical activity. In support of our position we need only observe that
philosophers set about the task of evaluating the likely definitions of
knowledge as an organon, with the sole object in view that persons, desirous
of practical advantages may be directed to the pursuit of objects capable of
yielding such benefits and be saved from disappointment. The labour
involved in the philosophical examination of the definition which is devoid
of all practical consequences is as infructuous as the speculation regarding
the existence or otherwise of the teeth of a crow. If, on the other hand, the
practical activity is supposed to be conditioned by determinate knowledge
which occurs subsequently to the indeterminate cognition, the consideration
(of equity) would rather make it inevitable that all validity should be set
down to the credit of determinate cognition. The postulation of indetermi-
nate cognition (as an intermediary link), which is as inoperative as Sikhandin,
is an absolute superfluity.

111. Jaiminiyas tu dharmam prati animittatvavydjena “satsamprayoge
purusasyendriyanam buddhijanma tat pratyaksam animittam vidyamano-
palambhanatvat” [Jaimintyasttra, 1.1.4] ity anuvadabhangya pratyaksalak-
sanam acaksate, yad ahuh —

“evam saty anuvaditvam laksanasyapi sambhavet /” iti ,

* [élokavdrtika, sutra 4.39]

vyacaksate ca — indriyanam samprayoge sati purusasya jayamana buddhih
pratyaksam iti / '

111. The followers of Jaimini, on the plea (of eliminating those
sources of knowledge) which are not organs (of the knowledge) of religious
duty set forth the definition of perceptual cognition rather by way of
reproduction of a known fact (than as an original contribution) in the
following terms : “The cognition which is engendered in (the mind of) a
person upon the actual contact of sense-organs (satsamprayoge) is perceptu-
al (awareness) and being awareness of an object existing at the present
moment, it is not a competent organon (for religious duty)” (MS, 1. 1.4). So
has it been observed (by Kumarila) : Such being the case, it is possible to
regard the definition as the reproduction of a known fact (SV, st 4. 39). It
has been interpreted as follows : The cognition that occurs to a subject as a
sequel to the contact of sense-organs is perceptual (awareness).
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112. atra samsayaviparyayabuddhijanmano ’pindriyasamprayoge sati
pratyaksatvaprasangad ativyaptih / atha ‘satsamprayoge’ iti satd samprayoge
itt vyakhyayate tarhi niralambanavibhramad evarthanirapeksajanmano rtirasta
bhaveyur na salambanau samsayaviparyayau / atha sati samprayoge iti
satsaptami paksa eva na tyajyate samsayaviparyayanirdsaya ca ‘samprayoga’
ity atra ‘sam’ ity upasargo varnyate, yad aha -

“samyagarthe ca samsabdo dusprayoganivaranah /
dustatvac chuktikayogo varyate rajateksanat //” iti
[Slokavartika, siitra 4.38-39]
tathapi prayogasamyaktvasyatindriyatvena pratyaksanavagamyatvat karyato
vagatir vaktavya / karyam ca jianam na ca tad avisesitam eva prayoga-
samyaktv&vagarﬁandy&lam / na ca tadvisesanaparam aparam tha padam asti /
satam samprayoga iti ca varam niralambanavijiiananivrttaye, ‘sati’ iti tu
saptamyaiva gatarthatvad anarthakam /

112. Now the definition is too wide inasmuch as it overlaps such
congitions as doubt and illusion which also occur as the result of sense-
contact and thus should, (in terms of the definition), be accepted as
instances of perceptual cognition, If the term ‘actual contact’ be interpreted
as contact with actually existent datum, it would lead to the exclusion of the
cases of hallucination alone which are unfounded on reality and come into
being independently of an objective datum. It will fail to exclude doubt and
illusion which are based upon real data. Again, if the phrase, ‘upon actual
contact’ (satsamprayoge), be interpreted as ‘upon the happening of the
contact as an antecedent event' (sati samprayoge) and thus the locative
construction (in the original Sanskrit) be not surrendered at all, the prefix
‘sam’ (actual) in the term samprayoge (contact) may be deemed competent
for the exclusion of doubt and illusion. And exactly this has been proposed
(by Kumarila in the following) : The prefix ‘sam’ (actual) has the sense
‘authentic’ and thus serves to preclude (the cases of) defective contact. (Thus
for instance), the contact with shell, which gives rise to the visual preception
of silver, is debarred since it is vitiated by a defect (SV, stt 4.38-39). [The
proposed interpretation is open to grave objection]. The authenticity of
contact is a supersensuous fact and so cannot be known by perceptual
intuition. It must be admitted that the knowledge (in question) can be had
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by (inference based on) the effect. The effect here is the (perceptual)
cognition and certainly it is not competent to produce the assurance of the
authenticity of the contact unless it is qualified (by a restricting adjective).
But as the definition stands, there is no such word present in it as can be
understood as its qualifying adjective. (The term satsamprayoge, on the
actual contact, should be analysed as) sata samprayoge (on the contact with
actually present objects) and this would serve to exclude (subjective)
objectless cognitions. The construction with the term sati is redundant, since
its purpose is served by the locative case-ending (in suniprayoge).

113. ye 'pi “tatsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam buddhijanma sat-
pratyaksam yadviszyar: jiianam tena samprayoge indriyanam purusasya
buddhijanma satpratyaksam yad anyavisayar jianam anyasamrayoge bhavati
na tat pratyaksam /” [Sabara-bhdsya, 1.1.5] ity evam tatsator vyatyayena
laksanam anavadyam ity ahuh,. tesam api klistakalpanaiva, samsayajiianena
vyabhicaranivrtteh / tatra hi yodvisayan jiidnam tena samprayoga indriyanam
asty eva / yadyapi cobhayavisayam samsayajiianan tathapi tayor anyatarene-
ndriyam samyuktam eva ubhaydvamarsitvac ca samsayasya yena santyuktam
caksus tadvisayam api taj jiianam bhavaty eveti nativyaptipartharah /
avyaptis ca caksusajfianasyendriyasamprayogajatvabhavat / aprapyakari ca
caksur ity uktaprayam /

113. One exponent (Sabara) seeks to make out the definition free
from all faults (by proposing a change in the syntactical construction)
through the transposition of the words tat and sat (in the aphorism) as
follows : tatsamprayoge .... satpratyaksam, and he interprets the changed
definition thus : The cognition which is engendered in a person upon the
actual contact of the sense-organ with the fact which is the object of
resulting cognition is authentic perception; the cognition, on the contrary, of
an object which is different from that with which the sense is in contact is
not (authentic) preception (SB, 1. 1. 5). But the result achieved is nothing
more than a tortuous exposition (which effects no improvement), since it
fails to remove the contingency of its extension to doubt. Now in doubt, the
sense is certainly in contact with the objective datum which is the object of
the resulting cognition. Though doubt is a cognition of two objects, yet it is
undeniably a fact that the sense is in contact with one of the objects
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concerned. Doubt being cognisant of two alternative objects, it is absolutely
positive that it has for its object that very fact with which the sense, say
sight, is in actual contact. Thus the definition fails to avoid its unwarranted
extension. The definition again lies exposed to the charge of being too
narrow, since it fails to include visual perception which is not the result of
sense-contact. That the organ of sight functions independently of actual
contact with the object has been established before.

- 114. “Srotradivrttir avikalpika pratyaksam” iti Vrddhasankhyah / atra
Srotradinam acetanatvat tadvrtteh sutaram acaitanyam iti katharm praman-
atvam ?/ cetanasamsargat taccaitanyabhyupagame varam cita eva pramanyam
abhyupaganiis yuktam/na cavikalpakatve pramanyam astiti yatkificid etat /

114. The older exponents of Sankhya define perceptual cognition to
be a modification of the sense-organ, such as the organ of hearing, and to be
indeterminate. Now, the sense-organs beginning with the organ of hearing
are devoid of consciousness and it follows a fortiori that a modification of
such organs must be devoid of consciousness. How can then such modifica-
tion serve as an organ of knowledge ? If, on the other hand, it is assumed to
derive its conscient character from its association with a conscious principle
(sic. selt), it stands to reason that the status of an organ of knowledge should
rather be accorded to the conscious self. Moreover, there is no evidence to
prove that indeterminate cognition is an organ of knowledge. This (defini-
tion under review) is thus found to be hoiiow.

115. “prativisayadhyavasayo drstam” [Sankhya-karika, 5] iti pratya-
ksalaksanam iti Isvarakrsnah / tad apy anumanena vyabhicaritvad alaksanam /
atha ‘pratih’ abhimukhye vartate tenabhinudkhyena visayadhyavasdyah
pratyaksam ity ucyate; tad apy anumanena tulyam ghato ’yam itivad ayam
parvato ‘gniman ity abhimukhyena pratiteh / atha anumanadivilaksano
‘bhimukho ‘dhyavasdyah pratyaksam; tarhi pratyaksalaksanam akaraniyam
eva $sabdanumanalaksanavilaksanatayaiva tatsiddheh /

115. I$varakrsna propounds the definition of perception in the follow-
ing terms : Perception is the determinate cognition of its specific object
(prativisayadhyavasayah). This also is nor a proper definition on account of its
undue extension to inference. It may, however, be contended that the word
‘prati’ (rendered specific) here stands for ‘position in the front’ and thus
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perception is the determinate cognition of an object standing in front. But this
also is on the same level with inference. Just as the perception ‘this is a jar
refers to the object present in the front, so also the inference ‘this hill is
possessed of fire’ (has reference to an object standing in front and thus there
would be no difference between perception and inference). It may be held
that determinate cognition of an object in the front as distinguished from
inference is to be understood as perceptual cognition. But in that case there
would be no necessity for setting forth the definition of perception as the
proposed (definition) would be automatically known by virtue of its mere
difference from the definitions of verbal and inferential cognitions.

116. tata$ ca parakiyalaksananam dustatvad idam eva ‘isadah
pratyaksam’ iti pratyaksalaksanam anavadyam ||29]|

116. Now, it follows (from the examination of) the definitions
propounded by rival philosophers which have been found to be vitiated (by
some defect or other) that the definition of perception (proposed by us)
viz., ‘that which is immediate and lucid is perceptual cognition’ is (the only
possible definition which is) free from censure. (29)

117. pramanavisayaphalapramatrrupesu catursu vidhisu tattvam
parisamapyata iti visayadilaksanam antarena pramanalaksanam asampiir-
nam iti visayam laksayati —

pramanasya visayo dravyaparyayatmakam vastu ||30] |

117. (The knowledge of) reality is summed up under the four topics,
viz., knowledge, the object of knowledge, the result (of knowledge) and the
subject. And so the definition of organ of knowledge is bound to remain
incomplete unless the definitions of the object and the rest are known.
Accordingly the author proposes to define the object (as foliows) :

(Aph.) The object of an organ of knowiedée is the real which is

of the nature of substance-cum-mode. (30)
118. pratyaksasya- prakrtatvat tasyaiva visayadau laksayitavye
—-pramanasya’ iti pramanasamanyagrahanam pratyaksavat pramanantaranam
api visayadilaksanam ihaiva vaktum yuktam avisesat tatha ca laghavam api
bhavatity evam artham / jatinirdesac ca pramananam pratyaksadinam
visayah’ gocaro ‘dravyaparyayatmakam vastu’ / dravati tams tan paryayan
gacchati iti dravyam dhrauvyalaksanam / purvottaravivartavartyanvaya-
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pratyayasamadhigamyam trdhvatdasamanyam iti yavat / pariyanty
utpadavinasadharmano bhavantiti parydya vivartah / tac ca te catma
svariiparn yasya tat dravyaparydyatmakam vastu, paramarthasad ity arthah,
yad Vacakamukhyah — “utpadavyayadhrauvyayuktam sat” [Tattvarthastitra,
5.29] iti, Paramarsam api “upannei va vigamei va dhuvei va” iti /

118. Though it is perceptual cognition that is the subject matter of
consideration and accordingly such issues as the definition of the object and
the result of the same should alone be considered in the present context, yet
the expression ‘an organ of knowledge’ (in the aphorism) stands for the
whole class. In consideration of the fact that there is no difference (in this
respect among the several kinds of organs of knowledge) it is appropriate
that the definition of the object etc. of the other kinds of organs of
knowledge, as of perceptual cognition, should also be stated here and this
procedure would have the further advantage of logical economy. The
expression ‘organ of knowledge’ (in the aphorism) stands for the whole class
and so includes all the varieties of knowledge, perceptual and the rest, and
the object of all these is a real which is of the nature of substance-cum-mode.
The term dravya (rendered substance) is derived from Jdru (to go) and
etymologically means that which runs through the different modes - which
sets forth the characteristic of persistence. It thus ultimately transpires to be
the vertical universal which is revealed by the cognition of its identity
running (in succession) through the antecedent and subsequent states. The
term paryaya (rendered mode) etymologically denotes the state which has
the characteristics of coming into existence and ceasintg to be (in succes-
sion). The real which is of the nature of substance and ‘mode
(dravyaparydydtmakam) thus comes to mean that which has the former (sic.
identity) and the latter two (coming into existence and ceasing to be) as
constitutive of its nature. The term real thus means what is truly existent as
an objective fact (in its own right). This has been endorsed by Vacakamukhya |
(in the aphorism) “Real is that which is endowed with origin, cessation and
persistence” (TS, 5. 29) and also by the following statement of Paramarst
“Real originates, ceases and is continuous”.

119. tatra ‘dravyaparydya’grahanena dravyaikantaparyayaikantava-
diparikalpitavisayavyudasah / ‘atma’grahanena catyantavyatiriktadravyapa-
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ryayavadiKanada-Yaugabhyupagatavisayanirasah / yac chriSiddhasenah -

“dohim vi naehim niyamn satthamuliiena tahavi micchattam /

jam savisayappahanattanena annonnaniravikkha //”

[Sanmati, 3.49] tti ||

119. The incorporation of ‘substance-cum-mode’ (in the definition)
serves to counteract the conception of the object of knowledge as exclusive-
ly substance and as pure mode respectively advocated by the philosophers
(of the Sankhya and Buddhist schools). The insertion of the term ‘nature’ is
intended for the refutation of the conception of the object sponscrcd by the
adherents of Kanada and Aksapada who maintain that substance and modes
are absolutely different from one another. {The following statement of)
Siddhasena lends support (to our position) : Uluka has built his system in
pursuance of both nayas (points of view), yet it is vitiated by untruth,
because he has advocated that substance and modes are mutually indepen-
dent and that each is supreme in its own sphere (ST, 3. 49). (30)

120. kutah punar dravyaparyayatmakam eva vastu pramananarm
visayo na dravyamatram paryayamadtram ubhayam va svatantram ? ity aha -
arthakriyasamarthyat ||31| |

120. But what is the reason that the real which is the object of the
organs of knowledge should be only a complex of substance-cum-mode and
neither pure substance nor pure mode nor both independent of each other ?
In reply the author states :

(Aph.) Because of the capacity for the generation of practical

consequences. (31)

121. ‘arthasya’ hanopadanddilaksanasya ‘kriya’ nispattis tatra ‘samar-
thyat’, dravyaparydyatmakasyaiva vastuno ‘rthakriyasamarthatvad ity arthah
13111

121. Practical consequences are of the nature of acceptance and
avoidance and the like. ‘Generation’ means production. The capacity for
such is possible only in a real which is a complex of substance-cum-mode.
(Hence the impossibility of alternative conceptions above referred to). (31)

' 122. yadi namaivari tatah kim ity aha -
tallaksanatvad vastunah ||32| |
122. Granted that this is the case; but what consequences would you
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deduce therefrom ? In reply to such a question he states :

(Aph.) Because reality has that for its characteristic. (32)

123. ‘tad’ arthakriyasamarthyara ‘aksanam’ asadhdaranam ripam
yasya tat tallaksanam tasya bhavas tattvam tasmat / kasya ? / vastunah’
paramarthasato riipasya / ayam arthah — arthakriyarthi hi sarvah pramanam
Miisate, apl nametah prameyam arthakrivakso. .ii viniscitya krtartho
bhaveyam iti na vyasanitaya / tadyadi pr1nanavisayo ‘rtho ‘rthakriyaksamo
na bhavet tada nasau pramanapariksanam adriyeta / yad ha —

“arthakriya’samarthasya vicaraih kim tad-'rthinam /

sanuhasya rupavairiipye kaminyah kim pariksaya //”

' [Pramanavartika, 1.215] iti /

123. ‘That (in the aphorism) means capacity for generating a
practical consequence. ‘Characteristic’ means the peculiar nature. So the
expression ‘has that for its characteristic’ is equivalent to ‘has capacity for
generating a practical consequence as its peculiar nature’. The fact of
having this is the reason (for the exclusion of the opposite views). What
does it pertain to ? It pertains to the real, i.e., the fact which is possessed of
independent existence. The meaning (of the whole aphorism) is this : It is
invariably the case that every person engages in the pursuit of an organ of
knowledge only when he is impelled by the desire for the acquisition of a
practical consequence, in the hope that he will be able to satisfy his
requirement by finding the object capable of yielding the (desired) -onse-
‘ivence with the aid of such knowledge, and not wantonly (without regard
for praciical consequence). It is a truism that if (the subject is persuadec
that) the object of an organ is not capable of satisfying a requirement e
will not set any store by the pursuit of such an organ. As has been observed
(v Dharmakirti) : “What will a person have to do with the examination of
an object which is incapable of yielding the consequence of which he is in
quest ? What can a woman in love gain from the examination of the beauty
or ugliness of an impotent man ?” (PV, 1. 215).

124. tatra na dravyaikariipo ’rtho 'rthakriyakari, sa hy apracyutanut-
pannasthiraikariipah katham arthakriyam kurvita kramenakramena va ?,
anyonyavyavacchedariipanam prakardntarasambhavat / tatra na kramena;
w& ° “alantarabhavinih kriyah prathamakriyakala eva prasahya kuryat
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samarthasya kalaksepayogat, kalaksepino va ’samarthyaprapteh / samartho
pi tattatsahakarisamavadhane tam tam artham karotiti cet; na tarhi tasya
samarthyam aparasahakarisapeksavrttitvat, “sapeksam asamartham” [Pata-
fijala-Mahabhdsya, 3.1.8] iti hi kim nasrausih ? / na tena sahakarino
‘peksyante ’pi tu karyam eva sahakarisv asatsv abhavat tan apeksata iti cet;
tat kim sa bhavo ’samarthah ? / samarthas cet; kim sahakarimukhapreksana-
dindni tany upeksate na punar jhatiti ghatayati ? / nanu samartham api
bijam ildjaladisahakarisahitam evankuram karoti ndnyatha; tat kim tasya
sahakaribhih kificid upakriyeta, na va ? / no cet; sa kim pirvavan nodaste /
upakriyeta cet; sa tarhi tair upakdro bhinno ’bhinno va kriyata iti nirva-
caniyam / abhede sa eva kriyate iti labham icchato miulaksatir dyata / bhede
sa katham tasyopakarah ?, kim na Sahya-Vindhydader api ? / tatsambandhat
tasyayam iti cet; upakaryopakarayoh kah sambandhah ? / na sarityogah;
dravyayor eva tasya bhavat / napi samavayas tasya pratyasattiviprakarsa-
bhavena sarvatra tulyatvan na niyatasambandhisambandhatvam yuktam,
tattve va tatkrta upakaro ’syabhyupagantavyah, tatha ca saty upakarasya
bhedabhedakalpana tadavasthaiva / upakarasya samavayad abhede samavaya
eva krtah syat / bhede punar api samavdyasya na niyatasambandhi-
sambandhatvam / niyatasambandhisambandhatve samavayasya visesana-
visesyabhavo hetur iti cet; upakaryopakdarakabhavabhave tasyapi pratini-
yamahetutvdbhdavat / upakare tu punar bhedabhedavikalpadvarena tad
evavartate / tan naikantanityo bhavah kramenarthakriyam kurute /

124. Now, regarding the (character of reality) it must be held that a
real which is exclusively of the nature of substance cannot be possessed of
causal efficiency. How can a substance, having a static identity which does
not admit of lapse or grth in being, exercise any causal efficiency which
is possible either in succession or in non-succession, since there is no terium
quid in between two mutually exclusive opposites ? Of these two, the
alternative of succession is out of the question. A substance will perforce
discharge in the very time of executing its primal causal operation all the
operations which are (as a matter of fact) due in other times, since there is
no reason for an entity which is fully endowed with the relevant capacity to
wait idly and let the opportunity slip. On the contrary, a thing which waits
for a lapse of time is to be condemned of incapacity . It might be contended
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that though possessed of capacity, it actually produces its relevant conse-
quences only when it comes to be associated with the relevant set of
auxiliary conditions. But the contention is suicidal, since in that case the
entity in question would have to be denied the capacity which is admitted
to be vested in an entity needing the association of other factors. Have you
not heard the dictum : That which stands in need of others is incapable ?
(MBh, 3. 1. 8). It might be further argued that the entity (qua cause) does
not stand in need of the auxiliaries, but it is only the effect, which does not
come into being in the absence of auxiliaries, that requires (the presence
of) these (ancillary conditions). But the question arises, is the .entity
concerned incapable (of the effects in question) ? If it is conceded to be
possessed of the capacity why should it wait in indifference for the effects
which are condemned to look forward in utter helplessness to the emer-
gence of the auxiliary conditions, and not, on the contrary, produce the
effects on the spur of the moment ? It has been argued that the seed which
is quite endowed with the causal capacity is seen to produce sprout only
when it is associated with the auxiliary conditions such as soil, water and so
on and not otherwise. In that case the question pertinently arises whether
the auxiliaries are of any service to the basal cause or not. If they render no
service, why should it not persist in the state of neutrality as before ? If they
are supposed to render some service, the quéstion has to be decided (how
does the service in question relate to the basal entity) ? Does the service
rendered by them become identical or remain numerically different ? If the
relation be one of absolute identity, (the issue transpires that) it is the basal
cause that is produced and this puts (the opponent in the position of a
merchant) who. invested his money for profit, but eventually lost even the
capital. If the service under consideration maintains its numerical differ-
ence, how can it (be supposed to) relate to that (main cause) ? (If that is
not a bar), what would prevent such a relationship between the Vindhyas
and Sahyas (the mountain ranges of the Eastern and Western Ghats) ? It
may be urged that one (A) belongs to the other (B) by virtue of a definite
relation in which it stands to the other. (Granted), but what is the relation
between service and receiver of service ? It cannot be contactual conjunc-
tion, since it is possible only between two substances. Nor can it be
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inherence, since (ex hypothesi) it is present everywhere in like manner and
there is no gulf of separation to cut off its incidence and thus it does not
seem logically justifiable that it should function as a relation between
determinate terms. And even if this were allowed to be possible, it must be
admitted that the terms render some service to it (sic. inherence). Such
being the case, the dilemma regarding the relation »f rthe service in
question in terms of identity or difference would emerge in the same way
as before. If the service produced were regarded as identical with inher-
ence, it would be (tantamount to the admission) that it is inherence that
has been brought into being. And if the service in question were to remain
different and aloof, inherence could not be supposed to behave as a relation
between determinate terms. It would be a poor defence to argue that
relation of substantive and adjective determines its specific incidence, for
the former realtion also cannot function as a determinate condition unless
there be a relation of benefactor and beneficiary between them at its back.
And the admission of an actual benefit accruing will open the gate to the
old dilemma based on difference and identity for making a fresh appear-
ance. (The conclusion) therefore (irresistibly foilows that) an entity abso-
lutely eternal is not capable of exercising a causal activity in succession.
125. napy akramena / na hy eko bhavah sakalakalakalabhavinir yugapat
sarvah kriyah karotiti prétitiam / kurutam va, tathapi dvitiyaksane kim
kuryat ? / karane va kramapaksabhavi dosah / akarane ’narthakriyakaritvad
avastutvaprasangah - ity ekantanityat kramakramabhyar vyaptarthakriya
vyapakanupalabdhibalat vyapakanivrttau nivartamdna vyapyam arthakriya-
karitvam nivartayati tad api svavyapyarm sattvam ity asan dravyaikantah /
125. Nor again does it fare better in non-succession. It is not endorsed
by experience that a self-identical entity simultaneously discharges all the
functions which are due to occur in all the divisions of time. Let it be
supposed that it does so. What will it do in the second moment ? If it does
anything, the difficulties incident to the alternative, viz., successive dis-
charge of causal efficiency will reappear. And if it does not do anything (at
the second moment), it would forfeit its claim to reality being destitute of
causal efficiency (which is the criterion of reality). The exercise of causal
activity is determined by succession and non-succession (as its determinant
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concomitants). The absence of these determinant concomitants ascertained
on the evidence of the non-observation of them entails as its consequence
the absence of causal activity in the absolutely eternal entity, and this
(absence of causal activity) in its turn proves the absence of the agent of
causal activity. This (lack of causal agency) necessarily involves the lack of
existence which is its determinate concomitant. Thus an absolutely unchang-
ing substance transpires to be a non-entity.

126. paryayaikantariipo ’pi pratiksanavinasi bhavo na kramenar-
thakriyasamartho desakrtasya kalakrtasya ca kramasyaivabhavat /avasthi-
tasyaiva hi nanadesakalavyaptir desakramah kalakramas cabhidhiyate / na
caikantavinasini sasti / yad ahuh — ,

“yo yatraiva sa tatraiva yo yadaiva tadaivu sah /

na desakalayor vyaptir bhavanam iha vidyate //”

126. An entity again (supposed to be) of the nature of an absolute
mode is no more capable of exercising its causal activity in succession
inasmuch as it is liable to perish in the immediately succeeding moment
and as such succession either in respect of time or of space is not possible
(of being predicated of it). In fact, occupation of different points of space
and occurrence at different moments of time which are possible only for an
enduring entity, are respectively designated as spatial and temporal succes-
sion and certainly such characteristics are not predicable of an absolutely
perishable entity. As has been aptly observed (by some one) : “Whatever is
in a point of space is exclusively there alone and whatever is at a'moment
of time is also exclusively thereat. Thus it is not possible for entities to
continue through different points of space and time”.

127. na ca santanapeksaya piurvottaraksananam kramah sambhavati,
santanasya avastutvat / vastutve ’pi tasya yadi ksanikatvam na tarhi
ksanebhyah kascid visesah / athaksanikatvam; susthitah paryayaikantavadah!
yad ahuh -

“athapi nityam paramarthasantam santananamanam upaisi bhavam/
uttistha bhikso ! phalitas tavasah so ’yam samaptah ksanabhangavadah //”
[Nyayamafijari, p. 464]

127. Nor is succession possible of preceding and succeeding mo-

ments in the role of a continuum, since continuum is an unreal (abstrac-
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tion). And if it were supposed to be a reality and at the same time momen-
tary in duration, it would not have any difference from the constituent
moments (and so the impossibility of historical continuity will not be
transcended). If (the continuum were) not momentary, the doctrine of
absolute modes would have a happy defence indeed ! As has been said (by
Jayantabhatta) : “If, on the other hand, you admit an absolutely real and
eternal entity which you call by the name of continuum, then arise, O
monk ! your hopes have indeed borne fruit. The doctrine of momentariness
of things has received the finishing blow (once for all)”. (NM, p. 464).
128. napy akramena ksanike ’rthakriya sambhavati / sa hy eko
ripadiksano yugapad -anekan rasadiksanan janayan yady ekena svabhavena
janayet tada tesam ekatvam syad ekasvabhavajanyatvat / atha nanasva-
bhavair janayati — kificid upadanabhavena kificit sahakaritvena; te tarhi
svabhavas tasyatmabhiita anatmabhuta va ? / anatmabhutas cet; svabha-
vahanih / yadi tasyatmabhittah; tarhi tasyanekatvam svabhavanam caika-
tvam prasajyeta / atha ya evaikatropadanabhavah sa evanyatra sahakari-
bhava iti na svabhavabheda isyate; tarhi nityasyaikariipasyapi kramena
nanakaryakarinah svabhavabhedah karyasankaryam ca ma bhiit / athakramat
kraminam anutpatter naivam iti cet; ekanamsakaranat yugapad anekaka-
ranasadhyanekakaryavirodhat ksanikanam apy akramena karyakaritvam ma
bhud iti paryayaikantad api kramakramayor vyapakayor nivrttyaiva vyapya
‘rthakriyapi vyavartate / tadvyavrttau ca sattvam api vyapakanupalabdhi-
balenaiva nivartate ity asan parydyaikanto ’pi / '
128. The other alternative of the exercise of causal efficiency in non-
succession is no more tenable of a momentary entity. If the selfsame
moment called colour which is supposed to produce the taste-moment and
others is to produce all these diverse results in and through a self-identical
nature, the effects should in all logical propriety be identical being produced
by a self-identical nature. If, on the contrary, the cause is thought to produce
(all the diverse effects) through diverse natures according as it functions as a
material cause and as an auxiliary condition (in respect of the diverse
effects), then the question will arise whether these natures are integral to
that (cause) or not integral. If they were not integral (to the cause), they
would not constitute the nature of the latter. And if they are constitutive of
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the very nature of the cause, then either of these two consequences would

become irresistible. This (cause) would be as diverse (as the natures) or the
natures in question would become as simple an identity (as the cause would

be, if it never abandoned its simplicity). If, again, it is thought that- what

plays the role of a material cause in one context plays also the role of an

auxiliary condition in another and thus no diversity of nature be admitted,

then there would be nothing (repugnant in the supposition) that an eternal

and uniform entity also executes diverse effects in succession without

undergoing change of nature and without giving rise to the consequence of
the effects being identical in nature. If it is contended that the latter

(hypothesis) -is untenable on the ground of the impossibility of the produc-

tion of successive effects simultaneously from a non-successive (cause),

ovv{ng to the (palpable) contradiction involved (in the supposition) that one
simple self-identical cause should simultaneously produce diverse effects
which are (as a matter of fact) capable of being produced by a number of
diverse causes, (the same difficulty) would make the production of diverse
effects by a momentary entity all at one time equally an impossibility. Thus
the determinant concomitants (of production), namely succession and non-
succession, are found to be impossible in a real supposed to be absolutely of
the nature of a (momentary) mode, and this (impossibility) makes the
production of an effect which is its determinate concomitant impossible. The
absence of this (productive activity) entails the absence of reality (in an
absolutely momentary mode) in pursuance of the law that the lack of the

evidence of the presence of the determinant (takes away the warrant of the

presence of the determinate). (Thus the theory of reality) consisting entirely
in a mode is found to be unsound.

129. Kanadas tu dravyaparyayav ubhav apy upagaman prthivyadini
gunadyadharariipani dravyani, gunadayas tv adheyatvat pa}ydydh / te ca
kecit ksanikah, kecid yavaddravyabhavinah, kecin nitya iti kevalam itaretaravi-
nirluthitadharmidharmabhyupagaman na samicinavisayavadinah / tathahi —
yadi dravyad atyantavilaksanam sattvam tada dravyam asad eva bhavet /
sattdyogdt sattvam asty eveti cet; asatdm sattdyoge ’pi kutah sattvam ?,
satdm tu nisphalah sattdyogah / svariipasattvam bhavanam asty eveti cet;
tarhi kim Sikhandina sattayogena ? / sattayogat prak bhavo na san napy
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asan, sattasambandhat tu san iti cet; vanmatram ewat, sadasadvilaksanasya
prakarantarasyasambhavat / api ca ‘padarthah satta yogah’ iti na tritayam
cakasti / padarthasattayos ca yogo yadi tadatmyam, tad anabh-
yupagamabadhitam / ata eva na santyogah, samavayas tv andsrita iti sarvam
sarvena sambadhniyan na va kificit kenacit / evam dravyagunakarmanarm
dravyatvadibhih, dravyasya dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesaih, prthivyaptejo-
yathayogam sarvam abhidhdniyam, ekantabhinnanam kenacit kathafcit
sambandhayogat ity Auliikyapakse ’pi visayavyavastha duhstha /

129. Now the followers of Kanada admit (the reality of) both
substance and modes. (Of these) earth and the rest are substances, being
receptacles of qualities and the Jike. Qualities and actions are the modes
being contents thereof Gf them some are transitory, some endure as long
as the substance and some aré eternal. Now these philosophers cannot be
regarded as exponents of the (rue n:rur of reality, since they assert that
substrates aiid auributes are absolutely different from one anotner. Now by
way of proof (the question may be put) whether existence is absolutely
different from substance. If it be so, substance would by itself be non-
existent. If it were contencea that substarice becomes existent by virtue of
the inherence of existence in it, (the contention would be unsound). How
can non-entity be made existent by participation in existence ? And if
entities (substance etc. were intrinsically) existent, the inherence of exist-
ence would be a superfluity. If again things are believed to be possessed of
existence per se (as an inalienable part of their individuality), then why
should a superfluous intermediary be postulated in the shape of inherence
of existence ? It has been contended that a thing is neither existent nor non-
existent before its participation in existence as such and it becomes existent
only as a consequence of its relation to existence. But this is a verbalism
(and has no meaning) since a tertium quid different from existent and non-
existent both is an impossibility. Moreover, (there is no evidence from
experience) that there are felt three elements (in a real, viz.,) the entity,
existence, and a relation (between them). Again, if the relation between an
entity and its existence were a case of identity, that would be contradicted
by their refusal to endorse it. Regard being had to this (same very reason of
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denial), the relation cannot be supposed to be conjuction. (which is possible
only between two substances). As for inherence, i: 1s not (believed to be)
dependent (for its being upon the terms, and if such an independent fact
can serve as a relation) everything can come into relation with every other
thing, or no entity can be in relation with any other entity. Now all these
considerations are liable to be pressed according to the nature (of the
terms) against the relation posited between substance and substancehood,
quality and qualityhood, action and actionhood: between one substance
and another substance, quality, action, universal, specificity; between earth
and earthhood, water and waterhood, fire and firehood, air and airhood;
between substances such as ether (dkasa) and their relevant qualities. (It is
crystal clear that) there can possibly be no relation in any way whatsover
between things which are absolutely different. It has become obvious that
the determination of (the nature of) reals in the scheme of Kanada is
vitiated (by a fundamental defect).

130. nanu dravyaparydyatmakatve ’pi vastunas tadavastham eva
dausthyam; tathahi - dravyaparyayayor atkantikabhedabhedapariharena
kathaficid bhedabhedavadah Syadvadibhir upeyate, na casau yukto virodha-
didosat ~ vidhipratisedhartipayor ekatra vastuny asambhavan nilanilavat 1 /
atha kenacid riipena bhedah kenacid abhedah; evam sati bhedasyanyad
adhikaranam abhedasya canyad iti vaiyadhikaranyam 2 / yam catmanam
purodhdya bhedo yam casrityabhedas tav apy atmanau bhinnabhinnav
anyathaikantavadaprasaktis tatha ca saty anavastha 3 / yena ca riipena
bhedas tena bhedas cabhedas ca yena cdabhedas tenapy abhedas ca bhedas ceti
sankarah 4 / yena ripena bhedas tenabhedo yenabhedas tena bheda iti
vyatikarah 5 / bhedabhedatmakatve ca vastuno viviktenakarena niscetum
asakteh samsayah 6 / tatas capratipattih 7 / iti na visayavyavastha 8 /
naivam; pratiyamane vastuni virodhasyasambhavit / yatsannidhane yo
nopalabhyate sa tasya virodhiti nisciyate / upalabhyamane ca vastuni ko
virodhagandhavakasah ? / nilanilayor api yady ekatropalambho ’sti tada
nasti virodhah / ekatra citrapatijfidne Saugatair nilanilayor virodhdna-
bhyupagamat, Yaugais caikasya citrasya rupasyabhyupagamat, ekasyaiva ca
patades calacalaraktaraktavrtanavrtadiviruddhadharmanam upalabdheh
prakrte ko virodhasankavakasah? / etena vaiyadhikaranyadoso ’py apastah;
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tayor ekddhik'arargatvena praguktayuktidisa pratiteh / yad apy anavasthanam
diisanam upanyastam tad apy anekantavadimatanabhijfiataiva, tanmatam hi
dravyaparyaydtmake vastuni dravyaparydyav eva bhedah bhedadhvanina
tayor evabhidhanat, dravyariipenabhedah iti dravyam evabhedah ekane-
katmakatvad vastunah / yau ca sankaravyatikarau tau mecakagjianani-
darsanena simanyaviSesadrstantena ca parihrtau / atha tatra tathapratibhasah
samadhanam; parasydpi tad evastu pratibhdasasydpaksapatitvat / nirnite
carthe samsayo ’pi na yuktah, tasya sakampapratipattirupatvad akampaprati-
pattau durghatatvat / pratipanne ca vastuny apratipattir iti sahasam /
upalabdhyabhidhanad anupalambho ’pi na siddhas tato nabhava iti
drstestaviruddham dravyaparyayatmakam vastv iti ||32] |

130. Now an objection is raised. Even if a real were supposed to
consist of substance and mode both, the same difficulty would persist as
before. Thus, for instance, the exponents of Syadvada (the doctrine of non-
absolutism affirming multiple nature of things) reject the view that sub-
stance and mode are either absolutely different or absolutely identical and
think that they are somehow identical and different both. But this position
cannot be legitimate inasmuch as it is vitiated by contradiction and other
defects as follows : (1) Affirmation and negation cannot coexist in one
substratum like blue and not-blue (owing to their mutual opposition). (2) If
difference is affirmed in respect of one aspect and identity in respect of
another, the result will be that the difference will have one locus and
identity another and thus there will be a split in the integrity of the locus.
(3) The aspect in reference to which the difference is asserted and the aspect
in reference to which identity is affirmed — both of these aspects are to be
regarded as mutually identical and different in order to avoid the conse-
quence of absolutism, and this would lead to a regressus ad infinitum (the
locus of the opposite predicates being placed under the necessity of
bifurcation and the bifurcated aspects being again identical-cum-different
would again require bifurcation in their turn and so on). (4) The aspect in
which difference is posited will have difference and identity both as its traits,
and likewise the aspect in which identity is asserted will have identity and
difference as its predicates, and this means confusion (which consists in the
incidence of oppposite attributes in the same substratum). (5) The aspect
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which embodies difference will embody identity also, and the aspect which-
embodies identity will embody difference, and this thus gives rise to the
fallacy of transfusion (the exchange of function and attributes). (6) A real
being both identical and different will not lend itself to be determined in a
definite reference, and this would create doubt. (7) The consequence will be
absence of determination. And (8) this will result in the impossibility of
determination of objective reality.

No, there is no occasion for contradiction in a thing which is cognised
as such. One thing is supposed to be the opposite of another when in the
presence of one the other is not perceived. But in a perceived datum what is
the raison d’etre of the faintest trace of contradiction ? As regards blue and
not-blue, if they were perceived in one locus, there would be no contradic-
tion (in the situation), and thus the Buddhists do not acknowledge the
contradiction between blue and not-blue in the (unitary) cognition of a
variegated canvas. And as regards the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosopher he
admits the reality of multiform colour. Further, when one single piece of
linen is found to possess (in harmony) the apparently opposed attributes of
being mobile and immobile, red and not-red, covered and not-covered, what
then is the ground for allegation of doubt ? This (line of argument) would
again put a quietus to the charge of the bifurcation of locus, since, in
conformity with the principle set forth above, they have all been (proved to
be) perceived in the same locus. As regards the charge of infinite regress, it
is advanced by one who is ignorant of the position of the non-absolutist who
unmistakably maintains that in a real which is the synthesis of substance and
mode, the difference is not anything else than substance and modes
themselves, because the term ‘difference’ (whenever employed) stands for
these two elements alone. When it is asserted that identity is in the aspect of
substace, it is to be understood that substance itself and not anything else
constitutes the identity in question, and (the proposition) that a real is one
and many (lends support to this truth). As regards the charges of confusion
and transfusion, they are easily parried by the instance of the cognition of
the multiform colour, and the instance of the synthesis of universal and
particular in all reals. If, on the contrary, it is maintained that the solution of
the difficulties in the above-quoted instances is furnished by direct experi-
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ence of the data, the same (experience) will also come to the aid of the
opponent (sic. Jaina philosopher), since experience cannot be guilty of
partiality. And there is no logical justification for the emergence of doubt in
a matter which has been definitely established. Doubt is a sort of cognition
in which the mind wavers (between two conflicting alternatives). It is
absolutely out of the question when the cognition is found to be unfaltering
and unwavering. To say that knowledge is not possible regarding an object
that is known is a bold assertion. The establishment of knowledge proves
that there is no justification for the charge of lack of knowledge, and
consequently for the impossibility (of such a multiform real). The conclusion
follows that the conception of reality as synthesis of substance and mode is
not incompatible with verdict of experience and interest (of truth).

131. nanu dravyaparyayatmakatve ’pi vastunah katham arthakriya
nama ? / sa hi kramakramabhyam vyapta dravyaparyayaikantavad ubha-
yatmakad api vyavartatam / $akyam hi vaktum ubhayatma bhavo na
kramenarthakriyam kartum samarthah, samarthasya ksepayogat / na ca
sahakaryapeksa yuktd, dravyasyavikaryatvena sahakdrikrtopakaranirapek-
satvdt / paryayanam ca ksanikatvena purvaparakaryakalapratiksanat / napy
akramena, yugapadd hi sarvakdaryani krtva punar akurvato ’nartha-
kriyakaritvad asattvam, kurvatah kramapaksabhavi dosah / dravyaparya-
yavadayos ca yo dosah sa ubhayavade ’pi samanah —

“pratyekam yo bhaved doso dvayor bhave katham na sah ?”
iti vacanad ity aha —
purvottarakarapariharasvikarasthitilaksanaparinamendsyarthakriyo-

papattih | [33]]

131. But the question arises — how can even a real consisting of
substance and mode exercise causal efficiency ? The exercise of causal
efficiency has been found to be a concomitant of succession and non-
succession, and must be held to be incompatible also with a real of dual
nature exactly in the same way as it has been found to be incompatible with
pure substance or pure mode (advocated by the absolutists). It is perfectly
allowable to assert that a real possessed of a dual naure is not capable of
exercising causal efficiency in sequence on the ground that an efficient entity
has no reason fer deferring its action. (The hypothesis) that it stands in need
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of the auxiliaries is absolutely illegitimate for the substance which is
unamenable to change is entirely independent of the service of the auxilia-
ries. And as for the modes, they are momentary, and so they cannot be
supposed to wait for two consecutive moments (required for the reception of
the service accruing from the auxiliaries and for producing the expected
effect at the next moment). Nor (is the exercise of causal activity possible) in
simultaneity because a real which simultaneously executes all its effects and
ceases to do so again will forfeit its claim to reality being bereft of causal
activity. And if it does produce (an effect at the next moment) the charges
incidental to the theory of successive activity will come in force. Thus the
defects which appertain to the theory of pure substance or pure mode are
found to be equally shared by the theory of dual reality in conformity with
the dictum : Why should not the defect which is inevitable in each of the
alternatives be not inevitable when both the alternatives are affirmed ”? In
reply to this objection, the author says :

(Aph.) The realisation of causal activity by the same is warranted
by its (susceptibility to) change having for its characteris--
tics continuity, and surrender and appropriation of the
antecedent and consequent determinations (respective-
ly). (33)

132. ‘pirvottarayoh’ ‘dkarayoh’ vivartayoh yathdsankhyena yau
‘pariharasvikarau’ tabhyarm sthitih saiva ‘laksanam’ yasya sa casau pari-
namas ca, tena ‘asya’ dravyaparyayatmakasyarthakriyopapadyate /

132. Continuity together with the surrender and appropriation re-
spectively of the preceding and succeeding determinations, that is to say, of
the states (in due order), constitutes the defining characteristic of change,
and this makes the exercise of the causal activity by the same, that is to say,
by a real possessing substance and mode as its moments, a logical and real
possibility.

133. ayam arthah - na dravyariipam na parydyariipam nobhaya-
riipari vastu, yena tattatpaksabhavi dosah sydt, kintu sthityutpadavyayat-
makam $abalar jatyantaram eva vastu / tena tattatsahakarisannidhdne
kramena yugapad va tam tam arthakriyam kurvatah sahakarikrtam copa-
karaparamparam upajivato bhinnabhinnopakaradinodananumodanapra-
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muditatmanah ubhayapaksabhavidosasarikakalanka’kandistkasya bhavasya
na vyapakanupalabdhibalenarthakriyayah, napi tadvyapyasattvasya nivrttir
iti siddham dravyaparyayatmakam vastu pramanasya visayah ||33] |

133. This is the purport. A real is neither of the nature of substance,
nor of the nature of mode, nor a combination of both so that the defects
pretaining to all these positions would become insuperable. It is, on the
contrary, a sui generis multiform entity comprising as its moments continuity,
origination and cessation. Thus it exercises its several causal operations
simultaneously or successively according as the relevant auxiliary conditions
present themselves; appropriates the chain of services rendered by the
auxiliary conditions and runs its jolly course of self-development according as
it puts aside and accepts the services becoming different and identical both. It
does not run away like a fugitive frightened by the scandal of the charges
lying against both the alternatives. The charge of the impossibility of causal
activity on the warrant of the realised default of concomitant determinants
and the consequential charge of the impossibility of existence which is a
concomitant determinate of the aforesaid (causal efficiency), are out of place
in such an entity. It is therefore established that a real composed of substance
and mode as its elements is the object of an organ of knowledge. (33)

134. phalam aha -

phalam arthaprakasah ||34] |

134. Now he sets forth the resultant.

(Aph.) The resultant is the illumination of the object. (34)

135. ‘pramanasya’ iti vartate; pramanasya ‘phalam’ ‘arthaprakasah’
arthasamvedanam; artharthi hi sarvah pramdtety arthasamvedanam eva
phalam yuktam / nanv evam pramanam eva phalatvenoktam syat, om iti cet,
tarhi pramanaphalayor abhedah syat / tatah kim syat ? / pramanaphalayor
atkye sadasatpaksabhavi dosah syat, nasatah karanatvarm na satah phalatvam /
satyam, asty ayam doso janmani na vyavasthayam / yad ahuh -

“nasato hetuta napi sato hetoh phaldatmata /

iti janmani dosah syad vyavastha tu na dosabhdg //” iti ||34|]|

135. The expression ‘of an organ of knowledge’ follows (from aph.
30 and is to be read into the present aphorism. The meaning thus comes
out) : the resultant of an organ of knowledge is ‘illumination of the object’,
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that is, cognition of the object. Now, all subjects are actuated by a desire for

"a real (capable of satisfying an end), and so the cognition of the object
should legitimately be the resultant of it. But a difficulty arises — if this be
the case, then (knowledge which is given out to be) the organ itself would
be said to be the resultant. If you say “Yes, that is so” the consequence
would be the identity of the organ and the resultant. What is the harm if it
be so ? (No). If the organ and resultant be identical it would be liable to the
objection which applies to the position of non-existent (cause) and existent
(effect). A non-existent can not be an organ, nor a (previous) existent be
the resultant. True, this defect is really present in respect of origination and
not in respect of determination. As has been said “A non-entity cannot be a
cause, nor can the existent cause be itself the resultant. This charge applies
if it is a case of efficient causation (origination), but a case of determination
(which it is held to be) is not liable to such accusation.”

[The force of the contention can be brought out as follows. The organ
of knowledge being a species of efficient cause can be so only if it produces
expected effect, viz., knowledge. But when the organ is said to be nothing but
knowledge and knowledge again is said to be the resultant it commits the
fallacy of making the cause and effect identical. It is obvious on the face of it
that the cause and effect must be different and they must occur at different
moments of time. If there is no difference, chronological and numerical, the
assertion of causality is nothing short of non-sense. Hemacandra admits the
justice of this objection in abstracto but he avers that the present instance does
not fall within it, because the relation of organ and knowledge is not of
efficient causality and hence is not temporal. It is a logical relation and it is the
logical relation of determination which occurs at the same time. And there is
no logical incompatibility in the same thing being its own determiiiant and
determinate. The relation of determination as maintained here does not
presuppose numerical difference, but only a difference of function. And this is
going to be substantiated in the following aphorism]. (34)

136. vyavastham eva darsayati -

karmastha kriya ||35] |
136. The author is showing the nature of determination :
(Aph.) (Its) activity (reference) concerns the object. (35)
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137. karmonmukho jianavyaparah phalam ||35]]

137. The activity of knowledge having reference to the object is the
resultant. (35)

138. pramanam kim ity aha -

kartrstha pramanam ||36]|
138. What is the organ ? In reply he states :
(Aph.) (The same activity) as relates to the subject is the
knowledge. (36)

139. kartrvyaparam ullikhan bodhah pramanam ||36]|

139. The cognition in so far as it takes note of the activity of the
subject is the organ. (36)

140. katham asya pramdnatvam ? / karanam hi tat sadhakatamam
ca karanam ucyate / avyavahitaphalam ca tad ity aha -

tasydrh satyam arthaprakdsasiddheh ||37||

140. But how can it be an organ of knowledge ? An organ is an
instrument, and the efficientmost (of the causal conditions) is stated to be the
instrument, and it is inmediately attended with the effect. In answer he says :

(Aph.) The illumination of the object is realised (immediately)

upon the occurrence of that. (37)

141. ‘tasyam’ iti kartrsthdyam pramanariipayam kriyayam ‘satyam’
‘arthaprakasasya’ phalasya ‘siddheh’ vyavasthapanat / ekajiianagatatvena
pramanaphalayor abhedo, vyavasthapyavyavasthapakabhavat tu bheda iti
bhedabhedariipah syddvadam abadhitam anupatati pramanaphalabhava itidam
akhilapramanasadharanam avyavahitam phalam uktam ||{37]]

141. ‘Upon the occurrence of that' means ‘after the activity in the
shape of knowledge which has been stated to be the organ has taken place in
the subject. Realisation of the illumination of the object means ‘the
determination of it as the resultant.” The organ and the resultant stand in
relation of identity in so far as the two belong to the self-same cognition.
Their difference is in respect of the relation of determinant and determinatum.
Thus the relation of organ of knowledge and the resultant partakes of the
dual character of identity and difference, and as such follows the track of the
theory of non-absolutism (syadvada) which stands uncontradicted. The
immediate effect which is common to all cognitive organs is thus set forth in
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the given discourse. (37)

142. avyavahitam eva phalantaram dha -

gjfidnanivrttir va | |38| |

142. The author now states an alternative resultant as immediate (as
the previous) :

(Aph.) Or the cessation of ignorance. (38)

143. pramanapravrtteh purvam pramadtur vivaksite visaye yat ‘ajiianam’
tasya ‘nivrttih’ phalam ity anye / yad ahuh -

“pramanasya phalam saksad agjfianavinivartanam /

kevalasya sukhopekse Sesasyadanahanadhih //”

[Nyayavatara, 28] iti ||38]|

143. Others hold that the resultant is the cessation of the ignorance
of the subject regarding the object in question before the application of the
organ of knowledge. As has been said : The immediate effect of an organ of
knowledge is the removal of ignorance; that of pure transcendent know-
ledge is bliss and unconcern (for everything else); that of the rest is the
notion of acceptance and avoidance (NA, 28). (38)

144. vyavahitam aha -

avagrahadinam va kramopajanadharmanam piirvam piirvam
pramanam uttaram uttaram phalam ||39] |

144, He now stastes the remote (resultant) :

(Aph.) Or, of determinate perception and the rest, which have
the characteristic of occurring successively, each anteced-
ent member (of the order) is the cognitive organ and each
succeeding member is the resultant. (39) '

145. avagrahehavayadharanasmrtipratyabhijfianohanumananam
kramenopajayamananam yad yat ptrvam tat tat pramanam yad yad uttaram
tat tat phalarupam pratipattavyam / avagrahaparinamavan hy dtma tharipa-
phalataya parinamati itthaphalapeksaya avagrahah pramdnam / tato ’piha
pramanam avayah phalam / punar avayah pramanam dhéarana phalam /
thadharanayor jiianopadanatvat jiianariipatonneya / tato dharand pramanam
smrtih phalam / tato ’pi smrtih pramanam pratyabhijfianam phalam / tato
pt pratyabhijfia pramanam ithah phalam / tato ’py ithah pramanam
anumanam phalam iti pramanaphalavibhaga iti ||39] |
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145. It is to be understood that of determinate perception, specula-
tion, perceptual judgement, retention (disposition), memory, recognition,
reasoning and inference, which occur in the order of immediate succession, -
each immediate antecedent is the cognitive organ and each immediate
successor is the resultant. The self possessed of the determinate perception
as its evolved state is transformed into the state of speculation and so
determinate perception functions as organ in relation to its resultant in the
shape of speculation. And subsequently to it speculation again is the organ
and perceptual judgement is the resultant. Again perceptual judgement is
the organ and retention (disposition) is the resultant. And speculation and
retention (disposition) can be inferred as partaking of the character of
cognition being derivatives of cognition. Next in order, retention (disposi-
tion) is to be regarded as the organ and memory as the resultant. Next to
that, again, memory is the organ and recognition is the resultant. Next again
to that, recognition is the organ and reasoning is the resultant. Lastly,
reasoning is the organ and inference is the resultant. This completes the
division of organ and resultant. (39)

146. phalantaram aha -

hdnadibuddhayo va | |40| |

146. Now he states a different kind of resultant :

(Aph.) Or the judgements of avoidance and the rest. (40)

147. hanopadanopeksabuddhayo va pramanasya phalam /
phalabahutvapratipadanam sarvesam phalatvena na virodho vaivaksikatvat
phalasyeti pratipadanartham |]40| |

147. The judgements of avoidance, acceptance and indifference are
the resultants of a cognitive organ. The enunciation of a plurality of
resultants is made with the purpose of bringing home the truth that there is
no antagonism among the different resultants, since they partake of one
common character of ‘being resultant’ and the question of what is a
resultant is a matter of volitional interest and point of view. (40)

148. ekantabhinnabhinnaphalavadimatapariksartham aha -

pramanad bhinnabhinnam | |41| |

148. Now with a view to examination of the views of rival
philosophers who hold that the resultant is absolutely identical with or
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absolutely different (from the cognitive instruments), he states :
(Aph.) 1t is both identical with and different from its cognitive
organs. (41)

149. karanariipatvat kriydriipatvac ca pramanaphalayor bhedah /
abhede pramanaphalabhedavyavaharanupapatteh pramanam eva va phalam
eva va bhavet / apramanad vydvrttya pramanavyavaharah, aphalad vya-
vrttyd ca phalavyavahdro bhavisyatiti cet; naivam; evam sati pramanantarad
vydvrttya ‘pramanavyavaharah, phalantarad vyavrttya ‘phalavyavaharo ‘py
astu, vijatiyad iva sajatiyad api vyavrttatvad vastunah /

149. A cognitive organ being of the nature of an instrument and the
resultant being of the nature of an effect are mutually different. If the
relation be one of absolute identity, the conventional treatment of a
cognitive organ and its resultant as numerically different would be logically
absurd and in that case, it would be either exclusively a cognitive organ or
exclusively a resultant. It might be urged that the treatment (of the self-same
fact) as a cognitive organ is justified on account of its difference from what
is not a cognitive organ, and also as a resultant on account of its difference
from what is not a resultant. But the contention has no substance. If this
were (the basis of such differentiation), the fact of one cognitive organ being
numerically different from another cognitive organ should make the former
liable to be treated as a not-organ. Likewise, the numerical difference of one
resultant from another resultant should justify its treatment as a not-
resultant. The truth is that a real is different from both what is homogeneous
and what is heterogeneous (and thus difference alone cannot be made the
basis of classification, as it does away with the element of identity which is
the presupposition of such procedure).

150. tathd, tasyaivatmanah pramanakarena parinatis tasyaiva
phalariipataya parindma ity ekapramatr apeksaya pramanaphalayor abhedah /
bhede tv atmantaravat tadanupapattih / atha yatraivatmani pramanam
samavetam phalam cpi tatraiva samavetam iti samavayalaksanaya
pratydsattyd pramdnaphalavyavasthitir iti natmantare tatprasanga iti cet;
na; samavayasya nityatvad vydpakatvan niyatatmavat sarvdtmasv apy avisesan
na tato niyatapramdtrsambandhapratiniyamah tat siddham etat pramanat
phalam kathaficid bhinnam abhinnari ceti | |41]|
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150. [It has been shown that the difference between a cognitive
organ and its resultant cannot be obliterated]. Now, the same (logical
necessity would compel us to recognise) that a cognitive organ and its
resultant are identical in so far as they relate to one individual subject, in
view of the fact that the self-same self which changes into a cognitive organ
transforms itself as the resultant. If (the two modes were) different
absolutely, the relation (between the organ and the resulant) would be as
absurd (even in the same subject) as it is (between two such modes
occurring) in two different subjects.! Now it has been contended (by the
Nyaya-VaisSesika school) that the self in which a cognitive organ inheres is
the very self in which the resultant is found to inhere and the determination
of the two occurrences as organ and resultant is effected by the relation of
inherence, and this prevents the occurrence of either of the events in a
different self (though the two events are absolutely different and do not
participate in some form of identity which the Jaina theory would have us
accept). But the contention is untenable. Inherence is propounded to be
eternal and ubiquitous, and is thus bound to be as existent in one self as in
all other selves, and thus it fails to account for the determinate relation
(of the events) to a particular subject. The conclusion, therefore, follows
that the result is somehow different from and identical with the cognitive
organ. (41)

151. pramataram laksayati -

svaparabhast parinamy atma pramata ||42| |
151. Now the author is propounding the definition of the subject :

1. It is not possible that A has his cognitive organ set in activity and B comes to have
the expected cognition. The absurdity is plain in the supposition that A opens his eyes
and B has the vision. But what is the reason behind this absurdity ? 1t is nothing but
the fact that the two events are not absolutely isolated and unrelated as they would
be if the occurrence of one were followed by the occurrence of the other in
numerically different subjects. That they are possible only in the same subject proves
that they are not isolated occurrences but cemented by a bond which is the index of
their identity as opposed to unqualified difference. The bond of identity is not
exclusive of and antagonistic to the numerical difference of the terms which are held
together. Identity coinciding with numerical difference shows that neither of them is
absolute. This is the non-absolutist interpretation which the Jaina philosopher offers
as the solution of the apparent contradiction.
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(Aph.) The subject is the self which reveals its own self as well as
another and is liable to change. (42)

152. svam atmdnam param cartham abhasayitum Silam yasya sa
‘svaparabhasi’ svonmukhataya 'rthonmukhataya cavabhasandt ghatam aham
janamiti karmakartrkriyanam pratiteh, anyatarapratityapalape pramand-
bhavat / na ca paraprakdsakatvasya svaprakasakatvena virodhah pradipavat /
nahi pradipah svaprakdse param apeksate / anenaikantasvabhasipara-
bhasivadimatanirasah / svaparabhdsy eva ‘atma pramata’ /

152. The self has the nature of revealing its own self as well as an
object which is other than the self. That this is the case is apparent from the
circumstance that the self has a subjective and an objective reference as is
unfolded in the judgement ‘I know the jar' in which (the three factors) the
subject, object and the act are clearly open to notice. There is absolutely no
ground for repudiating the cognition of any one of them. Nor is there any
incompatibility between auto-revelation and hetero-revelation, which is
found to be the case with light. Certainly a light does not depend upon
anything other (than its own self) when it reveals its own self. This finding
constitutes the reductio ad absurdum of the theories sponsored by a school of
thinkers that cognition only reveals its own self and also the other theory
which maintains that the cognition reveals only an object.

153. tatha, parinama uktalaksanah sa vidyate yasya sa ‘parinami’ /
kiitasthanitye hy dtmani harsa-visada-sukha-duhkha-bhogadayo vivartah
pravrttinivrttidharmano na varteran / ekantanasini ca krtanasakrtabhya-
gamau sydtam, smrtipratyabhijiiananihitapratyunmarganaprabhrtayas ca
pratipranipratita vyavahara vistryeran / parinamini tiitpada-vyaya-dhrauvya-
dharmany atmani sarvam upapadyate / yad ahuh -

yatha ’heh kundalavastha vyapaiti tadanantaram /
sambhavaty arjavavastha sarpatvam tv anuvartate //
tathaiva nityacaitanyasvaripasyatmano hi na /
nihSesariipavigarah sarvasyanugamo 'pi va //

kim tv asya vinivartante sukhaduhkhadilaksanah /
avasthas tas ca jayante caitanyam tv anuvartate //
sydtam atyantanase hi krtanasakrtagamau /
sukhaduhkhadibhogas ca naiva syad ekaripinah //
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na ca kartrtvabhoktrtve pumso ’vastham samasrite /
tato 'vasthavatas tattvat kartaivapnoti tatphalam //
[Tattvasangraha, ka. 223-227]
iti anenatkantanityanityavadavyudasah / ‘atma’ ity anatmavadino vyudasyati /
kayapramanata tv atmanah prakrtanupayogan nokteti susthitam
pramatrlaksanam }|42]| |
ity acdarya srit Hemacandraviracitaydh
Pramanamimamsayas tadvrttes ca
prathamasydadhydyasya prathamam ahnikam /

153. In the phrase ‘liable to change’, change should be understood in
terms of the definition given before. Were the self an unchanging constant,
such phenomena as joy, depression, pleasure, pain, enjoyment and the like
which are liable to origination and cessation would not be possible
attributes. Were it, on the other hand, absolutely perishable the (ethical
fallacies of) loss of earned merit and acquisition of unearned deserts would
become unavoidable. Furthermore, such activities, which are known to be
the characteristic of every living being as memory, recognition, search for
an article deposited in the past would entirely collapse. But all these facts
find an easy and natural explanation in the conception of a dynamic self
which necessarily owns up the characteristics of origination, cessation and
persistence. As has been said :

“Just as the coiled state passes away and the state of erect posture
succeeds, but the character of the serpent as serpent continues, so with
regard to the self as an eternal continuous principle possessed of the nature
of pure consciousness, there is neither efflux of its total nature, nor is there
the continuity of its entire character. But the states such as pleasure and
pain which happened to it in the past pass away and other states
supervene, and consciousness continues throughout. If the self were liable
to absolute destruction, there would arise the fallacy of lost deserts and
unearned enjoyment, and were it again absolutely uniform the (transition-
al) experiences of pleasure and pain would be absolutely unexplainable.
The agent and the enjoyer both are not the changing modes of the self, but
it is self which as the agent reaps these consequences being the self-same
entity which owns up these states” (TSN, 223-7).
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This line of argument would serve to condemn the theories which
posit the self to be absolutely unchanging or absolutely perishable. ‘The
self (in the aphorism) dismisses the theory of not-self (of the Buddhist).
The fact that the self comes to possess the same dimension as the body it
inhabits has not been dealt with, because the problem has no bearing on
the present topic. The definition of ‘subject’ is thus found to be sound and
secure. (42)

Here ends the First Lecture of the Flrst Book of
“A Critique of Organ of Knowledge” and the Gloss thereon
composed by the Acarya $ri Hemacandra.



| |atha prathamadhyaye dvitiyam ahnikam | |
1. ihoddiste pratyaksaparoksalaksane pramanadvaye laksitam pratya-
ksam / idanim paroksalaksanam aha —
avisadah paroksam ||1]|

BOOK I
LECTURE 2

1. Of the two-fold organ of knowledge, which consists of perceptu-
al and non-perceptual varieties which were.specified at the outset (as the
topics of discussion), the perceptual has been defined. Now, the author
proposes the definition of the non-perceptual variety as follows :

(Aph.) The non-perceptual is what lacks immediacy-cum-lucidity. (1)

2. samanyalaksananuvddena visesalaksanavidhanat ‘samyag artha-
nirnayah’ ity anuvartate / tenavisadah samyag arthanirnayah paroksa-
pramanam iti ||1]]

2. Now (in pursuance of the dictum that) the predication of a
specific characteristic (in the specific definition) is made by way of adding
(a differentia) to the general definition, the phrase ‘authentic definitive
cognition’ has to be read into the present aphorism (as the continuant link).
Accordingly, (the full definition assumes the form) : “The non-perceptual
organ of knowledge is definitive authentic cognition which lacks immedia-
cy-cum-lucidity.” (1)

3. vibhagam aha -

- smrtipratyabhijfianohanumandgamas tadvidhayah ||2|]
3. He sets forth the sub-divisions (of the above) :
(Aph.) The varieties of the same are recollection, recogition,
inductive reasoning, inference and verbal testimony. (2)

4. ‘tad’ iti paroksasya paramarsas tena paroksasyaite prakdra na tu
svatantrani pramanantarant prakrantapramanasankhyavighataprasangat /

4. ‘The same’ refers to the non-perceptual. Thus these are to be
taken as the varieties of the non-perceptual cognition and not as indepen-
dent organs, since (the latter alternative) would involve contradiction of
the number of cognitive organs stated before.
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5. nanu svatantrany eva smytyadini pramanani kim nocyante ?, kim
anena dravidamandakabhaksananyayena ? / maivam vocah, paroksalaksana-
sangrhitani paroksapramanan na vibhedavartini; yathaiva hi pratyaksalaksa-
nasangrhitanindriyajiiana-manasa-svasamvedana-yogijiianant Saugatanarm na
pratyaksad atiricyante, tathaiva hi paroksalaksanaksiptani smrtyadini na
mitlapramanasankhyaparipanthiniti / smrtyadinam pasicanam dvandvah ||2]|

5. (Q) But why should not recollection and the rest be affirmed as
independent organs ? Why this insensate imitation of the way of feeding on
gruel current in the Dravida country ? (A) Do not speak like that. Now (the
types of cognition), which are comprehended by the definition of non-
perceptual cognition, cannot be regarded as different and distinct from non-
perceptual cognition as an organ. Just as the types of intuition, viz., sense-
intuition, mental intuition, self-intuition, and transcendent intuition of the
mystics, which are comprehended within the definition of perceptual intu-
ition according to the Buddhists, are not regarded as separate from perceptu-
al intuition (by them), so exactly recollection and the rest, which fall within
the purview of the definition of non-perceptual cognition, ought not to be
regarded as standing in conflict with the number of fundamental organs of
knowledge. The five words beginning with smrti (recollection) are to be
construed as members of the dvandva-compound. 2

6. tatra smrtim laksayati -

viasanodbodhahetuka tad ity dakara smrtih ||3]]|

6. Of them, he now defines recollection.

(Aph.) Recollection (is a cognition which) has for its condition
the stimulation of a memory-impression and which refers
to its content by a form of the pronoun ‘that’. (3)

7. ‘vasana’ samskaras tasyah ‘udbodhah’ prabodhas taddhetuka tanni-
bandhana,

“kalam asamkham samkham ca dharana hoi nayavva”

[ViSesavasyakabhasya, ga. 333]
iti vacanac cirakalasthayiny api vasana ’nudbuddha na smrtihetuh, avara-
naksayopasamasadrsadarsanadisamagrilabdhaprabodha tu smrtim janayatiti
‘vasanodbodhahetuka’ ity uktam / asya ullekham aha ‘tad ity akara’ saman-
yoktau napumsakanirdesas tena sa ghatah, sa pati, tat kundalam ity ulle-



154 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

khavati matih smrtith /

7. A memory-impression is the disposition (deposited by past experi-
ence). Its ‘stimulation’ means its emergence to the surface of consciousness.
The clause ‘which has for its condition, etc., means that the emergence of
recollection is necessarily conditioned by it (stimulation). It is apparent from
the remark “A disposition can persist for a length of time which may be
calculable (sanikhyeya) or incalculable (asartkhyeya)” (VB, 333) that a disposi-
tion, though it may have continued for a great length of time, does not
operate as the cause of memory unless it is roused (by a stimulus). When,
however, the requisite conditions such as the exhaustion and subsidence of
the obstructive veils, observation of similar objects and the like are at work to
bring it to maturation, it produces recollection. And so the clause ‘which has
for its condition the stimulation of a memory-impression’ has been stated. The
clause “which refers to its content by a form of the pronoun ‘that’ ” is inserted
for setting forth its mode of deliverance. The word tat (in the original
aphorism) is given in the neuter gender in order to bring out that no specific
gender is implied. Thus all these cognitions which deliver their content as
‘that (sah, masculine) jar (ghatah)’, ‘that (sd, feminine) cloth (pat1)’, ‘that (tat,
neuter) ear-ring (kundalam)’ are cases of recollection.

8. sd ca pramdnam avisamvaditvat svayam nihitapratyunmarganadi-
vyavaharandrm darsanat / nanv anubhilyamanasya visayasyabhavan niralam-
bana smrtih katham pramanam ? / naivam, anubhiitenarthena salambanatvo-
papatteh, anyatha pratyaksasyapy anubhiitarthavisayatvad apramanyam
prasajyeta / svavisayavabhdsanari smrter apy avisistam / vinasto visayah
katharm smrter janakah ?, tatha earthajanyatvan na pramanyam asya itt cet;
tat kim pramanantare 'py arthajanyatvam avisamvadahetur iti vipralabdho
si ? / maivam muhah, yathaiva hi pradipah svasamagribalalabdhajanma
ghatadibhir ajanito ’pi tan prakdsayati tathaivavaranaksayopasamasavyapek-
sendriydnindriyabalalabdhajanma samvedanam visayam avabhasayati /
“nananukrtanvayavyatirekam kdranam nakdranam visayah” iti tu pralapa-
madtram, yogijfidnasyatitanagatarthagocarasya tadajanyasyapi pramarnyam
prati vipratipatter abhavat / kifica, smrter apramanye ‘numanaya datto
jalarialih, taya vydapter avisayikarane tadutthanayogat; lingagrahana-
sambandhasmaranapitrvakam anumanam iti hi sarvavadisiddham / tatas ca
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smrtih pramanam, anumanapramanydnyathanupapatter iti siddham | |3} |
8. It is an organ of knowledge since it is never found to be discrepant
with fact which is further attested by such (successful) activities as search for
thing deposited by one’s own self. But how can recollection be an organ when
it is not cognisant of a datum perceived at the present, and thus is found to
lack an objective basis ? No. It is certainly possessed of an object that has been
experienced in the past. [The reality of the object, and not its actually felt
presence, is the condition of validity of a cognition. If it be contended, on the
analogy of perception, that the object must be felt as present in order that the
cognition may be valid, one might with equal propriety contend that]
perceptual cognition is invalid since it is found to lack the criterion of referring
to a fact that has been experienced in the past. If revelation of the relevant
object (be the criterion of validity), it is found to be equally present in the case
of memory also. (Q) But how can a defunct object be the generating condition
of recollection ? Hence it cannot lay claim to validity as it is not generated by
an object. (A) [The doubt raised has no substance]. Are you deluded to think
that the condition of lack of discrepancy in other organs of knowledge consists
in their being generated by an object ? You ought not to be led away by such
delusion (as the situation has no concern with causation). Thus as, for
instance, light which comes into being on the operation of its own conditions
reveals the objects, jar and the like, though not generated by them, so also
does a cognition reveal its object, if it is brought into existence by its requisite
conditions, viz., sense-organ, or the mind accompanied by the elimination and
subsidence of the obscuring veil. The statement that “Nothing is the cause
which is not followed in agreement and in difference (by an event) and
nothing is the object which is not the cause (of its cognition)” is only a
nonsensical utterance, since there is no dispute regarding the validity of the
mystic’s intuition of the past and unborn objects, though it is not generated by
the latter. Moreover, if recollection be convicted of invalidity, one must offer
oblation of water to inference (that is to say, one must be prepared to
repudiate the validity of inference), since there is no possibility of inference
being realised unless recollection has already taken note of the necessary
concomitance. It is universally accepted by all logicians that inference is
conditioned by apprehension of the probans and recollection of its necessary
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concomitance (with the probandum). It is established, therefore, that recollec-
tion is to be accepted as an organ of knowledge, as otherwise the validity of
inference would become unaccountable. (3)

9. atha pratyabhijianam laksayati —

darsanasmaranasambhavam tad evedam tatsadrsam tad-

vilaksanam tatpratiyogityadisarikalanari pratyabhijianam | |4/ |

9. Now the author sets forth the definition of recognition.

(Aph.) Recognition is the synthetic judgement born of observa-
tion and recollection as typified by such forms as ‘that
necessarily is it’ (judgement of identity), ‘it is like that’
(judgement of similarity), ‘that is dissimilar to that’
(judgement of dissimilarity), ‘this is different from that’
(judgement of difference), and the like. (4)

10. ‘darsanam’ pratyaksam, ‘smaranam’ smrtis tabhyam sambhavo
yasya tat tatha darsanasmaranakaranakam sankalanajfianarin ‘pratyabhijfia-
nam’/ tasyollekham aha - ‘tad evedam’, samanyanirdesena napumsakatvam,
sa evayam ghatah, saiveyam pati, tad evedam kundam iti / ‘tatsadrsah’
gosadrso gavayah, ‘tadvilaksanah’ govilaksano mahisah, ‘tatpratiyogi’ idam
asmad alparm mahat ditram asannam vetyadi / ‘adi’grahanat —

“romaso danturah syamo vamanah prthulocanah /

yas tatra cipitaghranas tam Caitram avadharayeh //”

[Nyayamanijart, p. 143]

“payombubhedt hamsah syat satpadair bhramarah smrtah /

saptaparnas tu vidvadbhir vijfieyo visamacchadah //

paficavarnam bhaved ratnam mecakakhyam prthustani /

yuvatis caikasrmgo ‘pi gandakah parikirtitah //
ity evam adisabdasravanat tathavidhan eva Caitra-hamsadin avalokya tatha
satyapayati yada, tada tad api sarikalandjiiagnam uktam, darsanasmaranasam-
bhavatvavisesat / yatha va audicyena kramelakari nindatoktam ‘dhikkarabham
atidirghagrivam pralambostham kathoratiksnakantakdsinam kutsitavayava-
sannivesam apasadam pasinam’ iti / tad upasrutya daksinatya uttarapathan
gatas tadrsam vastupalabhya ‘niinam ayam artho ’sya karabhasabdasya’ iti
[yad avaiti] tad api darsanasmaranakdranakatvat sankalanajfianam pratya-
bhijianam / '
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10. ‘Observation’ is perceptual cognition. ‘Recollection’ is an act of
memory. These two (separately and jointly) are the conditions of recogni-
tion which is a kind of synthetic judgement. The author exhibits the form in
which it delivers the contents : ‘That necessarily is it.’ The neuter gender in
the original is given in order to bring out that no special gender is implied.
Thus all such judgements as ‘this (masc.) is necessarily that jar’, ‘this (fem.)
is necessarily that cloth’, ‘this (neut.) is necessarily that waterpot’ are the
cases (of judgement of identity); ‘this is like that, e.g., ‘the cow is like the
gayal’ (judgement of similarity). (The judgement of dissimilarity, viz.,) ‘this
is dissimilar to that’ is (illustrated by the proposition) ‘the buffalo is different
from the cow.’ As for the judgement of difference, it is exemplified in the
following : ‘this is less than, greater than, farther than, nearer than that, etc.’
The employment of the words ‘and the like’ (in the aphorism) is for (the
inclusion of such cases as) the following :

“Know him to be Caitra who is shaggy all over the body, has
protruding teeth, is swarthy, dwarfish, possessed of broad eyes and a snub
nose” (NM, p. 143). “The swan is (an aquatic fowl which is) capable of
separating milk from water (in a solution). The bee is (the fly) possessed of
six feet. The seven-leafed tree is to be known by the learned as one that
possesses an odd number of leaves in each stem. A jewel with five colours
is called multicoloured. A young damsel is one who possesses swelling
breasts. The one-horned animal is said to be the rhinoceros.”

When, on hearing such descriptions, one finds out Caitra, swan and
the rest, and vouches them for the objects as described, all these instances of
synthetic judgements are to be classed under recognition, since (they satisfy
the terms of the definition), being generated by observation and recollec-
tion. The following is also an instance in point. Suppose a Northerner
happens to censure a camel in the following terms : Cursed be the camel, the
worst of the brutes, with its long crooked neck, with its elongated upper lip,
with its ugly disposition of limbs, addicted as it is to feeding on hard and
sharp bramble. Suppose a Southerner who has heard all these, and happens
to see, on a visit to North India, a thing of the above description, he would
naturally judge - ‘the object ahead is certainly what is meant by the word
camel’ Now this synthetic judgement is to be accepted as a case of
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recognition, since it is derived from observation and recollection as its
conditions.

11. yesam tu sadrsyavisayam upamanakhyam pramdanantaram tesam
vailaksanyadivisayam pramanantaram anusajyeta / yad ahuh -

“upamanam prasiddharthasadharmyat sadhyasadhanam /

tadvaidharmyat pramanam kim syat sanjiipratipadanam //”

[Laghtyastraya 3.10]
“iddam alpam mahad diiram asannam pramsu neti va /
vyapeksatah samakse ’rthe vikalpah sadhanantaram //”
[Laghiyastraya 3.12]

11. Now, those philosophers who acknowledge a judgement of
similarity to be an independent organ called ‘comparison’ cannét decline to
regard judgements of dissimilarity and the rest as separate cognitive organs :

“Comparison is (regarded as) the organ of knowledge of the relation
of similiarity to a known object. If so, why not cognition of the name-relation
based on diversity be regarded as a (separate) organ of knowledge ?”
(LT, 3.10). “Moreover, the following judgements, on the basis of the relation
between perceived data, should be regarded as independent organs also :
‘This is less, greater, farther, nearer, taller or otherwise than the other”
(LT, 3.12).

12. atha sadharmyam upalaksanam yogavibhago va karisyata iti cet;
tarhy akusalah siitrakarah syat, siitrasya laksanarahitatvat / yad ahuh -

“alpaksaram asandigdham saravad visvatomukham /

astobham anavadyam ca sutram sutravido viduh //”
astobham anadhikam /

12. If, however, the term ‘similarity’ be regarded as a typical
illustration (and not an exhaustive enumeration), or if you resort to the
stratagem of splitting the aphorism (in order to add the predicate ‘dissimilar-
ity’ in a resultant aphorism), your procedure will show that the author of the
aphorism is an unskilled craftsman, since his aphorism is found to lack in the
essential characteristics (of an aphorism). As has been observed - “Those
who are acquainted with the nature of an aphorism lay it down that an
aphorism is one which consists of the minimum of syllables, is indubious (in
significance), states only the essential elements, is comprehensive of all
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issues, is devoid of superfluity, and is not liable to, censure.” ‘Devoid of
superfluity’ means devoid of an excess.

13. nanu ‘tat’ iti smaranam ‘idam’ iti pratyaksam iti jidnadvayam
eva, na tabhyam anyat pratyabhijfianakhyam pramanam utpasyamah /
naitad yuktam, smarana-pratyaksabhyam pratyabhijfianavisayasyarthasya
grahitum asakyatvat / purvaparakaraikadhurinam hi dravyarm pratyabhijfa-
nasya visayah / na ca tat smaranasya gocaras tasyanubhiitavisayatvat , yad
ahuh -

“purvapramitamatre hi jayate sa iti smrtih /
sa evayam ittyam tu pratyabhijfia ’tirekini //”
[Tattvasangraha, ka. 453‘]
napt pratyaksasya gocarah, tasya vartamanavivartamatravrttitvat / na ca
darsanasmaranabhyam anyad jfianam nasti, darsanasmaranottarakalabha-
vino jranantarasyanubhuteh / na canubhityamanasyapalapo yuktah
atiprasangat /

13. [Now the scholiast records the objections of the Buddhist who
denies that recognition is a unitary cognition, far less an organ. The Buddhist
observes] : “We do not find any phenomenon called recognition, which is
given out as a separate organ, as anything different from the two cognitive
acts, viz., recollection indicated by the word ‘that’ and perception indicated
by ‘this’.” This is certainly not a sound contention. (A little reflection will
show that) the object which is envisaged by recognition cannot be compre-
hended by recollection and perception combined together. The province of
recognition is the substance which stands out as the identity in and through
its antecedent and subsequent modes. Certainly, this identity cannot be the
content of recollection which is cognisant only of what has been experienced
before. As has been said, “Now, recollection comes to cognise only what has
been known before and refers to its content as ‘that’ (a past event). As for
recognition (which envisages the identity of a past datum with a present
one) in the form ‘that is this’ it is certainly different from it” (TSN, 453). Nor
can this (identity) possibly be the content of perception which is constrained
to take stock of a present mode alone. Nor is it a sound contention that there
is no cognition different from perception and recollection, inasmuch as it
(recognition) is a different cognition which is distinctly felt to emerge
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subsequently to perception and recollection. It is certainly not a justifiable
attitude to deny what is felt, since this (habit of disregarding the plain
testimony of experience) may lead to unwholesome consequences (denial of
what the opponent rightly believes to be true).

14. nanu pratyaksam evedam pratyabhijnanam ity eke / naivam,
tasya sannihitavartamanikarthavisayatvat /

“sambaddham vartamanam ca grhyate caksuradina”

[Slokavartika, siitra 4, sloka 84]
iti ma sma vismarah / tato natitavartamanayor ekatvam adhyaksajfiana-
gocarah / .atha smaranasahakrtam indriyam tad ekatvavisayam pratyaksam
upajanayatiti pratyaksariipata ’sya giyata iti cet; na; svavisayaviniyamita-
mitrter indriyasya visayantare sahakarisatasamavadhane ‘py apravrtteh / nahi
parimalasmaranasaha@yam api caksurindriyam avisaye gandhddau pravartate /
avisayas catitavartamanavasthavyapy ekam dravyam indriyanam / napy
adrstasahakarisahitam indriyam ekatvavisayam iti vaktum yuktam uktad eva
hetoh / kifica, adrstasavyapeksad evatmanas tad vijiianam bhavatiti varam
vaktur yuktam / drsyate hi svapnavidyadisamskrtad atmano visayantare ‘pt
visistajiianotpattih / nanu yatha ’fjanadisamskrtam caksuh satisayarn bhavati
tatha smaranasahakrtam ekatvavisayam bhavisyati / naivam, indriyasya
svavisayanatilanighanenaivatisayopalabdheh, na visayantaragrahanarupena /
yad aha Bhattah -

“yas capy atisayo drstah sa svarthanatilanghanat /

ditrasiksmadidrstau syat na rupe srotravrttitah //” iti

[Slokavartika, siitra 2, §loka 114]
tat sthitam etat visayabhedat pratyaksad anyat paroksantargatam pratya-
bhijitanam iti /

14. (The scholiast now proposes to take up the issue with the
Naiyayikas) who maintain that recognition is nothing but a species of
perception. But this view cannot be accepted to be true. For the province of
perceptual cognition is limited to what is actually present and given to the
senses. You (Naiyayika) ought not to forget the dictum “That which is in
direct contact with senses and actually present is directly apprehended by
the senses of sight and the like” (SV, sii. 4, 84). Hence the identity of a past
and a present datum cannot lie within the jurisdiction of perception. It has
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been urged that a sense-organ as aided and reinforced by memory does give
rise to the perception of such an identity, and so recognition is asserted to be
a species of perceptual cognition. But this is an impossibility. A sense-organ,
which is entirely delimited to its own relevant sphere, cannot be supposed to
proceed to another object (which is beyond its jurisdiction), in spite of the
aid rendered by a hundred of auxiliary factors. It is a truism that the sense of
sight cannot take stock of odour and the like which transcend its province,
though it may be aided by a memory of its fragrance. A substance qua the
identity which embraces the past and the present states does certainly fall
outside the scope of senses. Nor will it be a sound argument, for the reasons
set forth above, to maintain that a sense-organ aided by an unseen potency
can apprehend this identity. On the other hand, it will be more appropriate
to assert that this cognition of identity directly eventuates from the self as
reinforced by such unseen potency. It is seen that a self reinforced and
strengthened by the knowledge of a secret science, acquired in dream,
comes to have a distincr kind of knowledge even in regard to objects which
are beyond its ken. It has been contended that just as the organ of vision
acquires additional efficiency when it is anointed with the paint of a
collyrium, so likewise it might acquire efficiency regarding identity when it
is in alliance with recollection. But this (analogical) argument overreaches
itself. The additional efficiency that might be acquired by a sense-organ is
never found to overstep its proper jurisdiction. It is never found to operate in
the way of apprehending an object which lies within the jurisdiction of
another sense. We may quote (Kumarila) Bhatta in support : “Where an
additional efficiency is seen to materialise (in a sense-organ), it is found to
manifest itself in the apprehension of such objects as are distant and infra-
sensible, and is never found to transgress the limits of its proper jurisdiction
which would be the case if the auditory organ were to operate on colour”
(SV, sit 2, 114). The conclusion must be taken to be established that
recognition, which has an object of a different kind from that of perception,
is different from the latter, and falls within the category of indirect non-
perceptual cognitions as organs.

15. na caitad apramanam visamvadabhavat / kvacid visamvadad
apramanye pratyaksasyapi tatha prasango durnivirah / pratyabhijfiana-
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paricchinnasya catmadinam ekatvasyabhave bandhamoksavyavastha nopapa-
dyate / ekasyaiva hi baddhatve muktatve ca baddho duhkhitam atmanam
janan muktisukharthi prayateta / bhede tv anya eva duhkhy anya eva sukhiti
kah kim artham va prayateta ? tasmat sakalasya drstadrstavyavaharasyaika-
tvamulatvad ekatvasya ca pratyabhijfiayattajivitatvad bhavati pratyabhijna
pramanam iti | |4]]

15. It (recognition) cannot be regarded as lacking in validity, since the
lack of discrepancy (which is the criterion of validity) is present in it. If an
occasional occurrence of discrepancy (e.g., in the case of growing hair, nail,
flame, etc.,) were to condemn it as a whole kind to invalidity, the same issue
would be unavoidable in the case of perception also. Moreover, if the identity
of the self and the like, as determined by the evidence of recognition, were to
lack objective reality (as a rule), the logical justification of bondage and
emancipation (as states of the same ethico-religious aspirant) would become
absolutely impossible. If it is the self-same person who suffers bondage and
achieves liberation, it is possible that the person in bondage feeling himself to
be subject to the misery (of bondage) can be expected to put forth the
requisite labour to achieve the joy of freedom. If, on the other hand, there was
no personal identity and one is unhappy and another achieves happiness, who
will labour and for what end ? It follows, therefore, that recognition is a valid
organ since the sense of identity can have a lease of life only if there is
recognition to validate its claim, and it is this sense of identity, again, which is
at the root of all secular and spiritual activity. (4)

16. athohasya laksanam aha -

upalambhanupalambhanimittam vyaptijfianam iahah ||5]|

16. Now the author is propounding definition of Inductive Reasoning :

(Aph.) Inductive Reasoning is the knowledge of universal concom-
itance conditioned by observation and non-observation.
(5)

17. ‘upalambhah’ pramanamatram atra grhyate na pratyaksam eva
anumeyasyapi sadhanasya sambhavat, pratyaksavad anumeyesv api vyapter
avirodhat / vyaptih’ vaksyamana tasya jfianam’ tadgrahi nirnayavisesa ‘thah’/

17. ‘Observation’ in this context stands for valid cognition as such,
and not for perceptual cognition alone, since the middle term (probans)
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may be an object of inference also, and there is no incompatibility in the
fact of universal concomitance obtaining between terms known by infer-
ence as (between terms known) by perception. ‘Universal concomitance’
will be explained subsequently and the knowledge of it is a specific kind of
determinate cognition taking stock of the same. Such (determinate cogni-
tion) is Inductive Reasoning.

18. na cayam vyaptigrahah pratyaksad eveti vaktavyam / nahi
pratyaksam yavan kascit dhiimah sa desantare kalantare va pavakasyaiva
karyam narthantarasyetiyato vyaparan kartum samartham sannihitavisaya-
balotpatter avicarakatvac ca /

18. Now, it cannot be maintained that such knowledge of universal
concomitance is derived exclusively from perceptual evidence. It is not
conceivable that perception is competent to discharge the entire series of
operations (that are involved in the knowledge that) ‘Whatever is a case of
smoke is invariably the product exclusively of fire in all places and times, and
not of anything else.” The reason is that it (sic. perception) is not discursive
and owes its genesis to the influence exerted by a datum that is present.

19. napy anumanat, tasyapt vyaptigrahanakale yogiva pramata
sampadyata ity evambhiitabharasamarthatvat / samarthye ’pi prakrtam
evanumanam vyaptigrahakam, anumanantaram va ? / tatra prakrtanumanat
vyaptipratipattav itaretardsrayah / vyaptau hi pratipannayam anumanam
atmanam asadayati, tadatmalabhe ca vyaptipratipattir iti / anumanantarat
tu vyaptipratipattav anavastha tasyapi grhitavyaptikasyaiva prakrtanuma-
navyaptigrahakatvat / tadvyaptigrahas ca yadi svata eva, tada purvena kim
aparaddham yenanumanantaram mrgyate / anumanantarena cet; tarhi
yugasahasresv api vyaptigrahanasambhavah /

19. Nor can it be maintained that such knowledge is obtained by
inference inasmuch as this too is quite unequal to the stupendous burden
imposed by the knowledge of universal concomitance, when, on the
occasion, the subject becomes (as omniscient as) a yogin (mystic). Even
were its competency (for such a task) conceded, it remains to be thrashed
out — which of the inferences, the present one or another, is cognisant of
this universal concomitance ? If the knowledge of concomitance were
supposed to be secured by the present inference, the result would be a
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logical see-saw. Inference comes into being only after universal concomi-
tance has been ascertained, and the knowledge of universal concomirance
will again be secured just on the emergence of this very inference. If it was
supposed that the knowledge of universal concomitance were to be secured
by another act of inference, the result would be a vicious infinite series. The
latter inference, which is supposed to yield the knowledge of universal
concomitance which is the condition of the contemplated inference, is
possible only if the universal concomitance (which makes it possible) has
been already apprehended (as an antecedent condition). If the apprehen-
sion of this universal concomitance were thought to be secured by its own
self (that is to say, if it were self-evident) then why should the previous
cognition of universal concomitance be condemned (of incompetency) and
why again a second inference be held in request for the purpose ? If,
however, (the universal concomitance underlying the validating inference
were sought to be secured) by means of another inference, the apprehen-
sion of universal concomitance would not be possible of realisation even in
thousands of epochs.

20. nanu yadi nirvikalpakam pratyaksam avicarakam tarhi tat-
prsthabhavi vikalpo vyaptim grahisyatiti cet; naitat, nirvikalpakena vyapter
agrahane vikalpena grahitum asakyatvat nirvikalpakagrhitarthavisayatvad
vikalpasya / atha nirvikalpakavisayanirapekso rthantaragocaro vikalpah; sa
tarhi pramanam apramanam va ? / prammanatve pratyaksanumanatiriktam
pramanantaram titiksitavyam / apramanye tu tato vyaptigrahanasraddha
sandhat tanayadohadah / etena - “anupalambhat karanavyapakanupal-
ambhdc ca kdryakaranavyapyavyapakabhavavagamah” iti pratyuktam, anu-
palambhasya pratyaksavisesatvena karanavyapakanupalambhayos ca lingat-
vena tajjanitasya tasyanumanatvat, pratyaksanumanabhyam ca vyaptigrahane
dosasyabhihitatvat /

20. (Q) Even conceding that indeterminate perception is undiscursive
(and hence incompetent for universal concomitance), there is no reason (for
doubt) that determinate reflection which follows in its wake should seize
hold of universal concomitance. (A) But this is not possible. If indeterminate
perception were not competent to apprehend universal concomitance, the
determinate reflection would not succeed in comprehending the same for
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the reason that reflection has for its contents the same data as are
apprehended by indeterminate perception. If, however, reflective thought
were supposed to be conversant with a different datum and were not in any
way dependent upon the contents of indeterminate perception, (the initial
objection of equal incompetency would be avoided, no doubt, but this would
give rise to another difficulty, viz.,) whether this reflective thought were an
organ of knowledge or otherwise. If it be considered to be an organ, you are
compelled to tolerate an additional organ in excess of perception and
inference. And if it be regarded as invalid, expectation of the knowledge of
universal concomitance therefrom would only be as absurd as the expecta-
tion of a child from an impotent (husband). This very consideration will
demolish the contention (of the Buddhist). “The relation of necessary
concomitance and that of causality are known from the non-observation (of
the effect and of the determinate concomitant) following upon the non-
observation of the cause and the determinant concomitant”. Non-observa-
tion of the effect and of the determinate concomitant is a species of
perceptual cognition, and non-observation of the cause and that of the
determinant concomitant being nothing but the logical ground, the know-
ledge resulting from it would be nothing but inference. And we have already
set forth the objections that lie against the capacity of perception and
inference for apprehension of universal concomitance.

21. Vaisesikas tu pratyaksaphalenohdapohavikalpajfianena vyaptiprati-
pattir ity ahuh / tesam apy adhyaksaphalasya pratyaksanumanayor anya-
taratve vyapter avisaytkaranam, tadanyatve ca pramanantaratvaprasaktih /
atha vyaptivikalpasya phalatvan na pramanatvam anuyoktum yuktam; na,
etatphalasyanumanalaksanaphalahetutaya pramanatvavirodhat sannikarsa-
phalasya visesanajiianasyeva visesyajfiandpeksayeti /

21. The Vaisesika philosophers, on the other hand, hold that reflec-
tive thought, which works by way of elimination and assimilation, is the
effect of perceptual cognition and the knowledge of universal concomitance
is secured by this (reflective thought). If (this reflection which is) the result
of perception falls under the head either of perception or of inference, the
old difficulty of incompetency (of perception or of inference) for the
realisation of universal concomitance would remain (unresolved). And if,
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again, be it different from both of them, it would be tantamount to the
admission of an additional organ of knowledge. It will not be a valid
contention to say that the knowledge of universal concomitance is only the
result, and as such the question of its being an organ does not simply arise.
The fact is that though it is a result (of perceptual cognition), it is a
condition of a subsequent result in the shape of inference, and as such there
is no inherent incompatibility of its serving as an organ (regarding infer-
ence). The case is exactly on a par with the knowledge of the adjectival
determination which, though itself the result of sense-object contact, serves
as an organ of the knowledge of the substantive (in the judgment).

22. Yaugas tu tarkasahitat pratyaksad eva vyaptigraha ity ahuh / tesam
api yadi na kevalat pratyaksad vyaptigrahah kintu tarkasahakrtat tarhi tarkad
eva vyaptigraho ’stu / kim asya tapasvino yasomarjanena, pratyaksasya va
tarkaprasadalabdhavyaptigrahapalapakrtaghnatvaropeneti ? / atha tarkah
pramanam na bhavatiti na tato vyaptigrahanam isyate / kutah punar asya na
pramanatvam, avyabhicaras tavad thapi pramanantarasadharano sty eva ? /
vyaptilaksanena visayena visayavattvam api na ndasti / tasmat pramanantara-
grhitavyaptigrahanapravanah pramanantaram tthah ||5]||

22. As regards the Naiyayikas, they hold that the apprehension of
universal concomitance results from perceptual cognition when aided and
reinforced by inductive reasoning. When it is admitted even by them that
apprehension of universal concomitance is effected by perception not in
isolation but only when it is aided by reasoning, it is quite proper to
acknowledge that the apprehension of such concomitance should be set
down to the credit of reasoning alone. What is sought to be gained by this
attempt at obliterating the credit of reasoning (the poor victim of injustice),
and by exposing perception to the charge of ingratitude which is involved in
the repudiation of the favour of reasoning which alone makes the former
capable of the knowledge of universal concomitance ? It may be urged that
reasoning cannot be an organ of knowledge and so it is not regarded as the
instrument of the knowledge of universal concomitance. But we do not see
any valid ground why reasoning should not be regarded as an organ of
knowledge, (particularly when it fulfils all the criteria that an organ of
knowledge possesses). As for the criterion of lack of discrepancy (between
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knowledge and its object), it does share it with all acknowledged organs of
knowledge, and it is not a truth that it does not possess a distinctive object of
its own, since its object is nothing but universal concomitance itself. It
follows, therefore, that reasoning is a separate organ of knowledge which
serves to give knowledge of universal concomitance which is not apprehend-
ed by any other accepted organ. (5)
23. vyaptim laksayati —
vyaptir vyapakasya vyapye sati bhava eva vyapyasya
va tatraiva bhavah ||6]|

23. Now the author sets forth the definition of necessary concomi-
tance in the following terms :

(Aph.) Necessary concomitance consists in the ‘occurrence neces-
sarily’ (bhava eva) of the determinant concomitant (major
term) on the occurrence of the determinate concomitant
(middle term), or, the occurrence of the determinate
concomitant (middle term) ‘exclusively in the locus’
(tatraiva) (where the major term occurs). (6)

24. Yyaptih’ iti yo vyapnoti yas ca vyapyate tayor ubhayor dharmah /
tatra yada vyapakadharmataya vivaksyate tada ‘vyapakasya’ gamyasya ‘vyapye’
dharme ‘sati’, yatra dharmini vyapyam asti tatra sarvatra ‘bhdava eva’ vyapa-
kasya svagato dharmo vyaptih / tatas ca vyapyabhavapeksa vyapyasyaiva
vyaptatapratitih / na tv evam avadhdryate - vydapakasyaiva vyapye sati bhava
itl, hetvabhavaprasangat avyapakasyapi murtatvades tatra bhavat / napi -
vyapye saty evety avadharyate, prayatmanantariyakatvader ahetutvapatteh,
sadharanas ca hetuh syan nityatvasya prameyesv eva bhavat /

24. ‘Necessary concomitance’ (the relation of determination) is the
property of both the terms — that which determines (the occurrence) and
that (the occurrence of) which is determined. Now, in so far as it is
considered as the property of the determinant (major term), the necessary
occurrence ( bhava eva) of the determinant, that is, of the inferable
predicate, on the occurrence of the determinate (middle), in other words, in
all the cases where the determinate (middle) exists, is an illustration of
necessary concomitance qua the intrinsic property of the determinant
(major). Such being the case, the determinate alone is described as the
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concomitant (and not the determinant, notwithstanding the fact that the
determinant equally with the determinate is the locus of necessary concom-
itance), and this characterisation of the determinate as ‘concomitant’ is to be
understood only with reference to quality qua determinate (and thus in
conformity with linguistic usage, the term ‘concomitant’, vyapta, is to be
taken as the equivalent of ‘determinate concomitant’ and not of ‘determi-
nant concomitant’).

[The employment of the adverb ‘mnecessarily’ in the aphorism is
intended for conveying restrictive qualification and its construction caunot
be reversed]. The restrictive qualification ‘necessarily’ is thus not to be
construed with ‘determinant concomitant’ (but with the word ‘occurrence’.
Were it to be so construed, it would mean the occurrence of the major
exclusively and thus the occurrence of the middle would be excluded and
this would mean that the middle term is not concomitant with the major)
and would thus cease to function as the logical ground, (and it would further
involve contradiction of the actual truth), since there is also present such
attribute as ‘limited magnitude’ which is other than the major term in the
same locus with it. Nor can again the restrictive adverb ‘necessarily’ be
construed with the phrase ‘on the occurrence of the determinate concomi-
tant’ (which would come to mean that the occurrence of the determinant is
necessarily bound up with the occurrence of the determinate, in other
words, nothing would be the determinant major term, which is not
necessarily concomitant with the determinate middle). Were it so, such a
fact as the quality of ‘being produced by an exertion’ would not function as
a logical ground (of the inference of impermanence, since the latter is not
necessarily coincident with the former as is found to be the case with a flash
of lightning which is impermanent though not a product of exertion).
Furthermore, this would involve the admission of a common (inconclusive)
attribute as a logical ground, inasmuch as permanence is found to be
coincident with the attribute of being cognisable; (if one were to argue
‘Sound is permanent, since it is cognisable’, the argument, though fallacious,
would pass muster as valid if necessary concomitance were defined as ‘the
occurrence of the major on the occurrence ‘necessarily of the middle’. In the
case cited above ‘permanence’, which is the major, necessarily coincides with
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the attribute ‘cognisability’. In other words, a permanent is necessarily
cognisable and nothing is permanent which is not cognisable. In order to
obviate such a contingency, the proposed construction of the definition of
necessary concomitance as the ‘occurrence necessarily’ of the major on the
occurrence of the middle should be regarded as the only legitimate
interpretaion).

25. yada tu vyapyadharmataya vyaptir vivaksyate tada ‘vyapyasya va’
gamakasya ‘tatraiva’ vyapake gamye sati yatra dharmini vyapako ’sti tatraiva
‘bhavak’ na tadabhave ’pi vyaptir iti / atrapi naivam avadharyate -
vyapyasyaiva tatra bhava iti, hetvabhavaprasangad avyapyasyapi tatra bhavat /
napi — vydpyasya tatra bhava eveti, sapaksaikadesavrtter ahetutvaprapteh
sadharanasya ca hetutvam syat, prameyatvasya nityesv avasyambhavad iti /

25. When necessary concomitance is viewed as the property of the
determinate concomitant, it should be construed as the occurrence of the
determinate — that is, of the logical ground — exclusively in the locus
(tatraiva) in which the determinant — that is, the inferable predicate —
exists, and not in a locus where the determinant is non-existent. Here, too,
the restrictive qualification is not to be construed as the occurrence of the
‘determinate exclusively’ (vyapyasya eva), since such construction would be
tantamount to the stultification of the middle term (for it would not be
concomitant with the major and thus would fail to prove the existence of the
major term, for which a middle term is requisitioned). And (further such
assertion would be incorrect) since things other than the middle term are
also present. Nor again can the construction be as follows : the middle term
‘exists necessarily’ (bhava eva) in the locus of the major (and is thus co-
extensive with the latter). For this would result in the repudiation of a
middle term which exists in a part of locus of the major, and would lead to
the acceptance of an (inconclusive) common term as a true middle. Thus the
quality of ‘being cognisable’ would be vested with the title of a sound middle
term, since it necessarily occurs in all things which are eternal. [The
argument in view is, for example, ‘sound is eternal because it is cognisable’.
Here the middle term ‘cognisable’ is invariably present in all eternal things,
and thus would satisfy the criterion involved in the proposed construction.
The absurdity which necessarily results from all the hypothetical construc-
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tions shows that the construction of the restrictive qualification in the
definition of necessary concomitance cannot be other than what is set forth
in the aphorism].

26. vyapyavyapakadharmatasankirtanam tu vyapter ubhayatra
tulyadharmatayaikakara pratitir ma bhud iti pradarsanartham / tathahi -
plrvatrayogavyavacchedenavadharanam uttaratranyayogavyavacchedeneti
kuta ubhayatraikakarata vyapteh ? / tad uktam —

“linge lingt bhavaty eva linginy evetarat punah /

niyamasya viparydse ’sambandho lingalinginoh //” iti | |6 |

26. The characterisation of the middle and the major as determinate
and determinant respectively is deliberately undertaken to guard against the
possibility of the relation of necessary concomitance being understood in a
uniform fashion on the ground that it is the common attribute of both the
terms. Thus, in reference to the former alternative (as given in the aphorism),
the restrictive qualification has the force of excluding the contingent occur-
rence (of the major term in the locus of the middle), and in reference to the
middle, it has the force of excluding the occurrence (of the middle) in a locus
other than that (of the major). Thus how can there be the possibility of
necessary concomitance being regarded as the uniform characteristic of both
the middle and the major ? As has been said : “The major ‘necessarily exists’
(bhavati eva) in the locus in which the middle occurs, and as for the latter (the
middle), it occurs ‘exclusively in a locus where the major exists’ (lingini eva).
If this necessary restriction were reversed, the concomitance between the
middle and the major term will not be necessary”. (6)

27. atha kramapraptam anumanam laksayati -

sadhanat sadhyavijiianam anumanam ||7| |
27. Now the author defines inference which comes next in order.
(Aph.) Inference is the knowledge of the probandum (major
term) on the strength of the probans (middle term). (7)

28. sadhanam sadhyam ca vaksyamanalaksanam / drstaéd upadistad
va ‘sadhanat’ yat ‘sadhyasya’ “ijianam’ samyagarthanirnayatmakan tqd
anumiyate ’neneti ‘anumanam’ lingagrahana-sambandhasmaranayoh pascat
paricchedanam ||7| |

tat dvidha svartham parartham ca ||8]|
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28. The probans and the probandum are (to be understood) in terms
of the definitions propounded below. The knowledge of the probandum,
which is of the nature of authentic cognition of a real fact, and which arises
from a probans either observed or expressly stated, is called inference
(anumana), literally, a cognition which takes place subsequent to the
apprehension of the probans and recollection of the necessary relation
(between the probans and the probandum). It is called anumana, being an
organ of subsequent (anu) cognition (mana).

(Aph.) Itis of two kinds — for one’s own self (subjective) and for

"others (syllogistic). (8) ‘

29. ‘tat’ anumanam dviprakaram svartha-pararthabhedat /
svavyamohanivartanaksamam ‘svartham’ / paravyamohanivartanaksamam
‘parartham’ | |8] |

29. It, that is, inference is of two varieties according as it is
subjective or syllogistic. Subjective inference is what is calculated to remove
personal misconception and syllogistic inference is competent to remove
the misconception of another person. (8)

30. tatra svartham laksayati -

svartham svaniscitasadhyavinabhavaikalaksanat
sadhanat sadhyajianam ||9| | .
30. Of these, the author defines subjective inference as follows :
(Aph.) Subjective inference consists in the knowledge of the
probandum from the probans ascertained, by one’s own
self, as having the sole and solitary characteristic of stand-
ing in necessary concomitance with the probandum. (9)

31. sadhyam vina ’bhavanam sadhyavinabhavah svendtmana niscitah
sadhyavindbhava evaikam laksanam yasya tat ‘svaniscitasddhyavinabha-
vaikalaksanam’ tasmat tathavidhat ‘sadhanat’ lingat ‘sadhyasya’ lingino
jfidnam’ ‘svartham’ anumanam / iha ca na yogyataya lingam paroksartha-
pratipatter angam, yatha bijam ankurasya, adrstad dhimad agner apra-
tipatteh; napi svavisayajiianapeksam yathd pradipo ghatadeh, drstad apy
aniscitavinabhavad apratipatteh / tasmat paroksarthandntariyakataya
niscayanam eva lingasya vydapara iti ‘niscita’grahanam /

31. Necessary concomjtance with the probandum means the impossi-
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bility of the probans apart from the probandum. And the knowledge of the
probandum from such a probans definitely cognised by the arguer himself as
having for sole and solitary characteristic this inseparable relation with the
probandum is called subjective inference. The probans is also designated as
the sign (linga) and the probandum as the signet (content, linngin). It is to be
understood in this context that the probans or the sign is the condition of the
cognition of an unperceived datum not by virtue of its causal efficiency as a
seed is of sprout. The knowledge of fire does not arise from the mere
presence of smoke unobserved. Nor again does such knowledge materialise
from the cognition of the probans as such as is found to be the case with
light revealing a jar. It is never found that a probans though observed but
not known as having a necessary concomitance leads to the knowledge of
anything beyond itself. The operation of the sign or probans, therefore,
consists in the definite knowledge of its impossibility independent of the
unperceived datum, and it is for this reason that the word ‘ascertained’ has
been inserted in the aphorism.

32. nanu casiddhaviruddhanaikantikahetvabhasanirakaranartham
hetoh paksadharmatvam, sapakse sattvarm, vipaksdd vyavrttir iti traila-
ksanyam acaksate Bhiksavah / tathahi — anumeye dharmini lingasya sattvam
eva niscitam ity ekam riipam / atra sattvavacanenasiddham caksusatvadi
nirastam / evakarena paksaikadesasiddho nirasto yatha anityani prthivyadini
bhiitani gandhavattvat / atra paksikrtesu prthivyadisu catursu bhiitesu
prthivyam eva gandhavattvam / sattvavacanasya pascdtkrtenaivakaren-
asadhdarano dharmo nirastah / yadi hy anumeya eva sattvam ity ucyeta
$ravanatvam eva hetuh syat / niscitagrahanena sandigdhasiddhah sarvo
nirastah / sapakse eva sattvam niscitam iti dvitiyam ripam / ihapi
sattvagrahanena viruddho nirastah / sa hi nasti sapakse / evakarena
sadharananaikantikah, sa hi na sapakse eva vartate kim tu vipakse 'pi /
sattvagrahanat pirvam avadharanakaranena sapaksavyapino ’pi
prayatnanantariyakatvader hetutvam uktam, pascad avadharane hi ayam
arthah syat - sapakse sattvam eva yasya sa hetur iti prayatnanantariyakatvam
na hetuh syat / niscitavacanena sandigdhdanvayo ‘naikantiko nirastah yatha
sarvajiiah kascid vaktrtvat, vaktrtvam hi sapakse sarvajfie sandigdham /
vipakse tv asattvam eva niscitam iti trtlyam ripam / tatrasattvagrahanena
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viruddhasya nirasah / viruddho hi vipakse ’sti / evakarena sadharanasya
vipaksaikadesavrtter nirasah, prayatnanantariyakatve hi sadhye ’nityatvam
vipaksaikadese vidyudadav asti, akasadau nasti / tato niyamendsya niraso
'sattvasabdat / purvasminn avadhdrane hi ayam arthah syat - vipaksa eva yo
nasti sa hetuh, tatha ca prayatnanantariyakatvam sapakse ’pi ndsti tato na
hetuh syat tatah pturvam na krtam / niscitagrahanena sandigdhavipa-
ksavyavrttiko 'naikantiko nirastah / tad evam trairiipyam eva hetor asiddhadi-
dosapariharaksamam iti tad evabhyupagantum yuktam iti kim ekalaksa-
nakatveneti ? /

32. [The Buddhist position]. The Buddhist monks assert, in order to
rebut the fallacies of non-existent, contradictory and inconclusive probantia,
the triple characteristic of the (valid) probans, viz., its subsistence in the
subject (the minor term), its subsistence in the homologue, and the absence
of the same in a heterologue. Thus the first characteristic is satisfied when it
is definitely known that there is ‘subsistence necessarily’ (sattvam eva) of the
probans in the subject (minor term) of inference. The assertion of subsis-
tence serves to exclude the non-existent middle term such as visibility (e.g.,
in the inference : Sound is perishable since it is visible — the probans ‘visible’
is invalid since it does not belong to sound). The insertion of the word
‘necessarily’ serves to exclude the fallacy of non-existence (of the probans) in
a part of the subject (minor term), which is illustrated in the following case :
Earth and the other elements are impermanent since they are possessed of
smell. In this instance, the attribute of smell subsists only in earth out of the
four elements which are all made the subject. The insertion of the particle
‘necessarily’ subsequent to the word ‘subsistence’ is intended to exclude an
uncommon attribute. If the position were stated in the order ‘the subsistence
in the subject alone’, the quality ‘audibility’ alone would serve as the probans
(as the quality of ‘being audible’ belongs to word alone and nothing else).
The expression ‘definitely known’ serves to exclude all cases of middle terms
whose subsistence is a matter of doubt. The second characteristic is satisfied
when it is definitely known that there is subsistence (pf the probans) in the
homologue alone. The insertion of the word ‘subsistence’ in this (definition)
is calculated to dismiss the contradictory (probans), which certainly does not
occur in a homologue. The insertion of the word ‘alone’ rebuts (the fallacy
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of) the common inconclusive probans, since the latter does not subsist in the
homologue alone but in the heterologue also. The employment of the
restrictive particle ‘alone’ after the homologue (in the English rendering) is
intended to assert that such attributes as ‘being the outcome of exertion’ are
instances of valid probans, notwithstanding the fact that they do not
embrace the whole extent of the homologue.! If, on the other hand, the
restrictive particle were put after ‘subsistence’ the meaning would be this :
‘the (valid) probans is one whose subsistence in the homologue is necessary
and universal’ and in that case ‘the outcome of exertion’ would not be
reckoned as a valid probans. The insertion of the clause ‘it :. defin: iy
known’ is made for the purpose of excluding the inconclusive reason whose
concomitance in agreement is a matter of doubt. Thus, for instance, in the
inference X is omniscient, because he is a speaker’ the attribute of ‘being
speaker’ is of doubtful occurrence in the homologue ‘omniscient’. (It is not
necessary that an omniscient person must always speak and, on the contrary,
it is quite possible that there may have been an omniscient person who has
not made a single utterance in his life-time. So the attribute of ‘being
speaker’ is not necessarily concomitant with omniscience). The third charac-
teristic is that the valid probans must be definitely known as having ‘non-
existence necessarily’ (asattvam eva) in the heterologue. The term ‘non-
existence’ serves to exclude the contradictory. The contradictory necessarily
occurs in the heterologue. The term ‘necessarily’ serves to exclude an
attribute which occurs in a part of the heterologue, and is thus common
(both to the homologue and to the heterologue). Thus the attribute
‘impermanence’ is incompetent probans with regard to the probandum
‘being the outcome of exertion’ since the former occurs in a part of the
heterologue, viz., a flash of lightning, and does not occur in space and the
like (which are instances of the heterologue). So this type of attribute is of
necessity excluded by the employment of the term ‘non-existence’. If the

1. The reference is to the following inference : Word is impermanent, because it is
an outcome of exertion, as a jar is. Herein the probans belongs to the jar, no
doubt, but does not belong to a lightning flash which though impermanent is not
the outcome of exertion. The inference is vaild, since there is necessary relation
between impermanence and the atribute of ‘being the outcome of exertion.’ It is
universally true that all that is produced by exertion is impermanent, though not
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restrictive adverb ‘necessarily’ were placed after (the term ‘heterologue’ in
the translation) the meaning would be as follows : The valid probans is, that
which does not exist in heterologue alone (with the implication that its non-
existence is necessarily confined to the heterologue and its existence in the
homologue is a matter of universal necessity). The result would be that the
attribute ‘being outcome of exertion’ which does not occur even in certain
homologous instances could not be regarded as a valid probans. In order to
preclude this (confusion, the adverb ‘alone’) was not placed after (the
heterologue). The insertion of the expression ‘must be definitely known’ is
intended for the rejection of the inconclusive reason whose non-existence in
the heterologue is a matter of doubt. [Thus the inference ‘X must be non-
omniscient, since he is a speaker’ is invalid, because the absence of the
probams in an omniscient person (heterologue) is a matter of doubt. There
is no inherent impossibility for an omniscient person to be capable of giving
instruction by speech]. The conclusion irresistibly follows that the triple
characteristic alone is capable of excluding the fallacies of impossibility and
the rest from the purview of valid probans and it is proper that we should
accept this as the necessary condition and not the unitary characteristic
(insisted upon by the Jaina logician).

33. tad ayuktam, avinabhavaniyamaniscaydd eva dosatrayapariharo-
papatteh / avinabhavo hy anyathdnupapannatvam / tac casiddhasya viru-
ddhasya vyabhicarino va na sambhavati / trairupye tu saty apy avina-
bhavabhave hetor agamakatvadarsanat, yatha sa syamo Maitratanayatvat
itaraMaitraputravad ity atra / atha vipaksan niyamavati vyavrttis tatra na
drsyate tato na gamakatvam; tarhi tasya evavinabhavartpatvad itarariipasa-
dbhave ’pi tadabhave hetoh svasadhyasiddhim prati gamakatvanistau saiva
pradhanam laksanam astu / tatsadbhave ‘pararupadvayanirapeksataya
gamakatvopapattes ca, yatha santy Advaitavadino ’pi pramanani istanistasa-

the converse, i.e, all impermanent things are products of exertion. This
restrictive interpretation of the second characteristic is intended to prove the fact
that the necessary connection of the probans and the probandum is not
necessarily a case of equipollence. Thus there are two possible cases of necessary
concomitance. One is found in the case when the two terms are co-extensive and
thus the universal proposition becomes convertible (samavydpti) and the other is

a case of unequal extension when the proposition is not convertible as in “All
men are mortal.”
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dhanadiisananyathanupapatteh / na catra paksadharmatvam sapakse sattvarm
casti, kevalam avinabhavamatrena gamakatvopapattih / nanu paksadharma-
ta’bhave svetah prasadah kakasya karsnyad ityadayo ’pi hetavah prasajyeran;
naivam, avinabhavabalenaivapaksadharmanam api gamakatvabhyupagamat /
na ceha so ’sti / tato *vinabhava eva hetoh pradhanam laksanam abhyupagan-
tavyam, sati tasmin asaty api trailaksanye hetor gamakatvadarsandt / na tu
tratripyam hetulaksanam avyapakatvat / tatha ca sarvam ksanikam sattvad
ity atra murddhabhisikte sadhane Saugataih sapakse ’sato ’pi hetoh sattvasya
gamakatvam isyata eva / tad uktam-
 “anyath@nupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim ? /

nanyatha’nupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim ? //” iti

33. The contention is devoid of substance. The knowledge of the
necessity of the universal concomitance alone is calculated to prevent the
triple fallacies. ‘Necessary universal concomitnace’ consists in the incompati-
bility of the probans with the contradictory (of the probandum). This
incompatibility with the contradictory cannot be brought home in regard to a
reason which is impossible, contradictory or inconclusive. With regard to the
triple characteristic, on the other hand, a reason is found to lack all cogency
in spite of its triple characteristic, if the condition of universal concomitance
be not present in it. The inference X must be swarthy in complexion, like
other sons of Maitra, since he is the son of Maitra (a man of swarthy
complexion)’ is an instance in point. It may be contended that the necessity
of absence in the heterologue is not satisfied by the probans (in the above
inference) and the lack of cogency is due to this defect. That being the case,
this element of the ‘necessity of absence in the heterologue’ should be alone
reckoned as the necessary factor of universal concomitance, since the
absence of this condition in spite of the presence of other characteristics is
responsible for the incapacity of a probans to prove a probandum. It is
legitimate that this alone should be regarded as the dominant characteristic
(of a valid probans). Furthermore, the presence of this condition aldne,
irrespective of the other two characteristics, is found to invest a probans with
full cogency. Thus the following inference may be cited as an example : (The
admission of) organs of valid knowledge is necessary for the monist also, as
the proof of the desired conclusion and disproof of the undesired positions
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become otherwise absurd. In this instance of inference, there is subsistence
of the probans neither in the subject (minor term), nor in the homologue.
But still the probans is found to be conclusive, only on the ground of the
presence of universal concomitance (proved by the necessity of the incom-
patibility of the probans with the contradictory possibility). It has been
contended that if subsistence in the subject (minor term) be not a necessary
condition, the probans in such inferences as “The palace is white, because the
crow is black” would pass for a valid one. No, this is not possible. Even the
probantia which do not subsist in the subject (minor term) are admitted to
be perfectly cogent only because they possess universal concomitance. In the
present case this universal concomitance is not present (and so the inference
is not valid). Thus universal concomitance alone should be regarded as the
principal characteristic of a probans, the presence of which even in the
absence of the triple characteristic makes the probans valid and cogent. The
triple characteristic, furthermore, is not a necessary feature of a valid
probans, since it is not universal. Thus in the following case of inference — All
is momentary, since existent — which is the most predominant argument of
the Buddhists (being the corner-stone of his whole metaphysical edifice), the
probans ‘existent’ is held by them to be valid, though it does not occur in a
homologue (since every existent is included in the subject and there is
nothing outside which can serve as an example). Thus has it been said :

“What does the triple characteristic serve, if incompatibility with
the contradictory be present ? And what would again this triple charac-
teristic avail, if incompatibility with the contradictory is absent ?”

34. etena paricalaksanakatvam api Naiyayikoktam pratyuktam, tasyapy
avinabhavaprapaficatvat / tathahi - trairiipyari purvoktam, abadhitavisaya-
tvam, asatpratipaksatvam ceti pafica rupani / tatra pratyaksagamabadhita-
karmanirdesanantaraprayuktatvam badhitavisayatvam yatha ’nusnas tejo-
vayavt krtakatvat ghatavat / brahmanena surd peya dravadravyatvat ksiravat
iti / tannisedhad abadhitavisayatvam / pratipaksahetubddhitatvam satprati-
paksatvam yatha ’nityah $abdo nityadharmanupalabdheh / atra pratipaksa-
hetuh ~ nityah sabdo ‘nityadharmanupalabdheh iti / tannisedhad asatprati-
paksatvam / tatra badhitavisayasya satpratipaksasya cavinabhavabhavad
avinabhavenaiva riipadvayam api sangrhitam / yad @ha — “badhavinabhavayor
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virodhat” [Hetubindu, pari. 4] iti / api ca, svalaksanalaksitapaksavisayatva-
bhavat taddosenaiva dosadvayam idam caritartham kim punar vacanena ? /
tat sthitam etat sadhyavinabhavaikalaksanad iti ||9] |

34. The aforesaid consideration will also serve to dispose of the
quantuple characteristic maintained by the Naiyayika, since this is nothing
but an elaboration of universal concomitance. Thus the aforesaid triple
characteristics plus the absence of contradiction of the probandum and the
absence of a countervailing probans constitute the five characteristics. Of
them, the inference with the contradicted probandum consists in the
employment of a probans subsequent to the assertion of the probandum
contradicted by perceptual cognition or verbal testimony. “A body of fire is
unhot being a product, like a jar” is an example of the same (contradicted
by perceptual cognition). “Wine may be drunk, as it is a liquid substance,
like milk” is an example (of contradiction by verbal testimony). The
negation of this possibility gives rise ‘to (the fourth characteristic of) a
probans having an uncontradicted probandum. A probans which is assailed
by a counter-probans is an instance of countervailing probans. “Sound is
impermanent, as no characteristic of a permanent entity is found to be
present therein” (is an inference the probans of which is offset by) a
countervailing probans (in the inference) “Sound is eternal, as no character-
istic of an impermanent entity is found to be present therein.” The negation
of this possibility gives out (the fifth characteristic, viz.,) the absence of a
countervailing probans. Now, the two cases of contradicted probandum and
countervailing probans lack universal concomitance and so the necessity of
u_niversal concomitance includes (within its ambit) the two latter character-
istics'also'(and hence their addition is a superfluity). As has been observed :
“The opposition between contradiction and universal concomitance (is
irreconcilable)” (HB, ch. 4). Moreover, these two fallacies are accounted for
by the default of the characteristics which are asserted by (the Naiyayika)
himself to be the defining attributes of the subject-matter of inference and
hence they ought to be regarded as defects of the latter. What is sought to
be gained by this explicit formulation ? Thus it is established that a probans
having the sole and solitary characteristic of standing in necessary relation
with the probandum (is alone sufficient to make inference possible). (9)
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35. tatravinabhavam laksayati -

sahakramabhavinoh sahakramabhavaniyamo *vinabhavah || 10| |

35. Now the author is propounding the definition of universal
concomitance :

(Aph.) Universal concomitance consists in the universal neces-

sity of synchronous and successive occurrence of simul-
taneous and successive events. (10)
~ 36. ‘sahabhavinoh’ ekasamagryadhinayoh phaladigatayo riiparasayoh
vyapya-vyapakayos ca simsapatvavrksatvayoh, ‘kramabhavinoh’ krttikodaya-
$akatodayayoh, karyakaranayos ca dhima-dhtimadhvajayor yathasarnkhyam
yah ‘sahakramabhavaniyamah’ sahabhavinoh sahabhavaniyamah kramabha-
vinoh kramabhavaniyamah, sddhya-sadhanayor iti prakaranal labhyate sah
‘avinabhavah’ | | 10| |

36. Synchronous events are those which are the co-products of the
same set of causal conditions such as colour and taste of a fruit, or which
stand in the relation of determinate concomitant (included) and determi-
nant concominant (includent) such as genus and species, e.g., tree (genus)
and simsapa (species). Successive events are those which occur in succes-
sion, as for instance, the appearance of krttika! and sakata?; or, which are
related as effect and cause, e.g., smoke and fire. The universal necessity of
sychronous and successive occurrence respectively of those two sets of
facts, that is to say, the necessity of synchronism of synchronous events
and the necessity of succession of successive events, is what is meant by
universal concomitance. It is gathered from the context that the terms of
the relation function as probans and probandum. (10)

37. athaivamvidho ‘vinabhavo niscitah sadhyapratipattyangam ity
uktam / tanniscayah kutah pramanat ? / na tavat pratyaksat, tasyaindriya-
kasya sannihitavisayaviniyamitavyaparatvat / manas tu yady api sarvavisayant
tathapi indriyagrhitarthagocaratvenaiva tasya pravrttih / anyathandha-
badhiradyabhavaprasangah / sarvavisayata tu sakalendriyagocararthavisaya-
tvenaivocyate na svatantryena/yogipratyaksena tv avinabhavagrahane

1. The pleiades. The third of the 27 lunar mansions or asterisms (consisting of six stars).
2. Also called rohini. Name of the fourth lunar mansijon (containing five stars) figured
by a cart. )
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‘numeyarthapratipattir eva tato ’stu, kim tapasvind 'numdnena ? / anumanat
tv avinabhavaniscaye ‘navasthetaretarasrayadosaprasaniga ukta eva / na ca
pramanantaram evamvidhavisayagrahanapravanam astity aha -
uhdt tanniscayah ||11]|

37. Now it has been observed that universal concomitance of the
aforesaid type is the condition of the knowledge of the probandum, when
understood (as such). But what is this organ by which such understanding is
achieved ? Certainly it is not by perceptual cognition, since being sensuous its
operation is confined to an object standing in close proximity (to the senses).
Nor can the mind (be the organ) which, though it is capable of cognising all
possible objects, is subject to the limitation that it can operate only in the
sphere of the objects which have been apprehended by the senses. Otherwise
(if there was no such limitation)', there would be no case of a person subject to
blindness or deafness. As regards the capacity of mind for the apprehension of
all possible objects, it shound be understood as having reference to the objects
which are cognisable by all the senses taken together, and not in its
independent capacity. If mystic intuition (were to be posited as the organ) for
the comprehension of universal concomitance, what would be the necessity of
inference, perfectly unavailing, as the knowledge of the probandum to be
inferred would be easily secured by the former ? Were knowledge of universal
concomitance supposed to be secured by inference, it has been shown that it
would give rise to the consequences of regressus ad infinitum or a logical see-
saw. Nor is again an additional organ available, which can be credited with
the capacity for the apprehension of such (a relation as its) object. With this
consideration in view, the author observes :

(Aph.) The knowledge of the same is (achieved) by means of

Inductive Reasoning. (11)

38. ‘uhat’ tarkad uktalaksanat tasyavinabhavasya ‘niscayah’ | |11}

38. Inductive Reasoning is reductio ad absurdum, which has already
been defined (1. 2. 4). The knowledge of the same, i.e., universal con-
comitance is secured by its aid.

39. laksitar pariksitar ca saidhanam / idanim tat vibhajati -

svabhavah karanam karyam ekdrthasamavayi virodhi ceti

paiicadha sadhanam ||12]|
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39. The probans has been defined and examined. Now the author
propounds its classification :

(Aph.) The probans is of five types, viz., essential identity, cause,
effect, co-inherent in the same substratum, and opposite.
(12)

40. svabhavadini catvari vidheh sadhanani, virodhi tu nisedhasyeti
pdiicavidham ‘sadhanam’/ ‘svabhavah’ yatha sabdanityatve sadhye krtakatvam
Sravanatvam va / .

40. The first four beginning with essential identity are the probantia
for a positive probandum. The last, viz., the opposite, is the probans for
a negative one. Thus we have five types of probantia. Of these, essential
identity is illustrated by the attribute of ‘being a product’ or ‘audible’ with
regard to the inference of impermanence in a word — (word is imperma-
nent, because it is a product or because it is audible).

41. nanu Ssravanatvasyasadharanatvat katham vyaptisiddhih ? /
viparyaye badhakapramanabalat sattvasyeveti briimah / na caivam sattvam
eva hetuh tadvisesasyotpattimattva-krtakatva-prayatnanantariyakatva-
pratyayabhedabheditvader ahetutvapatteh / kifica, kim idam asadharanatvam
nama ?/yadi paksa eva vartamanatvam; tat sarvasmin ksanike sadhye
sattvasyapi samanam / sadhyadharmavatah paksasyapi sapaksata cet; tha
kah pradvesah ?/paksad anyasyaiva sapaksatve lohalekhyarit vajram
parthivatvat kasthavad ity atra parthivatvam api lohalekhyatam vajre
gamayet / anyathanupapatter abhdavan neti cet; idam eva tarhi hetulaksanam
astu / apaksadharmasyapi sadhanatvapattir iti cet; astu yady avinabhavo ’sti,
$akatodaye krttikodayasya, sarvajfiasadbhave samvadina upadesasya
gamakatvadarsanat / kakasya karsnyam na prasade dhavalyam vinanupa-
padyamanam ity anekantad agamakam / tathd, ghate caksusatvam sabde
‘nityatam vinapy upapadyamadnam iti / tan na Sravanatvadir asadharano apy
anityatam vyabhicarati / nanu krtakatvac chabdasyanityatve sadhye paryaya-
vad dravye ’py anityata prapnoti / naivam, paryayanam evanityatdyah
sadhyatvat, anuktam apicchavisayikrtam sadhyam bhavatiti kim sma
prasmarati bhavan ?/nanu krtakatvanityatvayos tadatmye sadhanavat
sadhyasya siddhatvam, sadhyavac ca sadhanasya sadhyatvam prasajati /
satyam etat, kintu mohanivartanarthah prayogah / yad aha -
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“sader api na santatvam vyamohad yo ’dhigacchati /

sadhyasadhanataikasya tam prati syan na dosabhak //”

41. Here a difficulty arises : Audibility is an uncommon attribute.
How can universal concomitance between it (and impermanence) be
established ? Our answer is that it is established by the evidence of the organ
of reductio ad absurdum of the contradictory possibility. The case is exactly
on a par with that of the attribute ‘existence’ (which is made the ground of
the proof of impermanence by the Buddhist). It would not be a tenable
contention to urge that existence alone is the legitimate probans in the case
under consideration (and audibility is only a case of existence and as such
cannot be looked upon as an independent probans in its own right). Were it
so, such probantia as ‘having an origin’, ‘being a product’, ‘being a conse-
quent to exertion’, ‘being variable with the variation of casual factors’, which
are the derivative species of existence, would cease to be legitimate grounds
of inference. Moreover, what is this concept of uncommon attribute thought
to consist in ? If it is supposed to consist in the fact that an attribute is
present exclusively in the subject (minor term), the situation is exactly the
same in the case of existence (put forward as the probans) in order to prove
that all entities are momentary. If it be maintained that the subject may also
serve as the homologue, if known to be possessed of the attribute which is
the probandum, then what is the ground for aversion against the present
case (audibility) ? If, on the other hand, any term entirely other than the
subject be regarded as (a legitimate) homologue, then the inference
‘diamond is inscribable by iron, being a derivative product of the element of
earth, just like a piece of wood’ would be vaild as the probans ‘being an
earthy substance’ would be competent to bring home the probandum ‘being
inscribable by iron’ in the diamond. If you seek to escape the fallacy under
the contention that there is not the inherent incompatibility (of the probans
‘being an earthy substance’) with the contradictory (of the probandum
‘inscribable by iron’ - in other words, the possibility that an earthy substance
may be uninscribable by iron is not shown to be absurd), then it is quite
proper that the latter condition alone should be regarded as the only
characteristic of a probans. But this would make even what is not an
attribute of the subject a ground of inference, (so may the opponent
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contend). We answer : Let it be so, provided necessary concomitance is at its
back. It is common experience that the emergence of the star krttika
(pleiades) serves as the ground of inference of the emergence of Sakata
(rohini), and instruction found to be congruent with fact serves as the
ground of inference of the speaker being omniscient. The blackness of the
crow, on the contrary, is not a valid ground, as it is inconclusive (for the
proof of the whiteness of the palace), since the blackness of the crow is not
logically impossible without the whiteness of the palace. Likewise, the
attribute of the jar ‘being visible’ is intelligible even without reference to the
impermanence of word; (hence the former is not the probans of the latter.)
It follows, therefore, that such attributes as ‘audibility’, though uncommon,
are not contingent to impermanence (but, on the contrary, necessarily
concomitant with it).

(Q) Now, if the impermanence of word is to be established on the
ground of its being a product, will it not establish impermanence of
substance as it does in the case of modes ?

(A) Certainly not so. It is impermanence of the modes only that is
sought to be proved. How do you forget that the probandum is what is
intended to be established though not expressly stated ? A problem is again
raised - If the quality of ‘being a product’ and ‘impermanence’ are essentially
identical, the probandum is as much a proved fact as the probans, or the
probans will be accounted unproved like the probandum. The answer is —
This (your contention) has truth in it. But the syllogistic argument is
employed in order to remove a delusion; as has been observed : “For a
person who does not realise through delusion that a thing which has a
definite beginning must have a definite end, the self-same entity used as
probans and probandum is not liable to objection.”

42. 'karanam’ yatha baspabhavena masakavartiriipataya va sandihya-
mane dhitme ’gnih, viistameghonnatir va vrstau / katham ayam abalagopa-
lavipalanganadiprasiddho 'pi nopalabdhah sitksmadarsinapi Nyayavadina ?/
karanavisesadarsanad hi sarvah karyarthi pravartate / sa tu viseso jiatavyo
Yo *vyabhicari / karanatvaniscayad eva pravrttir iti cet; astv asau linga-
viSesaniscayah pratyaksakrtah, phale tu bhavini nanumanad anyanniban-
dhanam utpasyamah / kvacid vyabhicarat sarvasya hetor ahetutve karyasyapi
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tatha prasangah / baspader akaryatvan neti cet; atrapi yat yato na bhavati
-na tat tasya karanam ity adosah / yathaiva hi kificit karanam uddisya kificit
karyam, tathaiva kificit karyam uddisya kificit karanam / yadvad evajanakam
prati na karyatvam, tadvad evajanyam prati na karanatvam iti nanayoh
kascid visesah / api ca rasad ekasamagryanumanena riipanumanam icchata
Nyayavadinestam eva karanasya hetutvam / yad aha -
“ekasamagryadhinasya ripade rasato gatih /
hetudharmanumanena dhitmendhanavikaravat //”
[Pramanavartika, 1.10] iti /
42. The cause (as probans is illustrated in the following situations). For
example, fire serves as the probans of smoke when the latter becomes the
subject-matter of doubt as to whether it is a volume of vapour or an
assemblage of mosquitoes; or upsurge of a special variety of cloud as the
probans of impending rain-fall. It is passing strange how it has escaped the
notice of the Buddhist logician who plumes himself upon his minute
observation although it is a matter of common knowledge among such
ignorant persons as children, cowherds, shepherds and women and the like. It
is a truism that all persons who are interested in the effect set to work after
the observation of a special kind of cause. The special kind that is to be known
is what is an invariable concomitant (of the effect in question). (Q) Is not the
activity due to the knowledge of causality alone ? (A) Yes, it may be granted
that the knowledge of (the cause as) the special kind of probans is derived
from perceptual cognition, but with regard to the effect which is yet to come
into being, we cannot imagine anything as the source of its knowledge save
and except inference. If all causes are to be condemned to be destitute of the
character of valid probans on the ground of the faHibﬂiry of some individual
cases, the same contingency will be inevitable in the case of (such recognised
probantia as) the effect also. It may be urged that the contingency does not
arise inasmuch as (such pseudo-effects as) vapour and the like are not effects
proper. But then in the present case also there is no room for objection, since
the formula of causality is : If A is not the outcome of B, B is not the cause of
A. (The causal relation is to be understood in a specific reference). Thus as a
particular effect is affiliated to a particular cause, so exactly a particular cause
is to be affiliated to a particular effect. Just as the relation of ‘being an effect’
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is not understood with reference to what is not its causa essendi, so also the
relation of ‘being a cause’ is not to be understood with reference to what is not
its effect. Thus there is no material difference between the two situations.
Furthermore, the Buddhist logician also endorses the position that the cause
may function as a probans while he advocates the inference of colour from the
presence of taste mediated by the inference of the self-same set of causal
conditions (of which the two are the common effects). As has been observed
(by Dharmakirti) : “The knowledge of colour which is the co-product (with
taste) of the self-same set of causal conditions from the presence of taste is
made possible through the inference of causal efficiency (of the cause of taste -
with regard to colour). The case is on a par with smoke (serving as the
probans of) transformation of fuel” (PV, 1. 11)

43. na ca vayam api yasya kasyacit karanasya hetutvam brumah / api
tu yasya na mantradina Saktipratibandho na va karanantaravaikalyam / tat
kuto vijfidyata iti cet; asti tavad vigunad itarasya visesah / tatparijiianam tu
prayah pamsurapadanam apy asti / yad ahuh -

“gambhiragarjitarambhanirbhinnagirigahvarah /

tvangattadillatasangapisangottungavigrahah //”

[Nyayamanjari, p. 129]

“rolamba-gavala-vyala-tamalamalinatvisah /

vrstim vyabhicarantiha naivamprayah payomucah //”

[Saddarsanasamuccaya, 20]

43. We, too, affirm the character of logical ground (probans) not
of any and every cause, but only of that which has not suffered from
obstruction of its (causal) energy by means of spells and the like, or from
inadequacy owing to the diminution of any causal condition. But how can
this be ascertained ? Well, there is a (clear) difference between what is
deficient and what is other than it (adequate). And the knowledge of this
is found to arise even among common folk with no education. As has
been said, “Such types of cloud do not fail to be attended with shower of
rain which make the caves and ravines of mountains reverberate with
their thundering roars, with their upraised bodies rendered yellow by the
flashes of lightning entwining like creepers, as black as black-bees, herns
of buffalos, black snakes and tamala trees” (NM, p. 129 and SS, 20).
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44. ‘karyam’ yatha vrstau visistanadipurah, krsanau dhumah, caita-
nye pranadih / piirasya vaiSistyam katham vijiidyata iti cet; uktam atra
Naiyayikaih / yad ahuh -

kallolavikatasphalasphutaphenacchatankitah //

vahadbahalasevalaphalasadvalasankulah /

nadiptiraviseso ’pi $akyate na na veditum ? //” [Nyayamaiijari, p. 130]
iti dhitmapranadinam api karyatvaniscayo na duskarah / yad ahuh -

“karyam dhitmo hutabhujah karyadharmanuvrttitah /

sa bhavams tadabhave 'pi hetumattam vilanghayet //”

[Pramanavartika, 1.35]

44. The effect as probans is illustrated by such instances as the
appearance of a particular type of flood serving as the probans of rainfall,
smoke serving as the probans of fire, vital functions of consciousness. But
how can this special nature of the flood be known ? The Naiyayikas have
given the answer to this in the following words : “It is not a fact that the
special nature of the flood is not capable of being known with its enormous
volume of muddy water exhibiting eddies and whirlpools, marked with
conspicuous lines of foam, swirling with mighty waves, littered with the
floating masses of moss, fruits, and patches of green grass” (NM, p. 130). As
regards smoke and vital functions also, it is not difficult to ascertain that
they are effects. As has been observed : “Smoke is the effect of tire, as the
characteristics of effect are observed to be present in it. If it were to come
into existence even when it (the cause) were absent, it would forfeit the
character of being conditioned by a cause” (PV, 1. 35).

45. karanabhave ’pi karyasya bhave ahetutvam anyahetutvam va
bhavet / ahetutve sada sattvam asattvam va bhavet / anyahetutve drstad
anyato 'pi bhavato na drstajanyata anyabhave ’pi drstad bhavato nanyahetu-
katvam ity ahetukataiva syat / tatra coktam — “yas tv anyato ’pi bhavann
upalabdho na tasya dhiimatvam hetubhedat / karanam ca vahnir dhiimasya
ity uktam /” api ca ~

“agnisvabhavah sakrasya miirddha yady agnir eva sah /

athanagnisvabhavo ’sau dhimas tatra katham bhavet //”

[Pramanavartika, 1.37] iti /
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45. If the effect were to come into existence even in the absence of a
cause the former (the effect) would either be destitute of a cause or have a
cause other than the recognised one. If it -(the effect) were destitute of a
cause, it must have either existence or non-existence for all time (neither of
which is warranted by experience). If it were supposed to be conditioned by
some other cause, then being the consequence of a condition other than the
observed datum, it could not be regarded as the product of the observed
datum. Again, on the other hand, being perceived to follow upon the
observed datum even in absence of any other (antecedent condition), the
effect in question cannot be regarded as the effect of another cause. And
thus the effect would be destitute of every possible cause (both the observed
and the unobserved data being ruled out of court). As has been said in this
connection “What has been apprehended to emerge into existence from
some other (cause) cannot have the properties of smoke just because of the
difference of causes. It has been asserted that fire is the cause of smoke.”
Moreover, “If the head of Sakra (king of gods) were of the nature of fire, it
would be nothing but natural fire (capable of producing smoke). If, on the
other hand, it were of a nature different from that of fire, how can smoke be
possibly there ?” (PV, 1. 37). |

46. tatha cetanam vinanupapadyamanah karyarm pranadir anuma-
payati tam Sravanatvam ivanityatam, viparyaye badhakavasat sattvasyevasyapi
vyaptisiddher ity uktaprayam / tan na pranadir asadhdrano ’pi cetanam
vyabhicarati /

46. Likewise, vital function qua effect serves as the ground of the
inference of consciousness without which it is impossible, even as audibility
is the ground of inference of impermanence. As regards its universal
concomitance (with the probandum) it has already been asserted almost in
so many words that the former is established by the reductio ad absurdum of
the contradictory possibility as is the case with existence (as the probans of
momentariness). Thus vital function, though it is the uncommon peculiar
arrtibute (serves as a legitimate ground of inference, since) it does not lack
necessary concomitance with consciousness.

47. kifica, nanvayo heto riipam tadabhave hetvabhasabhavat / vipaksa
eva san viruddhah, vipakse 'pi — anaikantikah, sarvajiiatve sadhye vaktrtvasyapi
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vyatirekabhava eva hetvabhdsatve nimittam, nanvayasandeha iti Nydyavddindpi
vyatirekabhavad eva hetvabhasav uktau / asadhdrano pi yadi sadhyabhave
asann iti nisciyeta tada prakarantarabhavat sddhyam upasthapayan
nanatkantikah syat / api ca yady anvayo riipam syat tada yatha vipaksaika-
desavrtteh katharicid avyatirekad agamakatvam, evam sapaksatkadesavrtter
api syat katharicid ananvayat / yad dha -

“ripam yady anvayo hetor vyatirekavad isyate /

sa sapaksobhayo na syad asapaksobhayo yatha //”
sapaksa eva sattvam anvayo na sapakse sattvam eveti cet; astu, sa tu
vyatireka evety asmanmatam evangikrtam syat / vayam apt hi pratyapi-
padama anyathanupapattyekalaksano hetur iti /

47. Furthermore, concomitance in agreement is not a characteristic of
a probans, since its default does not entail a fallacy. A probans which exists
exclusively in the heterologue, is (dubbed as the fallacy of the type called)
the contradictory. What exists also in the heterologue (as well as in the
homologue) is known as inconclusive. As regards the attribute ‘speakerhood’
advanced to prove omniscience, (it is regarded as fallacious and) the reason
of it being a fallacy is due to its absence of concomitance in difference and
not doubt of its concomitance in agreement — by this observation the
Buddhist logician also has affirmed the two types of fallacy to be due
exclusively to the absence of concomitance in difference. As regards the
uncommon attribute again, it cannot be deemed inconclusive, if it can be
ascertained to cease to exist in the absence of the probandum, and thus in
default of an alternative possibility, it perforce establishes the probandum.
Moreover, if concomitance in agreement were a characteristic (of a valid
probans), then a probans which exists only in a part of the homologue
should also be regarded as devoid of probative force on the ground of its
partial lack of concomitance in agreement, exactly on the analogy of an
attribute which exists only in a part of the heterologue and is thus deemed
incompetent on account of its partial lack of concomitance in difference. As
has been aptly observed : If concomitance in agreement were deemed a
characteristic of a probans, just as the concomitance in difference is, then it
could not have both (existence and non-existence) in the homologue, just as
it cannot have both (existence and non-existence) in the heterologue. (The
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Buddhist may urge that) concomitence in agreement means the existence of
the probans exclusively in the homologue and not universal and necessary
existence in the same. Granted, but this is indeed tantamount to concomi-
tance in difference. And thus you would endorse the position which is
maintained by us. It is we who have been at pains to establish that a valid
probans has incompatibility with the contradictory as its sole and sohtary
" characteristic.

48. tatha, ekasminn arthe drste ’drste va samavdyy asritam sdadha-
nam sadhyena / tac caikdarthasamavayitvam ekaphaladigatayo riipa-rasa-
yoh, sakatodaya-krttikodayayoh, candrodaya-samudravrddhyoh, vrsti-sandapi-
pilikaksobhayoh, nagavallidaha-patrakothgyoh / tatra ekarthasamavayl raso
rupasya, ripam va rasasya; nahi samanakalabhavinoh karya- -karanabhavah
sambhavati /

48. [As for the coinherent in the same substratum, it is illustrated by
the situation in which] an atribute inheres, that is to say, subsists along with
the probandum in one and the same substratum whether perceived or
unperceived. Now, such coinherence in the same substratum is found
between colour and taste belonging to one and the same fruit and the like,
between the emergence of sakata and that of pleiades, between moon-rise
and the sea-tide, between (impending) rainfall and commotion of ants
carrying thier larvae, and between combustion of the betelcreeper and the
withering of its leaves. Of these, taste is the coinherent of colour or colour is
of taste. The relation in question cannot possibly be that of cause and effect
subsisting as it does between two synchronous phenomena.

49. nanu samanakalakdryajanakari kdranam anumdsyate iti cet; na
tarhi karyam anumitam syt / karananumdne samarthyat karyam anumitam
eva, janyabhave janakatvabhavad iti cet; hantaivari karanarm kdryasyanuma-
pakam ity anistam dpadyeta / sakatodayakrtnkodayadlnam tu yathavina-
bhavam sadhyasadhanabhavah / yad aha —

- “ekarthasamavayas tu yatha yesam tathaiva te /
gamaka gamakas tan na Sakatah krttikoditeh //”
evam anyesv api sadhanesu vacyam / nanu krtakatvanityatvayor ekartha-
samavayah kasman nesyate ?; na, tayor ekatvat / yad aha —
“adyantapeksint satta krtakatvam anityata /
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ekaiva hetuh sadhyam ca dvayam naikasrayam tatah //” iti /

49. It may be urged (that all these cases are instances of causality and
therefore) the object of inference is (invariably) a cause productive of two
synchronous effects. No, in that case the effect will not be inferred. It may be
contended that even when the cause is inferred, the effect is also invariably
inferred by implication, since the absence of the effect entails the absence of
the cause. But this contention would be tantamount to the endorsement of
the proposition that the cause is the ground of inference of the effect, a
consequence repudiated (by the Buddhist logician). As for the appearance of
sakata and that of pleiades and suchlike phenomena, the relative position of
the terms as probans and probandum is to be comprehended in conformity
~with the nature of invariable concomitance. As has been observed : “As
regards coinherence in the same substratum, the ground of inference is to be
understood in accordance with the relative position of the terms. Thus (the
rise of) sakata is not the ground of inference of the rise of pleiades.” This
principle is to be asserted in the case of other probantia also. (Q) But why
should you not regard (the incidence of the attributes of) ‘being a product’
and ‘being impermanent’ as a case of coinherence in the same substratum ?
The answer is : this is not possible as the two attributes are one and the
same. As has been said: “The same period of existence relative to a
beginning and to an end respectively is viewed as the attribute of ‘being a
product’ and as ‘impermanent’. It is the self-same (period of existence) that
serves as the probans and the probandum, and so it is not a case of two
attributes subsisting in a common substratum.”

50. svabhavadinam caturnam sadhananam vidhisadhanata, nisedhasa-
dhanatvam tu virodhinah / sa hi svasannidhanenetarasya pratisedham
sadhayati anyatha virodhasiddheh /

50. The four probantia beginning with essential identity are instru-
ments for proving positive conclusions; the opposite, howerver, is the
instrument for establishing a negative conclusion. The latter establishes the
negation of the other by its presence; were it otherwise, the relation of
opposition (between them) would not be established.

51. ‘ca’Sabdo yata ete svabhavakaranakaryavyapaka anyathanipa-
pannah svasadhyam upasthapayanti tata eva tadabhave svayam na bhavanti,
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tesam anupalabdhir apy abhavasadhanity ha / tatra svabhavanupalabdhir
yatha natra ghatah, drastum Yyogyasyanupalabdheh / karananupalabdhir
yatha natra dhimo ’gnyabhavat / karyanupalabdhir yatha natraprati-
baddhasamarthyani dhiimakdranani santi dhiimabhavdt / vyapakanupalabdhir
yatha natra $imsapa vrksabhavat /

51. The implication of the word ‘and’ is : since essential identity,
cause, effect and determinant concomitant (as the grounds of inference)
lead to the establishment of their respective probandum by virtue of their
incompatibility with their opposites, it follows that they cannot possibly
come into being in the absence of the probanda concerned, and so the non-
cognition of these (grounds of inference) is also valid ground for the
establishment of relevant non-existence. Of them, the non-cognition’ of
essential identity is illustrated by the case “The jar is not here, since it is not
perceived though competent to perception.” The non-cognition of the
cause, is illustrated by the case “There is no smoke here, as there is no fire”.
The case of the non-cognition of the effect is : “The causes of smoke with
their powers unfrustrated are not present here, since there is absence of
smoke”. The case of the non-cognition of the determinant concomitant is :
“The existence of the simsapad tree is out of the question, since the existence
of trees (as a class) is impossible (in the place)”.

52. virodhi tu pratisedhyasya tatkc’zrydkdranavydpakdndm ca virudd-
ham viruddhakaryam ca / yatha na Sitasparsah, napratibaddhasamarthyani
Sitakaranani, na romaharsavisesah, na tusarasparsah, agner dhiunad veti
prayogandnatvam iti ||12]|

52. As regards the opposite, it is whart is opposed to the negatum or
to the effect, cause or determinant concomitant thereof, or to the effect of its
opposite. The respective examples of the above are as follows : There is no
touch of cold (herein, as fire is present); the casual conditions of cold with
their powers unfrustrated cannot be present (here, as fire is present in this
place); there can be no case of horripilation of the kind (due to cold, as there
is fire in the place); there is no possibility of the feel of snow (here, as there
is fire in the place). If smoke is substituted for fire in the instances cited
above, it will give rise to cases of inference on the basis of the effect of the
opposite. Thus the syllogistic forms of inference on the basis of the opposite
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as probans are of various types.! (12)
53. sadhanam laksayitva vibhajya ca sadhyasya laksanam aha —
sisidhayisitam asiddham abadhyar sadhyam paksah ||13]|
53. After having defined and classified probans, the author now sets
forth the definition of the probandum : ,
(Aph.) The probandum, (otherwise called) the thesis, is what is
intended to be proved, unproved (before), and incapa-
ble of being contradicted. (13)

_ 54. sadhayitum istam ‘sisadhayisitam’ / anena sadhayitum anistasya
sadhyatvavyavacchedah, yatha Vaisesikasya nityah sabda iti sastroktatvad
Vaisesikenabhyupagatasyapy akasagunatvader na sadhyatvam, tada sadhayi-
tum anistatvat / istah punar anukto ’pi pakso bhavati, yatha pararthas
caksurddayah sanghatatvdc chayanasanadyangavad ity atra parartha ity
atmarthah / buddhimatkdranapiirvakarn ksityadi karyatvad ity atra’sartra-
sarvajfiapiirvakatvam iti /

54. The phrase ‘intended to be proved’ (is significant and) serves to
rebut the possibility of what is not intended (by the arguer) to be

1. The fundamental ground of inference of negation is nothing but the relation of op-
position in which the probans stands to the probandum. And this opposition may
be direct and indirect. Fire is directly opposed to cold and thus on the perception
of fire one can naturally and legitimately infer the absence of cold. The indirect

" types of opposition are based on the indirect opposition between the probans and
the probandum which is necessarily related to the negatum either as cause or con-
dition. Thus the presence of fire being opposed to the presence of cold ensures the
absence of the cause of cold, since the presence of the latter would make the pres-
ence of cold inevitable, and thus the absence of cold is the ground for inference of
the absence of the requisite causal conditions of cold. The fact of the matter is that
fire and cold being related as opposites, the presence of fire is the immediate ground
of the inference of the absence of cold. The absence of cold again is the ground of
inference of the absence of the requisite causal condition of cold. The dictum is
that the effect proves the cause and the absence of the effect proves the absence of
.the requisite causal conditions of the same. The inferences based on these indirect
types of opposition are rather cases of plurality of inference and it is only due to

* the facility induced by constant practice that they are regarded as unitary processes
of inference. The point to be considered in all these types of inference is the rela-
tive position of the negatum concerned in its relation to the direct opposite of the
probans. Thus in the first instance the negatum is the cause of cold, the effect of
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established, being regarded as the probandum. For instance, the proposition
“Word is eternal” cannot be regarded as the probandum of the Vaisesika, nor
again the fact of it (word) being a quality of ether be regarded as a
probandum, though it is set forth in the system (of Vaisesika philosopher as
a valid conclusion) and hence endorsed by the VaiSesika philosopher,
because that is not intended to be proved (and hence is irrelevant to the
discourse in question). A probandum may be what is desired (to be
established) though it may not be expressed. Thus, for instance, (in the
argument of the Sankhya) ‘visual organ and the like are subservient to an
other, since they are composite bodies like bed, articles of food and such
other subservient things,’ the phrase ‘subservient to an other means
‘subservient to the self (and this is the probandum). Again, (in the argument
of the VaiSesika) ‘earth and the like have for its antecedent an intelligent
agent, as they are products,’ the probandum is to be understood to be ‘have
for its antecedent a disembodied omniscient being’.

which is the direct opposite of the probans fire. The opposition really subsists be-
tween fire and cold and the derivative opposition between fire and all that is neces-
sarily related with cold either as its cause or its effect or as its concomitant is indi-
rect as the probans immediately leads to the inference of its opposite which in its
turn leads to the inference of the facts necessarily related with it. The absence of
shivering is directly inferable from the absence.of cold which is inferred from the
presence of fire. The absence of a particular species of cold is inferred from the
absence of the genus cold. Thus fire is the direct ground of inference of absence of
cold and the latter is the ground of inference of the absence of its effect, or its
particular species. So, at bottom all these inferences are multiple in character and
hence they are regarded as cases of indirect inference. The indirectness of infer-
ence based on the opposition between the probans and the necessary correlates of
the probandum has been illustrated in all the cases cited above. But the same may
be due to the character of the probans also according as it is a necessary correlate
of the opposite. Thus smoke is opposed to cold only because it being the effect of
fire leads to the inference of fire which in its turn leads to the inference of the
absence of cold. Thus the inference of the absence of cold is not directly capable of
being reached from the presence of smoke but only because the presence of fire is
inferred as the intermediate stage in the process. The, enumeration of the types of
syllogism serve rather the useful purpose of exercises for a student of logic and it is
imperative that one must not lose sight of the fact that these are not cases of infer-
ence based on opposition proper, but rather of that between facts with which the
probans and the probandum are necessarily related.
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55. ‘asiddham’ ity anendnadhyavasdya-sarhs'aya-viparyayavigdyasya
vastunah sadhyatvam, na siddhasya yathd sravanah Sabda iti / “nanupalabdhe
na nirnite nyayah pravartate” [Nydyabhasya, 1.1.1] iti hi sarvaparsadam /

55. The word ‘unproved’ (in the aphorism) means that the pro-
bandum is always a fact which is the object of indecision, doubt and
erroneous judgement and not a proved fact, as in the example ‘Word is
audible’. The dictum “A logical discourse does not come into play in
regard to a matter which is unknown or definitely established” is
universally acknowledged by all schools of thought.

56. ‘abadhyam’ ity anena pratyaksadibadhitasya sadhyatvam ma bhid
ity aha / etat sadhyasya laksanam / ‘paksah’ iti sadhyasyaiva namantaram
etat ||13]]

56. The phrase ‘incapable of being contradicted’ means that the
probandum cannot be what is contradicted by perception and the rest. This (aph-
orism) sets forth the definition of the probandum. The word ‘thesis’ is only an-
other synonym of what is called the probandum and not anything else. (13)

57. abadhyagrahanavyavacchedyam badham darsayati —

pratyaksanumandgamalokasvavacanapratitayo badhah ||14|]

57. Now the author sets forth contradiction which is sought to be
eliminated by the employment of the expression ‘incapable of being
contradicted.’

(Aph.) Contradiction is constituted by perceptual cognition,

inference, scriptural evidence, popular opinion, one’s
own statement and (linguistic) convention. (14)
58. pratyaksadini tadviruddharthopasthapanena badhakatvat ‘badhah’ /
tatra pratyaksabadha yatha anusno ’gnih, na madhu madhuram, na sugandhi
vidalan malatimukulam, acaksuso ghatah, asravanah sabdah, nasti bahir
arthah, ityadi / anumanabadha yatha saroma hastatalam, nityah Sabda iti
va / atranupalambhena krtakatvena canumanabadha / agamabadha yatha
pretya’sukhaprado dharma iti / paraloke sukhapradatvam dharmasya
sarvagamasiddham / lokabadha yatha suci narasirahkapalam iti /loke hi
narasirahkapaladinam asucitvam prasiddham / svavacanabadha yatha mata
me vandhyeti / pratitibadha yatha acandrah S$asiti/ atra S$asinas
candrasabdavacyatvar pratitisiddham iti pratitibadha ||14]]|
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58. Perceptual cognition and the rest are regarded as evidence of
contradiction since they serve to contradict (the alleged statements) by
presenting facts which are contradictorily opposed to the propdsitions assert-
ed. Contradiction by perceptual cognition is illustrated by the following cases :
Flre is not hot, honey is not sweet, the blooming jesamine bud is not fragrant,
the jar is not visible, sound is not audible, there is no extra-mental object, and
so on and so forth. [All these assertions are contradicted by evidence of direct
experience|. Contradiction by inference is illustrated in the following cases :
The palm of the hand is overgrown with hair; or, word is eternal. Now, these
assertions are respectively contradicted by inferences based on ‘non-percep-
tion’ and ‘being a product’ as their logical grounds. Contradiction by scriptural
evidence is illustrated by the statement ‘a pious act results in unhappiness in
the next world’. That a pious act is the cause of happiness in the next world is
endorsed by scriptures (of all schools of religion). Contradiction by popular
opinion is exemplified in the assertion “Human skulls are ceremonially clean”.
That human skull and the like are ceremonially unclean is much too well-
established by popular opinion. Contradiction of one’s own statement is
exemplified by such assertion as “My mother is barren”. Contradiction by
(linguistic) convention (is illustrated in the case) : “The rabbit-bearing
luminary is not the moon”. This assertion is contradicted by linguistic
convention which sanctions the usage that the rabbit-bearing luminary is also
designated by the term ‘moon’. (14)

59. atra sadhyam dharmah, dharmadharmisamudayo veti samsayavya-
vacchedayaha - -

sadhyam sadhyadharmavisisto dharmi, kvacit tu dharmah ||15]|

59. The author propounds (the next aphorism) with a view to the
elimination of the doubt whether the probandum consists in an attribute or
a synthetic whole composed of the attribute and the substantive.

(Aph.) The probandum is a substantive qualified by an attribute

sought to be proved; but in some cases an attribute alone
is considered as the probandum. (15)

60. ‘sadhyam’ sadhyasabdavacyam paksasabdabhidheyam ity arthah /
kim ity aha ‘sadhyadharmena’ anityatvadina visisto dharmi’ sabdadih / etat
prayogakalapeksam sadhyasabdavdcyatvam / ‘kvacit tu’ vyaptigrahanakdle
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‘dharmah’ sadhyasabdenocyate, anyatha vyapter aghatanat / nahi dhima-
darsanat sarvatra parvato ’gniman iti vyaptih sakya kartum pramanavirodhad
iti |[151]

dharmisvaripanirupanayaha ~

: dharmi pramanasiddhah ||16| |

60. The term ‘probandum’ stands for ‘what is designated by the word
‘probandum’’ and is the same thing as is also designated by the term ‘thesis’.
But what is designated by this term ? Well, it is the substantive qualified by
the attribute sought to be proved, as for example, ‘word’ as the substantive
qualified by the attribute ‘impermanent’ (‘word is impermanent’) is a
probandum. This meaning of the term ‘probandum’ is denoted when it is used
to designate a member of a syllogism. The phrase ‘but in some cases’ means ‘at
the time of the comprehension of universal concomitance’ and in such
situation the term ‘probandum’ is employed to designate an attrubute. Were
the meaning to be understood otherwise, there would be no comprehension
of universal concomitance. Certainly one cannot comprehend in all cases, on
the observation of smoke, the universal proposition that the hill is possessed
of fire, since this is in direct conflict with valid knowledge.! (15)

The author introduces the next aphorism in order to expound the
nature of the subject.

(Aph.) The subject is what is endorsed by valid knowledge. (16)

61. ‘pramanaih’ pratyaksadibhih prasiddho ‘dharmi’ bhavati yatha
agniman ayam desa iti / atra hi desah pratyaksena siddhah / etena “sarva
evanumananumeyavyavaharo buddhyaridhena dharmadharminydyena, na
bahih sadasattvam apeksate” iti Saugatarn matam pratiksipati / nahiyam
vikalpabuddhir antar bahir va ‘nasaditalambana dharminam vyavasthapayati,
tadavastavatve tadadharasadhyasadhanayor api vastavatvanupapatteh
tadbuddheh paramparyendpi vastuvyavasthapakatvayogat / tato vikalpenan-
Yyena va vyavasthapitah parvatadir visayabhavam bhajann eva dharmitam

1. The necessary concomitance of smoke can be comprehended with fire as such and
the occurrence of the latter in a hill is only accidental. So when it is said that the
probans and the probandumm ought to be understood as related by way of
universal concomitance, the term ‘probandum’ can mean exclusively an attribute
and the introduction of the subject as the substantive is illegitimate, as there can
be no universal relation with the subject which may be variable.
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pratipadyate / tatha ca sati pramanasiddhasya dharmita yuktaiva //16//

61. The subject is what is established by such organs of valid
knowledge as perception, as for example, ‘this [ocality is possessed of fire’.
In this case, the locality is established by perception. By this assertion the
author refutes the Buddhist doctrine “All this assertion of probans (ground
of inference) and probandum (object of inference) is due to the conception
of subject and predicate which has its genesis in our understanding and
does not presuppose existence and non-existence in the external world”. It
is not possible that conceptual knowledge unrelated to an object either
" inside or outside can establish a subject. And with the unreality of the
subject, the reality of probans and probandum which have their seat in the
subject, cannot be logically tenable. Thus conceptual knowledge cannot lay
claim to establish the nature of reality even in a remote fashion. So it must
be admitted that a hill and the like can assume the character of the logical
subject (only) when it becomes the object of and as such is determined by
conceptual or non-conceptual cognition. Such being the case, it is quite
reasonable to assert that what is established by an accredited cognitive
organ ought to be accepted as the subject. (16)

62. apavadam aha -

buddhisiddho 'pi ||17]]

62. Now he states an exception :

(Aph.) It (subject) is also established by conceptual knowledge.
(17) A
63. naikantena pramanasiddha eva dharmi kintu vikalpabuddhisiddho
pt dharmi bhavati / ‘api’ sabdena pramana-buddhibhyam ubhabhyam api
siddho dharmi bhavatiti darsayati / tatra buddhisiddhe dharmini sadhya-
dharmah sattvam asattvam ca pramanabalena sadhyate yatha asti sarvajfiah,
nasti sastham bhiitam iti / '

63. The subject is not exclusively established by an organ of know-
ledge. The subject can be one which is affirmed by conceptual knowledge
also. The particle ‘also’ (in the aphorism) indicates that there may be a
subject which is established both by an organ of knowledge as well as by
conceptual knowledge. Now with regard to the subject affirmed by concep-
tual knowledge, the probandum, that is the predicate to be proved, e.g.,



198 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

existence or non-existence, is established on the strength of (the verdict of)
an organ of knowledge, for instance, ‘There exists an omniscient person’, ‘A
sixth element is not in existence’; (the subjects are affirmed as ideally
possible, but the predicate is established by the application of the organs of
knowledge).

64. nanu dharmini saksad asati bhavabhavobhayadharmanam asiddha-
viruddhanaikantikatvenanumanavisayatvayogat katham sattvasattvayoh
sadhyatvam ? / tadaha-

“nasiddhe bhavadharmo ’sti vyabhicary ubhayasrayah /
viruddho dharmo ’bhavasya sa satta sadhyate katham ? //”
[Pramanavartika, 1.192-3]

64. But how is it possible, it may be urged, to establish existence or
non-existence as the predicates regarding a subject which is not directly
cognised to exist — particularly when the predicates cannot be legitimate
objects of inference in view of the fallacies of non-existent, contradictory and
inconclusive probans involved in the assertion of a probans positive,
negative and neutral (common to both) in character ? As has been observed
(by Dharmakirti) : “How can existence be proved ? If the subject is not
known to be existent, an attribute pertaining to existents cannot belong to it
(as probans); if the probans again be equally affirmable of both (existent
and non-existent) it is bound to be inconclusive. If again, it (the probans) be .
a characteristic of the non-existent, it will transpire to be contradictory
(since it will end in proving the non-existence of the subject)” (PV, 1. 192-3).

65. naivam, manasapratyakse bhavariipasyaiva dharminah pratipanna-
tvat / na ca tatsiddhau tatsattvasyapi pratipannatvad vyartham anumanam,
tad abhyupetam api vaiyatyad yo na pratipadyate tam praty anumanasya
saphalyat / na ca manasajiianat kharavisanader api sadbhavasambhavanato
‘tiprasangah, tajjfianasya badhakapratyayaviplavitasattakavastuvisayataya
manasapratyaksabhasatvat / katham tarhi sasthabhiitader dharmitvam iti cet;
dharmiprayogakale badhakapratyayanudayat sattvasambhavanopapatteh / na
ca sarvajiiadau sadhakapramanasattvena sattvasamsitih, suniscita’sambhavad-
badhakapramanatvena sukhadav iva sattvaniscayat tatra samsayayogat /

65. No such contingency arises in our position. The subject envisaged
in conceptual intuition is undoubtedly positive in character. But it may be
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urged that if a positive subject is envisaged, it follows that its existence is
also envisaged by the same cognition, and so inference (called in request to
prove existence) is superfluous. The answer is that inference is necessarily
fruitful for compelling recognition of the truth by a person who refuses to
accept truth, though realised by him, out of perversity. It cannot be urged
that if mental intuition (is to be banked upon as an organ of knowledge) it
may lead to the establishment of such fictions as an ass’ horn (and thus
reliance upon such intuition will inevitably) result in (the obliteration of all
distinction between truth and falsehood) — the fallacy called over-extension.
But no such consequence arises. The alleged intuition (of fictions like ass’
horn) is not an intuition proper, but only a deceptive appearance, since the
existence of the object of such intuition is clearly set aside by the sense of
contradiction involved in it. But how can then fictions like the sixth element
be made a logical subject ? The answer is that when the subject is asserted,
the cognition of contradiction does not arise and hence its possibility is
presumed. It cannot , however, be contended (on the analogy of the
aforesaid cases) that the existence of omniscient being is liable to be called
in question owing to the absence of all proofs in its support. The truth is that
the existence of such a being is asserted as clearly as pleasure and pain, and
more so on account of unimpeachable realisation of the impossibility of any
evidence contradicting its possibility and so there is no reasonable ground
for doubt regarding this.

66. ubhayasiddho dharmi yatha anityah sabda iti / nahi pratyakse-
narvagdarsibhir aniyatadigdesakalavacchinnah sarve Sabdah sakya niscetum
itt $abdasya pramana-buddhyubhayasiddhata tenanityatvadir dharmah
prasadhyata iti ||17]]

66. The subject established by both (an accredited organ of know-
ledge and mental intuition) is illustrated by such propositions as ‘Word (as a
class) is perishable’. The subject ‘word’ is established both by valid know-
ledge and mental intuition, since all the individual words spread over
infinite time and space are not capable of being cognised through perceptual
cognition by persons whose power of vision is limited within a narrow
sphere. (But it is the entire class of words that is made the subject and hence
the necessity of resort to mental intuition over and above empirical
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intuition). The predicate ‘perishable’ and the like are established (of this
indefinite number of individuals for which the subject stands). (17)

67. nanu drstanto ’py anumandngataya pratitah / tat katham sadhya-

sadhane evanumanangam ukte na drstantah ?, ity aha -
na drstanto ‘numanarigam ||18]|| .

67. A question is raised (by the opponent). It is established by
tradition that example is a necessary factor of inference. Such being the
case, why have the probans and probandum exclusively been asserted as
factors of inference and not example also ? In anticipation of such a
contention the author says :

(Aph.) Example is not a factor of inference. (18)
68. ‘drstantah’ vaksyamanalaksano nanumanasya ‘angam’ karanam
[118]] . '

68. ‘Example’ is to be understood in terms of the definition to
be propounded hereafter. Itis not a factor, that is, a condition, of inference. (18)

69. kuta ity aha -

sadhanamatrat tatsiddheh ||19] |
69. Why should it not be so ? He answers :
(Aph.) Because it (inference) is realised by means of the probans
alone. (19)

70. d;;sp&n:t‘arahitdt\\s&dhydnyathdnupapattilak,sargdt ‘sadhanat’ anuma-
nasya sadhyapratipattilaksanasya bhavin na drstanto ‘numanangam iti /

70. Because inference which consists in the knowledge of the
probandum is made possible from a probans which is by its inherent
character known to be incompatible with the opposite of the probandum
and for this no reference to an example is felt to be necessary. It is for
this reason that an example is not regarded as a factor of inference.

71. sa hi sadhyapratipattau va, avinabhavagrahane va, vyaptismarane
vopayujyeta ? / na tavat prathamah paksah, yathoktad eva hetoh sadhyaprati-
patter upapatteh / napi dvitiyah, vipakse badhakad evavinabhavagrahanat /
kifica, vyaktiriipo drstantah / sa katham sakalyena vyaptim gamayet ? /
vyaktyantaresu vydptyartham drstantantaram mrgyam / tasyapi
vyaktiriipatvena sakalyena vyapter avadharayitum asakyatvad aparapara-
drstantapeksayam anavastha syat / napi trtiyah, grhitasambandhasya
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sadhanadarsanad eva vydptismrteh / agrhitasambandhasya drstante ’‘py
asmaranat upalabdhipirvakatvat smaranasyeti | |19] | ‘

71. Would it be of service in the knowledge of the probandum, or in
the apprehension of necessary concomitance, or in the recollection of
necessary concomitance ? The first alternative is not tenable, since the
knowlegde of the probandum quite naturally and legitimately follows from
the probans as specified before. Nor does the second alternative stand (a
better chance) for the reason that the apprehension of necessary concomi-
tance is achieved by proof of the contradiction of the opposite possibility (in
other words, reductio ad absurdum). Moreover, example is nothing but the
statement of an individual instance. How can such an individual case be of
help in the knowledge of necessary concomitance which is necessarily
universal in reference ? It would be necessary to ferret out another example
in order to understand the extension of the concomitance to another
individual case. But the latter (example), again, being nothing more than an
individual, there would be no ground for the determination of necessary
concomitance in its universal reference, and the search for examples one
after another would only lead to a regressus ad infinitum. The third
alternative, again, will equally prove to be abortive. Recollection of neces-
sary concomitance is possible on the apprehension of the probans for a
person who has apprehended the relation (between the probans and the
probandum). And if the person concerned is not previously aware of the
relation in question, no amount of example would enable him to recollect
the concomitance, since recollection is necessarily conditioned by an ante-
cedent apprehension. (19) ~

72. drstantasya laksanam dha —

sa vyaptidarsanabhiimih ||20| |
72. The author now propounds the definition of example :
(Aph.) That is the locus of the apprehension of necessary
concomitance. (20)

73. sa’ iti drstanto laksyam ‘vyaptih’ laksitariipa ‘darsanam’ para-
smai pratipadanam tasya ‘bhamih’ @sraya iti laksanam /

73. ‘That’ stands for the example which is the subject-matter of
definition. ‘Necessary concomitance’ is to be understood in terms of the
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definition given before. ‘Apprehension’ (here means) communication to
another person (of the truth of the concomitance which an example serves
to drive home to the other party). The locus, that is, the objective
substratum of such communication (is the example). This is the definition
(of the example).

74. nanu yadi drstanto ‘numanangam na bhavati tarhi kim artham
laksyate ? / ucyate / pararthanumdne bodhyanurodhad apavadikasyoda-
haranasyanujfiasyamanatvat / tasya ca drstantabhidhanaripatvad upapannam
drstantasya laksanam / pramatur api kasyacit drstantadrstabahirvyaptibale-
nantarvyaptipratipattir bhavatiti svarthanumanaparvany api drstantalaksanam
nanupapannam | |20] |

74. Now it may be urged if example is not a condition of inference
(on your view), why should you take the trouble of propounding definition
of the same ? The answer is : (It is in pursuance of the recognition of)
illustration which will be allowed for as a case of exception out of deference
to a pupil (of slow understanding) in syllogistic argument (employed for
the conviction of the other party to a debate). And even in the field of
subjective inference (for arriving at subjective conviction) the definition of
example is not entirely inappropriate in view of the fact that there may be
a person who is helped to arrive at the knowledge of internal concomitance
from the observation of external concomitance in an example. (20)

75. tadvibhagam daha -

sa sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam dvedha ||21] |
75. The author now sets forth the divisions (of the example) :
(Aph.) That is of two kinds according as it is based on similarity
and dissimilarity. (21)

76. sa drstantah ‘sadharmyena’ anvayena ‘vaidharmyena’ ca vyatirekena
bhavatiti dviprakarah ||21]|

76. ‘That’, i.e., example is of two different kinds according as it is
based on ‘similarity’, i.e., concomitance in agreement, and on ‘dissimi-
larity’, i.e., concomitance in difference. (21)

77. sadharmyadrstantam vibhajate -

sadhanadharmaprayuktasadhyadharmayogit
sadharmyadrstantah ||22]|
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77. The author now expounds the example based on similarity :

(Aph.) The example based on similarity is an individual pos-
sessed of the probandum logically entailed by the posses-
sion of probans. (22)

78. sadhanadharmena prayukto na tu kakataliyo yah sadhyadharmas
tadvan ‘sadharmyadrstantah’ / yatha krtakatvenanitye sabde sadhye ghatadih
1122]] |

78. The example based on similarity is an individual which
is endowed with the probandum logically enforced by the nature of
a probans and not as a matter of accident as illustrated by the
maxim of ‘fall of plam-fruit and death of the crow’. Thus, for instance, jar
and the like serve as examples in relation to word which is sought to be
proved to be perishable on the ground of its being a product. (22)

79. vaidharmyadrstantam vyacaste -
sadhyadharmanivrttiprayuktasadhanadharmanivrttiyogi
vaidharmyadrstantah ||23]]

79. The author now sets forth the example based on dissimilarity :

(Aph.) The example based on dissimilarity is an individual which

is shown to be characterised by the default of the probans
which is entailed as a necessary consequence by the
default of the probandum. (23)

80. sadhyadharmanivrttyd prayuktda na yathakathaficit ya sadhana-
dharmanivrttih tadvan ‘vaidharmyadrstantah’ / yatha krtakatvenanitye sabde
sadhye akasadir iti | [23] |

ity acarya $§ri Hemacandraviracitayah
Pramanamimamsdyas tadvrttes ca
prathamasyadhyayasya dvitiyam ahnikam //

80. The example based on dissimilarity is an individual which
exhibits the destitution of the probans logically entailed by the destitution
of the probandum and not by way of accident. Thus ether and the like serve
as such examples in relation to word which is sought to be proved to be
perishable on the ground of its being a product. (23)

Here ends the Second Lecture of the First Book of
‘A Critique of Organ of Knowledge’ and the Gloss thereon
composed by the Master Sr1 Hemacandra.



|| atha dvitiye adhyaye prathamam ahnikam | |
1. laksitarn svartham anumanam idantm kramapraptam parartham
anumanam laksayati —
yathoktasadhanabhidhanajah parartham ||1]]|
BOOK II

LECTURE 1

1. Subjective inference has been defined and now the author
proposes to give the definition of syllogistic inference which comes next
in order. '

(Aph.) Syllogistic inference is (definite cognition) resulting from

statement of a probans having the characteristics set forth
before. (1) ,

2. ‘yathoktan’ svaniscitasadhyavinabhavaikalaksanan yat ‘sadhanan’
tasyabhidhanam / abhidhiyate parasmai pratipadyate aneneti ‘abhidhanam’
vacanam, tasmaj jatah samyag arthanimayah ‘parartham’ anumanam
paropadesapeksam sadhyavijianam ity arthah ||1|]|

2. ‘Having the characteristics set forth before’ means having the sole
and solitary characteristic of necessary concomitance with the probandum,
ascertained by one’s own self. (The probans in question must have this
qualification, and) the statement of such a probans (implies that it is) an
assertion which is the instrument of communication to another person (of
this fact) and the definite authentic cognition of fact that arises from such
(assertion) is designated as ‘syllogistic inference’ which means, in other
words, knowledge of the probandum derived from the communication
made by another person. (I)

3. nanu vacanam parartham anumanam ity ahus tat katham ity aha -

vacanam upacarat ||2| |

3. A question is raised. Syllogistic inference is (customarily) stated to
consist in verbal assertion. But how does it accord (with the definition of
inference) ? In reply to this (the author) says :

(Aph.) ‘Statement’ is called inference by way of metaphor. (2)

4. acetanam hi vacanam na saksat pramitiphalahetur iti na
nirupacaritapramanabhavabhajanam, mukhyanumanahetutvena tipacaritanu-
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manabhidhanapatratam pratipadyate / upacaras catra karane karyasya /
yathoktasadhanabhidhanat tadvisaya smrtir utpadyate, smrte§ canumanam,
tasmad anumanasya paramparaya yathoktasadhanabhidhanam karanam,
tasmin karane vacane karyasyanumanasyopacarah samaropah kriyate /
“tatah samaropat karanam vacanam anumanasabdenocyate / karye va prati-
padakanumanajanye vacane karanasyanumanasyopacarah / vacanam
aupacaritkam anumanam na mukhyam ity arthah /

4. A statement being a non-mental fact cannot be the direct condition
of valid knowledge as its result, and as such cannot possess the character of
a cognitive organ in its own right and without resort to a metaphor. But it
comes to be designated by the appellation ‘inference’ by transference of
epithet, being the condition of inference proper. The transference in the
present case consists in the ascription of the nature of effect to its condition.
There arises a recollection of it—(proba‘ns) from the statement of the probans
as set forth before, and this recollection gives rise to inference. Thus the
statement of the probans as defined before is the indirect condition of
inference. Now, (by a recognised rhetorical device) the character of the
effect, here inference, is transferred to, that is to say, super-imposed upon
the condition, i.e., statement. It is by virtue of this transference that the
statement, that is the condition (of inference), is designated by the term
‘inference’. Or (viewed from the other side), it may be considered to be a
case of superimposition of the condition, viz., inference, on the effect, viz.,
statement, which is the result of the inference made by the arguer. The
statement is thus designated as inference by (the rhetorical device of)
transference of epithet, and is not ‘inference’ proper in the conventional
sense of the term.

5. tha ca mukhyarthabadhe prayojane nimitte copacarah pravartate /
tatra mukhyo ’rthah saksat pramitiphalah samyag arthanirnayah prama-
nasabdasamanadhikaranasya pararthanumanasabdasya, tasya badha,
vacanasya nirnayatvanupapatteh / prayojanam anumanavayavah pratijia-
daya iti Sastre vyavahara eva, nirnayatmany anamse tadvyavaharanupapatteh /
nimittam tu nirayatmakanumanahetutvam vacanasyeti ||2| |
tad dvedha ||3]]
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contradiction of the primary conventional meaning, a purpose (that is, a
result to be achieved) and a legitimate ground (that is, recognised relation
between the primary and secondary meaning. And all these conditions are
present in the present context). The primary meaning of the term ‘syllogistic
inference’ which is in apposition with the term ‘organ of knowledge’ (which
follows from the aphorism 1. 1. 2, and is to be construed in apposition with
the term ‘statement’ in 2. 1. 2) is authentic definitive knowledge having
direct knowledge as its result. This primary meaning is contradicted because
a statement cannot be the same thing as cognition. The purpose (of this
tortuous procedure) is (for validating) the usage, in standard works on logic,
of thesis and the rest as members of inference, which usage would not be
possible if the meaning ‘cognition’ were adhered to, since a cognition has no
parts or members. The ground (of this transference of epithet) is that
statement is the condition of inference which is a case of cognition (and thus
there is recognised relation between the primary and the secondary mean-
ing). (2)

(Aph.) That is twofold. (3)

6. ‘tad’ vacanatmakam pararthanumanam ‘dvedha’ dviprakaram | |3] |

6. ‘That’ stands for syllogistic inference which consists in statement.
The term ‘twofold’ means that it has two different types. (3)

7. prakarabhedam aha -

-tathopapattyanyathanupapattibhedat | |4]| |
7. The author now states the (ground of) difference of types :
(Aph.) The difference is due to (the consideration of firstly) the
logical possibility on the occurrence of the other and
(secondly) of logical impossibility in the absence of the
other. (4)

8. ‘tatha’ sadhye saty eva ‘upapattih’ sddhanasyety ekah prakarah /
‘anyatha’ sadhyabhave ‘anupapattih’ ceti dvitiyah prakarah / yatha agniman
ayam parvatah tathaiva dhumavattvopapatteh, anyatha dhiumavattvanu-
papatter va / etavanmatrakrtah pararthanumanasya bhedo na paramarthikah
sa iti bhedapadena darsayati | |4]]|

8. ‘On the occurrence of the other means on the necessary occur-
rence of the probandum. ‘Logical possibility’ is to be understood in relation
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to the probans (in other words, when the possibility of probans is
understood to be necessarily dependent on the occurrence of the probandum).
This is one type. The second type arises from the consideration of the
impossibility of the probans in the absence of the other, that is to say, of the
‘probandum. To cite concrete examples : The hill is on fire, because the
logical possibility of its being possessed of smoke is intelligible only on that
condition (that is, on the necessary occurrence of fire); or, because the fact
of its possession of smoke would become logically impossible in the absence
of the other (fire). The difference of syllogistic inference is conditioned
merely by this (difference of form) and not a real difference and this is
indicated by the term ‘difference’ (in the aphorism). (4)
9. etad evaha ~
nanayos tatparye bhedah ||5] |

9. That this alone is the case (i.e. that the difference is merely
formal) is expressly stated (in the aphorism following) :

(Aph.) The difference between these two is not in respect of

ultimate intention. (5)

10. 'na’ ‘anayoh’ tathopapattyanyathanupapattiriipayoh prayoga-
prakarayoh ‘tatparye’ ‘yatparah Sabdah sa $abdarthah’ ity evamlaksane
tatparatve, ‘bhedah’ visesah / etad uktam bhavati anyad abhidheyam $abda-
syanyat prakasyarm prayojanam / tatrabhidheyapeksaya vacakatvarn bhidyate,
prakasyam tv abhinnam, anvaye kathite vyatirekagatir vyatireke canvayagatir
ity ubhayatrdpi sadhanasya sadhyavinabhavah prakasyate / na ca
yatrabhidheyabhedas tatra tatparyabhedo pi / nahi pino Devadatto diva na
bhurikte, pino Devadatto ratrau bhurikte ity anayor vakyayor abhidheyabhedo
stiti tatparyenapi bhettavyam iti bhavah ||5] | ]

10. ‘Between these two’, that is, between logical possibility and
impossibility as exhibited in the difference of verbal form, there is no
difference, i.e., opposition, so far as the ultimate intention is taken into
account. Ultimate intention is ultimate meaning as understood in terms of
the definition ‘The meaning of a word is that which is ultimately intended by
it'. What is implied by it is this : The primary meaning expressed by a word
is one thing and the ultimate meaning (i.e. logical content) intended as the
result is quite another. In the present context there is difference (between
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the verbal propositions), so far as they are expressive of different primary
meanings, but the logical content intended by them is identical. When
concomitance in agreement is stated (in a propositional form), the concom-
itance in difference is understood by implication, and when, on the other
hand, concomitance in difference is stated (in a propositional form) the
concomitance in argeement is understood by implication. But both these .
propositions imply the same logical content, viz., the necessary concomi-
tance of the probans with the probandum. It is not necessarily true that
there is difference of logical meaning with the difference of primary
meaning. The two propositions, viz., “Devadatta is stout, but does not take
his meals in daytime” and “Devadatta is stout, and takes his meals at night”
have different expressed meaning, but it does not follow that their logical
meaning should differ on that-account. This is the upshot. (5)

11. tatparyabhedasyaiva phalam dha -

ata eva nobhayoh prayogah ||6]]|

11. The consequence of the identity of logical content is setforth (in
the following aphorism) :

(Aph.) For this very reason, the statement of both (the propo-

sitions) is not (necessary). (6) ‘

12. yata eva nanayos tatparye bhedah ‘ata eva nobhayoh’ tathopapa-
ttyanyathanupapattyor yugapat ‘prayogah’ yuktah / vyaptyupadarsandaya hi
tathopapattyanyathanupapattibhyam hetoh prayogah kriyate / vyaptyupa-
darsanam caikayaiva siddham iti viphalo dvayoh prayogah / yad aha -

“hetos tathopapattya va syat prayogo ‘nyathapi va /

dvividho 'nyatarenapi sadhyasiddhir bhaved iti //” [Nyayavatara 17]

12. Since there is no difference in logical content, the simultaneous.
employment of both the propositions stating positive and negative concom-
itance respectively is not warranted. The statement of the probans with its
logical possibility and impossibility respectively with and without the
probandum (that is to say, with positive and negative concomitance) is
made for the demonstration of necessary concomitance. And when the
demonstration of necessary concomitance is accomplished by one of them,
the employment of both the propositions is superfluous. As has been
observed : “The employment of the probans may be twofold, viz., in a



Text And Translation 209

proposition showing its logical possibility (in connection) with the probandum

(i.e., positive concomitance), and its impossibility when out of connection

with the probandum (i.e., negative concomitance) in another proposition.

But so far as the question of the knowledge of (necessary concomitance of

the probans with) the probandum is concerned, it is achieved by either of
them” (NA, 17).

13. nanu yady-ekenaiva prayogena hetor vyaptyupadarsanam krtam
iti_ krtam viphalena dvittyaprayogena; tarhi pratijfiaya api ma bhiit prayogo
viphalatvat / nahi pratijfiamatrat kascid arthanm pratipadyate, tatha sati hi
vipratipattir eva na syad ity aha -

visayopadarsanartham tu pratyna [17]]

13. Now, a question is raised : If the demonstration of necessary
concomitance of the probans is achieved by either of the propositions, the
employment of the second proposition is superfluous and as such is to be
dispensed with. But (parity of reasoning requires that) the statement of
thesis should be (as a member of syllogism) dispensed with on the ground of
its superfluity. It is certainly not a fact that a person comes to understand a
conclusion from the thesis alone. Were it true, there would be no room for
divergence of views. In order to rebut this contention, the author states (the
next aphorism) :

(Aph.) But the thesis is intended for demonstrating the subject. (7)

14. ‘visayah’ yatra tathopapattya anyathanupapattya va hetuh

- svasadhyasadhandya prarthyate, tasya ‘upadarsanam’ parapratitav aropanarm
tadartham punah ‘pratijfia’ prayoktavyeti sesah / ,

14. ‘The subject’ is that with reference to which the probans with its
positive or negative concomitance is requisitioned for establishing its
relevant probandum. The demonstration of it means communication of the
same to another person. It is for this reason that the thesis is to be stated (the
italicised expression supplies an ellipsis).

15. ayam arthah - parapratydyandya vacanam uccarayatd preksa-
vata tad eva pare bodhayitavya yad bubhutsante / tathdsaty anena bubhu-
tsitabhidhayina pare bodhita bhavanti / na khalv asvan prsto gavayan
bruvanah prastur avadheyavacano bhavati / anavadheyavacanas ca kathari
pratipadako nama ? / yathd ca $aikso bhiksundcacakse — bhoh Saiksa,
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pindapatam ahareti / sa evam dcaramity anabhidhaya yada tadartham
prayatate tada tasmai krudhyati bhiksuh — ah Sisyabhasa bhiksukheta,
asman avadhirayasiti vibruvanah / evam anityam $abdan bubhutsamanaya
anityah $abda iti visayam anupadarsya yad eva kificid ucyate — krtakatvad iti
va, yat krtakam tad anityam iti va, krtakatvasya tathaivopapatter iti va,
krtakatvasyanyathanupapatter iti vd, tat sarvam asyanapeksitam apatato
'sambaddhdabhidhanabuddhya; tatha canavahito na boddhum arhatiti /

15. This is the implication. When a sane person utters a sentence for
the enlightenment of another person, he ought to take care to communicate
only that which the persons intended to be enlightened desire to know. It is
only by following this procedure that a person who states only what is desired
to be known succeeds in enlightening others. It is a truism that a person who
speaks of gayals when asked about horses cannot expect to enlist respectful
attention to his assertion from the interrogator. And how can a person
succeed in enlightening others when his assertion is not even entitled to
serious consideration ? To give a concrete illustration : Suppose a monk
commands his acolyte “O acolyte ! serve food.” Suppose, again, the acolyte
does not return an answer (in some such words) “I am doing so, O Sir !” but
actually sets about for it. The monk thereupon takes offence and rebukes him
“Ah ! False pupil, a rascal of a monk, thou slightest me !” Similarly, when a
person desires to know (how) a word is impermanent and another person
seeks to convince him by stating whatever reason comes handy, e.g., ‘because
it is a product’, or ‘whatever is a product is perishable’, or ‘the fact of being a
product is logically possible on that ground alone’, or ‘the fact of its being a
product would be logically impossible were it otherwise’ — without caring to
state the subject in some such proposition as ‘word is perishable’ - all these
assertions fail to receive audience from the person addressed who would take
them to be irrelevant statements. Thus all these assertions fall flat upon him
and he does not succeed in understanding anything for want of attention.

16. yat krtakam tat sarvam anityarn yatha ghatah, krtaka$ ca $abda
iti vacanam arthasamarthyenaivapeksitasabdanityatvaniscayakam ity avadha-
nam atreti cet; na, paraspargsrayat / avadhane hi saty ato ’rthaniscayah,
tasmdc cavadhanam iti / na ca parsatprativadinau pramanikrtavadinau yad
etadvacanasambandhdya prayatisyete / tathasati na hetvadyapekseydtam,
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tadavacanad eva tadarthaniscayat / anityah sadba iti tv apeksite ukte kuta
ity asarikayam krtakatvasya tathaivopapatteh krtakatvasyanyathanupapatter
vety upatisthate, tad idam visayopadarsanarthatvam pratijfiaya iti ||7]|

16. It might be contended that ‘Whatever is a product is perishable,
e.g., a jar. Sound is a product” is a (perfect) syllogism which will by the
mere logical implication of its meaning drive home the intended conclusion
“Sound is perishable” and so it will (not fail to) enlist proper attention. No,
since the contention involves a vicious circle. There would arise knowledge
of the conclusion from it (i.e., the syllogism), if attention were directed to
it, and the direction of attention again would be possible if there were such
(knowledge at its back). Nor could it be supposed that both the council (of
umpires) and the opponent would have unquestioning faith in the authority
of the proponent, and as such would endeavour to bring out the logical
relation of the premises stated by him (and thus there would be no room
for suspicion of the lack of proper attention). Were it so, the parties
concerned would not demand the statement of the probans and the rest
since they would be persuaded of the truth of his contention in spite of his
omission of the statement (of reasons etc.). [But the situation becomes
entirely different] when the contemplated conclusion “Sound is perishable”
is propounded as the thesis, and in anticipation of the query ‘What is the
ground (of this assertion) ?’ the statement — ‘the fact of its being a product
is logically possible only on the condition (of its being perishable)’, or ‘the
fact of its being a product is logically impossible without implication (of its
perishability)’, appropriately presents itself (as the answer to the query).
This constitutes the logical justification of the thesis for the purpose of
demonstrating the subject. (7)

17. nanu yat krtakam tad anityam yatha ghatah, krtakas ca sabda ity
ukte gamyata etad anityah Sabda iti, tasya samarthyalabdhatvat, tathapi
tadvacane punaruktatvaprasangat, “arthad dpannasya svasabdena
punarvacanam punaruktam” [Nyayasitra, 5.2.15] / aha ca - “dindikaragan
parityajyaksint nimilya cintaya tavat kim iyata pratitih syan na veti, bhave
kim prapaficamalaya” [Hetubindu, pariccheda 1] ity aha —

gamyamanatve ’pi sadhyadharmadharasandehapanoddaya

dharmini paksadharmopasamharavat tadupapattih ||8| |
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17. It has been further contended that when a syllogism is stated in
the typical form, e.g., “Whatever is a product is perishable just as jar, and
sound is a product”, the conclusion necessarily follows that “Sound is
perishable”. It (the conclusion) is derived from logical implication. And if in
disregard of this consideration, an express statement of the same is made,
the consequence would be a case of superfluous tautology which has been
defined as follows : “The statement of a fact, derived by implication, again
by means of explicit language constitutes tautology”. It has been observed
(facetiously by Dharmakirti) : Dismiss this fascination for the way of
dunderheads (who love to kick a row from the very start of any procedure),
shut up your eyes and (calmly) contemplate whether the syllogism (pro-
posed) gives rise to knowledge (of the conclusion). If it does so, what
purpose would this (uncalled for) elaboration serve ?” With this objection in
view, the author says : '

(Aph.) Though (the conclusion is) known by implication, (the
advance statement of) it (as thesis) has justification in order
to rebut a possible doubt about the locus of the attribute to
be proved (major term), just as is the case with the
assertion of the probans in the subject (minor premise). (8)

18. sadhyam eva dharmas tasyadharas tasya sandehas tadapanodaya
— yah krtakah so ’nitya ity ukte pi dharmivisayasandeha eva — kim anityah
Sabdo ghato veti ?, tannirakarandya gamyamanasydpi sadhyasya nirdeso
yuktah, sadhyadharmini sadhanadharmavabodhanaya paksadharmopasaritha-
ravacanavat / yatha hi sadhyavyaptasadhanadarsanena tadadharavagatay
api niyatadharmisambandhitapradarsanartham krtakas ca sabda iti paksadhar-
mopasamharavacanam tatha sadhyasya visistadharmisambandhitava-
bodhanaya pratijfiavacanam apy upapadyata eveti | |8| |

18. When a person asserts a proposition, viz., “What is a product is
perishable”, it is absolutely certain that a doubt will arise regarding the
subject - Is it sound or a jar that is asserted to be perishable ? In order to
rebut such a doubt about the locus of the attribute sought to be proved, it is
necessary and legitimate that a statement of the thesis (‘Sound is perish-
able’) should be made. It is exactly on a par with the statement of the minor
premise which is employed for imparting knowledge of the incidence of the
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probans in the subject. (To be explicit), though it is a fact that when the
probans is stated to be necessarily concomitant with the probandum, the
locus of such a probans is known (in the generality of cases), it is felt to be
necessary that the minor premise, viz., ‘Sound is a product’ should be
expressly stated for demonstrating the factual relation of the probans with a
definite subject. Likewise, the statement of the thesis equally answers a
logical necessity in that it serves to generate knowledge of the factual
relation of the major term with a definite subject. (8)

19. nanu prayogam prati vipratipadyante vadinah, tathahi - pra-
tijfiahetiidaharananiti tryavayavam anumanam itt Sanikhyah / sahopanayena
caturavayavam iti Mimamsakah / sahanigamanena paficavayavam iti Nalya-
yikah / tad evari1 vipratipattau kidrso ‘numanaprayoga ity aha —

etdvan preksaprayogah ||9] |

19. Now a problem- arises from the fact that philosophers (of
different schools) hold different views with regard to the constitution of
syllogism. Thus, for instance, the Sankhyas maintain that a syllogism
consists of three members, viz., thesis, logical ground and example. The
Mimamsakas assert four members with the addition of application (to the
three mentioned above). The Naiyayikas (assert) five members with the
addition of conclusion (to the four mentioned above). In view of such
divergence of opinion, the question naturaliy arises : What is the proper
form of a syllogism ? The author answers :

(Aph.) This much constitutes a syllogism adequate for a know-

ledgeable person. (9)

20. ‘etavan’ eva yad uta tathopapattyanyathanupapattya va yuktam
sadhanari pratijiid ca/ ‘preksaya’ preksavate pratipadyaya tadavabodhanarthah
‘prayogah’na tvadhikah yathahuh Sankhyadayah, napi hinoyathahuh Saugatah

— “yidusdri vacyo hetur eva hi kevalah” [Pramanavartika, 1.28] iti | 9] |

20. ‘This much’ means the thesis and also the probans endowed with
positive or negative concomitance. It is the syllogism (adequate) for.the
conviction of an intelligent person. And it is neither more as the Sankhyas
maintain, nor less as the Buddhists affirm in the following proposition. “The
probans alone is to be stated for (the conviction of) a knowledgeable
person” (PV, 1. 28). (9)
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21. nanu pararthapravrttaih karunikair yathakathaficit pare prati-
bodhayitavya nasadvyavasthopanydsair amisam pratibhabharnigah karaniyah,
tat kim ucyate etavan preksaprayogah ?, ity asankya dvitiyam api prayoga-
kramam upadarsayati -

bodhyanurodhat pratijiiahetidaharanopanayanigamanani
paricapi ||10]|

21. It may be legitimately urged that persons of charitable disposi-
tion, who have taken up the mission of service of people at large, should
endeavour to enlighten others by whatever method they would find it to be
convenient. It is not proper that one should produce confusion of under-
standing in the public mind by promulgation of questionable theories. That
being the case, how can it be said that this much is the syllogism for a
knowledgeable person ? Anticipating such an objection, the author endors-
es a second form of syllogism (out of concession).

(Aph.) In deference to (the calibre of) the person to be edified (the

syllogism may have) five propositions also, viz., thesis,
reason, illustration, application and conclusion. (10)

22. ‘bodhyah’ Sisyas tasya ‘anurodhah’ tadavabodhanaprati-
jiiaparatantryamn tasmat, pratijfiadini paficapi prayoktavyani / etani cavaya-
vasafijiayd procyante / yad Aksapadah - “pratijiiGhetudaharanopanaya-
nigamanany avayavah” [Nydyasitra, 1.1.32] iti / ‘api’-$abdat pratijfiadinam
Suddhayas ca paiica bodhydnurodhat prayoktavyah / yac chriBhadrabahusva-
mipujyapadah -

“katthai paficavayavam dasaha va savvaha na padikuttham ti //”

[Dasavaikalika-Niryukti, 50]

22. ‘The person to be edified’ means a pupil and ‘deference to him’
means obligation to the pledge of edification of the same (pupil). It is in
pursuance of such obligation that the five propositions also, beginning with
thesis, ought to be affirmed. These propositions are desigﬁated by the name
of members, as has been observed by Aksapada : Thesis, reason, illustra-
tion, application and conclusion are the members (NS, 1.1.32). The particle
‘also’ (in the aphorism) is significant and implies that each of the five
members, thesis and the rest, should be supplemented by a corroborative
statement, totalling five in all out of deference to (the requirement of) the
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pupil. As has been remarked by His Holiness Bhadrabahusviamin of ador-
able feet : “(The syllogism) is said to consist of five members, or of ten
members in the alternative. We denounce neither (but accept both as
legitimate).” (DV, Nir. 50). :

23. tatra pratijiidya laksanam aha -

sadhyanirdesah pratijfia ||11]|

23. Now he sets forth the definition of the proposition :

(Aph.) The thesis is the statement of the theme to be proved. (11)

24. sadhyam sisadhayisitadharmavisisto dharmi, nirdisyate aneneti
nirdeso vacanam, sadhyasya nirdesah ‘sadhyanirdesah’ ‘pratijfia’ pratijfiayate
‘nayeti krtvd, yatha ayam pradeso ’gniman iti ||11]|

24. The theme-to-be-proved is the subject with the predicative
attribute contemplated to be established. Statement here means a sentence
which states a fact. The statement of the theme-to-be-proved is called the
thesis (pratijia) which sets forth a pledge (or undertaking to be logically ‘
established). “This locality is possessed of fire” is a typical illustration. (11)

25. hetum laksayati — .

sadhanatvabhivyarfijakavibhaktyantarm sadhanavacanam hetuh ||12]}]

25. The author now defines the reason (as follows) :

(Aph.) Statement of a probans ending in an inflexion unfolding

- the character of probans is (called) the reason. (12)

26. sadhanatvabhivyafijika vibhaktih paficami trtiya va tadantam,
sadhanasya’ uktalaksanasya vacanam’ hetuh / dhiima ityadiriipasya hetut-
vanirakaranaya prathamam padam / avyaptavacanahetutvanirakaranaya
dvitiyam iti / sa dvividhas tathopapattyanyathanupapattibhyam, tadyatha
dhiimasya tathaivopapatter dhiimasyanyathanupapatter veti [112]}

~ 26. ‘The inflexion unfolding the character of probans’ is either the
fifth or the third case-ending (in Sanskrit). The statement of a probans as
defined before with the proper case-ending is what is called reason. The
phrase ‘ending in an inflexion, etc.’ serves to rebut the role of probans of a
word with the first case-ending, e.g., (the unqualified statement of it as)
smoke (without the relevant case-ending in Sanskrit and such words as
‘because’ or ‘since’ prefixed to it in English). The expression (second in order
in the Sanskrit original) ‘statement of a probans’ serves to repudiate the



216 ‘ Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

character of reason to the statement of an attribute lacking in necessary
concomitance. This (statement) is twofold according as its concomitance is
shown affirmatively or negatively. (The proposition) ‘the existence of smoke
is logically justifiable only on the condition of its positive concomitance
(with fire)’ or ‘the existence of smoke is logically impossible unless the said
concomitance be a fact’ are typical examples. (12)
27. udaharanam laksayati —
drstantavacanam udaharanam ||13]|

27. Now he defines the illustration : :

(Aph.) Illustration is the statement of an example. (13)

28. ‘drstantah’ uktalaksanas tatpratipadakam vacanam’ ‘udaharanam’
tad api dvividham “drstantabhedat / sadhanadharmaprayuktasadhya-
dharmayogt sadharmyadrstantas tasya vacanam sadharmyodaharanam, yatha
yo dhiimavan so ’gniman yatha mahanasapradesah / sadhyadharmanivrtti-
prayuktasadhanadharmanivrttiyogi vaidharmyadrstantas tasya vacanam
vaidharmyodaharanam, yatha yo ’gninivrttiman sa dhitmanivrttiman yatha
jalasayapradesa iti | |13]|

28. Illustration is the statement which sets forth the example in
conformity with the definition given before. It is also of two kinds on acccunt
of the difference of examples. The statement of an example based upon
similarity of attribute is called illustration in agreement — the example found
to have the attribute to be proved (the probandum) entailed as a consequence
of the attribute adduced as the logical ground (probans). “Whetever is
possessed of smoke is possessed of fire, as for example, the kitchen” is a
typical instance (of illustration in agreement). Ilustration in difference is the
"statement of an example in dissimilarity in which the absence of the attribute
qua probans is logically entailed by the absence of the attribute qua
probandum. “Whatever is possessed of the absence of fire is possessed of the
absence of smoke, e.g., a lake” may be cited as a typical case. (13)

29. upanayalaksanam aha -

dharmini sadhanasyopasarmhara upanayah ||14]||
29. He now propounds the definition of application :
(Aph.) Application .is the act of bringing the probans into
connection with the subject. (14)
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30. drstantadharmini visrtasya sadhanadharmasya sadhyadharmini
yah ‘upasamharah’ sah ‘upanayah’ upasamhriyate ’nenopaniyate ’neneti
vacanariipah, yatha dhiimavan cayam iti ||14||

30. The probans is the attribute which was found in the example
(subject of the illustration — as concomitant with the probandum) and the
predication of the same (probans) in respect of the subject is called
application (upanaya), an act by which the probans is brought into connection
(upsamhriyate) with the subject.! It is of the nature of a proposition. The
proposition “It is possessed of smoke” is a typical example of the same. (14)

31. nigamanam laksayati —

sadhyasya nigamanam ||15||

31. He now defines the conclusion.

(Aph.) Conclusion is (the predication) of the probandum. (15)

32. sadhyadharmasya dharminy upasamharo nigamyate piirvesam
avayavanam artho ’neneti ‘nigamanam’, yatha tasmad agniman iti /

32. The predication of probandum as an attribute of the subject is
called conclusion which consists in a proposition that unfolds the logical
intention of the foregoing members (premises). The proposition ‘Therefore
it is possessed of fire’ is an illustration of it.

33. ete nantariyakatvapratipadaka vakyaikadesartupah paficavayavah /
etesam eva suddhayah pafica , yato na Sankitasamaropitadosah paricapy
avayavah svam svam anadinavam arthavisayam dhiyam adhatum alam iti
pratijfiadinam tam tam dosam asankya tatpariharariipah paficaiva suddhayah
prayoktavya iti dasavayavam idam anumanavakyam bodhyanurodhat
prayoktavyam iti | |15]|
1. ‘dharmini sadhanasyopasamhdra upanayah’. The word upasamhdra is derived by

Hemacandra in the sense of the instrumental case. Upa means ‘proximity’, i.e.,
connection, ‘sam’, with and Vhr to carry forward, and the word upanaya which
consists of upa and Vni which also means ‘carrying’ has the same etymological
meaning with upasamhdra. The etymological meaning of both the words thus
comes to be that proposition which carries forward an attribute into connection
with the subject. The upanaya rendered ‘application’ is the logical equivalent of
the minor premise in which the middle term is predicated of the minor term, i.e.,
the subject. Literally, the word upasamhara and upanaya mean simply an
instrument of predication and in terms of the definition given, it stands for a

proposition in which the probans (i.e., the middle term) is predicated of the
subject, the minor term.
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33. These five members are rather parts of one (self-contained)
proposition, each member contributing a quota of meaning which stands in
necessary relation (with what is conveyed by others). The five corroborative
statements (alluded to in 2. 1. 10.) relate to these five memebers respective-
ly. None of the five members can generate an unexceptionable conviction of
the truth of their meaning, if they happen to be subject to defects, either
suspected or erroneously superimposed. It is, therefore, necessary that each
of these members — thesis and the rest should be supplemented by
corroborative statements in which the likely charges should be anticipated
and resolved. It follows, therefore, that in pursuance of the requirement of
the pupils, a syllogism consisting of ten members should be employed (in
order to disarm even the faintest suggestion of doubt). (15) |

34. iha sastre yesam laksanam uktam te tallaksanabhave tadabhasah
suprasiddhd eva / yathd pramanasamdnyalaksanabhdve samsayaviparya-
yanadhyavasayah pramanabhasah, samsayadilaksanabhave samsayadya-
bhasah, pratyaksalaksanabhave pratyaksabhasam, paroksantargatanam
smrtyadinam svasvalaksanabhave tattadabhasatetyadi / evam hetiinam api
svalaksanabhave hetvabhasata sujfianaiva / kevalam hetvabhasanam
sankhyaniyamah prativyaktiniyatam laksanam ca nesatkarapratipattiti
tallaksanartham aha -

asiddhaviruddhanaikdntikds trayo hetvabhasdh ||16] |

34. The topics which have been defined in this treatise (should be
understood and used in terms of their respective definitions). In default of
any constituent element of these definitions, they are customarily regarded
as sham simulations. Thus, for example, on account of the lack of the
characteristics of valid cognition in general, doubt, error, and indecision are
called sham simulations of valid cognition; in the absence of the character-
istic of doubt and the like, the cognitions in question are called sham
simulations of doubt, etc.; in the absence of the characteristic of perceptual
cognition, it is called a sham simulation of perceptual cognition; likewise, in
the defection of the relevant characteristics, memory and the like included
under the head of indirect cognitions are designated as sham simulants.
Similarly, when aprobans lacks in its essential characteristic, it can be
easily detected as a sham dissembler of the same, i.e., as a fallacy. In view
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of the consideration that the determinate number and the characteristics of
individual fallacies in particular do not lend themselves to easy apprehen-
sion, the author gives (a list of) the fallacies with a view to the formulation
of their definitions.

(Aph.) The fallacies of reasons are three, viz., non-existent,

contradictory and inconclusive. (16) ‘ :

35. ahetavo hetuvad abhdasamanah ‘hetvabhasah’ asiddhadayah /
yadyapi sadhanadosa evaite aduste sadhane tadabhavat tathapi sadhana-
bhidhayake hetav upacarat piirvacaryair abhihitas tatas tatprasiddhibadham
anasrayadbhir asmabhir api hetudosatvenaivocyanta iti /

35. The reasons which are not probantia proper, but which do have
the deceptive appearance of real probantia are called fallacious reasons,
such as non-existent and the rest. Though the defects actually belong to
probantia (and not to reasons) because they do not occur if the probantia
are valid, yet these defects are transferred by extension of meaning to the
reasons which are but statements of probantia and they have been
designated by previous writers as defects of reasons. We have not thought
fit to make a break with the tradition and have also designated them as
defects of reason (as a tribute to the custom).

36. ‘trayah’ iti sankhyantaravyavacchedartham / tena kalatita-praka-
ranasamayor vyavacchedah / tatra kalatitasya paksadosesv antarbhavah /
“pratyaksagamabadhitakarmanirdesanantaraprayuktah kalatyayapadistah” iti
hi tasya laksanam iti, yatha anusnas tejo'vayavi krtakatvat ghatavad iti /
prakaranasamas tu na sambhavaty eva; na hy asti sambhavo yathoktalaksane
‘numane prayukte ‘diisite va ‘numanantarasya / yat tiidaharanam — anityah
$abdah paksa-sapaksayor anyataratvat ity ekenokte dvitiya aha — nityah
$abdah paksa-sapaksayor anyataratvad iti / tad attvasampratam / ko hi
caturangasabhayam vadi prativadi vaivarvidham asambaddham anunmatto
‘bhidadhiteti ? ||16] |

36. The number ‘three’ is expressly stated for rebutting any other
possible number. It is for this reason that the so-called fallacies viz.,
contradictory and countervailed reasons are excluded from the category of
fallacy of reason. Of these two, the contradicted reason is easily subsumed:
under defects of thesis — (a fact which is apparent from the definition and
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illustration given as follows) : The reason employed after the assertion of a
predicate which is contradicted by preception or verbal evidence is called
contradicted (literally mistimed on account of the absence of the predicate at
the time of the assertion of the reason). This is the definition, and it is
illustrated by the following argument : The mass of fire is unwarm, since it is
a product, just like a jar (which is unwarm). As regards countervailed
reason, it is not possible at all. There is not the remotest possibility of
another inference, so long as the inference as defined before stands as
employed or unrefuted. An illustration is given of it as follows : Suppose one
asserts “Sound is impermanent, being either a subject or a homologue” and
immediately the second man retorts “Sound is eternal being either a subject
or homologue”. But this is the height of impropriety. Who can make such
incoherent assertions in a council consisting of four parties (the president,
the umpire, the proponent and the opponent) — be he the proponent or the
opponent — unless he has taken leave of his senses ? (16)
37. tatrasiddhasya laksanam aha —
ndsann aniscitasattvo va ’nyathanupapanna iti sattvasyasiddhau
sandehe va ’siddhah ||17]]

37. Now the definition of the fallacy called ‘non-existent probans’ is .
stated below :

(Aph.) The non-existent probans arises from lack of proof, or
doubt of its existence, according as the reason assigned is
found to be non-existent and lacking in necessary con-
comitance, or lacking in definite proof of its existence as
well as necessary concomitance. (17)

38. ‘asan’ avidyamano ‘nanyathanupapannah’ iti sattvasyasiddhau
‘asiddhah’ hetvabhasah svariipasiddha ity arthah / yatha anityah $abdas
caksusatvad iti / apaksadharmatvad ayam asiddha iti na mantavyam ity dha —
nanyathanupapannah’ iti / anyathanupapattiriipahetulaksanavirahad ayam
asiddho napaksadharmatvat / nahi paksadharmatvam hetor laksanam
tadabhave ’py anyathanupapattibalad hetutvopapatter ity uktaprayam / Bhatto
Py aha - '

“pitro$ ca brahmanatvena putrabrahmanatanuma /

sarvalokaprasiddha na paksadharmam apeksate //” iti
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38. The fallacy called ‘non-existent probans’ arises when there is no
proof of its existence, that is to say, when the reason is found to be non-
existent and to lack in necessary concomitance; in other words, when the
reason is found to be non-existent eo ipso. “Word is perishable, since it is
visible” is a typical instance. It must not be supposed that it is called non-
existent, since it is not a necessary attribute of the subject and so the author
adds the phrase ‘found to lack in necessary concomitance’ (to rebut the
prevailing misconception). The reason is ‘non-existent’ not because it is not
the attribute of the subject, but because it lacks in necessary concomitance
which is the (sole and sufficient) characteristic of valid probans. It is not the
necessary characteristic of a probans that it must belong to the subject as its
attribute. That an attribute can function as a valid probans, even in spite of
the lack of its existence in the subject provided it is armed with necessary
concomitance has been sufficiently indicated. As has been observed by Bhatta
(Kumarila) also : “It is a matter of common knowledge that the son is inferred
to be a Brahmana on the ground of the Brahmanahood of his parents and for
this the subsistence of the probans in the subject is not required.”

39. tatha ‘aniscitasattvah’ sandigdhasattvah ‘nanyathanupapannah’ iti
sattvasya sandehe ’py asiddho hetvabhasah sandigdhasiddha ity arthah /
yatha baspadibhavena sandihyamana dhiumalatagnisiddhav upadisyarnana,
yatha catmanah siddhav api sarvagatatve sadhye sarvatropalabhyamana-
gunatvam, pramanabhavad iti ||17| |

39. Likewise, a reason ‘which is lacking in definite proof of its
existence’, that is to say, whose existence is subject to doubt and (also) is
lacking in necessary concomitance’ is also a case of the fallacy called ‘non-
existent probans’ even when its existence is subject to doubt. It is also called
‘doubted-cum-non-existent’. Thus, for instance, (this fallacy occurs when) a
rising column of smoke doubted to be stream of vapour is adduced to
establish fire, or when the ubiquity of the soul which, though by itself is a
proved fact, is sought to be proved on the ground of ‘its having a quality
perceived everywhere’, (the fallacy being) due to the fact that there is no
proof (in support of the truth of the reasons advanced). (17)

40. asiddhaprabhedan aha -

vadiprativadyubhayabheddc caitadbhedah ||18] |
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40. The author now enunciates the varieties of non-existent reasons.
(Aph.) The different varieties of this fallacy arise from the
- difference of the proponent, opponent, and both (com-
~ - .bined). (18) ‘

41. vadr pirvapaksasthitah ‘prativadi’ uttarapaksasthitah ubhayam
dvav eva vadiprativadinau / tadbhedad asiddhasya ‘bhedah’ / tatra vddya-'
siddho yatha parinami sabda utpattimattvat / ayam Sankhyasya svayam
vadino ’siddhah,” tanmate utpattimattvasyanabhyupetatvat, nasad utpadyate
napi sad xvi.nas'ycllty utpada-vinasayor avirbhavatirobhavariipatvad iti
tatsiddhantat / cetands taravah sarvatvagapaharane maranat / atra maranam
vijiianendriyayurnirodhalaksanam tarusu Bauddhasya prativadino ’siddham /-
ubhayasiddhas tu caksusatvam uktam eva / evam sandigdhasiddho ’pi
vadiprativadyubhayabhedat trividho boddhavyah ||18]]

41. The proponent is one who propounds a thesis. The opponent is
the party that gives the reply (in opposition) and ‘both’ stands for the
proponent and the opponent combined. The difference of non-existent
reason arises from the difference of the parties concerned (from whose
standpoint the lack of evidence is judged). The instance of non-existent
from the point of view of the proponent is furnished by the proposition :
Sound is liable to change, since it has origination. The reason is non-
existent when the Sankhya himself is its proponent, inasmuch as he does
not admit the truth of origination. His philosophical position is that a
nonentity does not come into being and an entity does not cease to be, and
origination and cessation are cases of manifestation and unmanifestation
(and so origination and cessation in their ordinary acceptation are impossi-
ble pheriornené). Or, take the proposition (assérted by the Jaina) : “Trees
are animate beings, since they meet with death if they are stripped of the
whole of their bark”. The reason (assigned here, viz.,) *death’ which
connotes interception of life, sense organ, and consciousness is non-existent .
in trees with regard to a Buddhist (who is the) opponent here. As for the
case of reason with regard to both, the instance of ‘visibility’ that has been
cited before will serve as an illustration. (The consideration of the first type
of ‘non-existent’ based on definite lack of proof is now finished). And as for
the doubted-cum-non-existent variety, it too should be understood tc be
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threefold on the basis of the difference of proponent, opponent and both
(as explained before). (18) S

42. nanv anye 'pi viSesyasiddhadayo hetvabhasah katscid isyante te
kasman nokta ity aha - "

visesydsiddhadinam esv evantarbhavah ||19| |

42. (But a question may be raised). There are other cases of fallacies
called non-existent in respect of the substantive and the like which are
endorsed by some logicians, but why are they not spegified here ? In reply
to this (charge of omission), the author observes : _

(Aph.) The so-called fallacies ‘non-existent in respect of the

substantive’ and the like are included necessarily in these
(varieties noticed above). (19)

43. ‘esv eva’ vadiprativadyubhaydsiddhesv eva / tatra viSesyasiddhadaya
udahriyante / visesyasiddho yatha anityah $abdah samanyavattve sati
caksusatvat / visesandsiddho yatha anityah sabdas caksusatve sati samanya-
visesavattvat / bhagdsiddho yatha anityah $abdah prayatnanantariyakatvat /
asrayasiddho yatha asti pradhanam visvaparinamitvat / asrayaikadesasiddho
yatha nityah pradhana-purusesvarah akrtakatvat / vyarthavisesyasiddho
yatha anityah Sabdah krtakatve sati samanyavattvat / vyarthavisesanasiddho
yatha anityah $abdah samanyavattve sati krtakatvat / sandigdhavisesyasiddho
yatha adyapi ragadiyuktah Kapilah purusatve " sati adydpy anutpanna-
tattvajitanatvat / sandigdhavisesanasiddho yatha adyapi ragadiyuktah Kapilah
sarvada tattvajiianarahitatve sati purusatvat ityadi / ete ’siddhabheda
Yyadanyataravadyasiddhatvena vivaksyante tada vddyasiddhdh prativadyasiddha
va bhavanti / yadobhayavadyasiddhatvena vivaksyante tadobhayasiddha
bhavanti ||19]]| 4 |

43. ‘Necessarily in these (varieties)’ means ‘in the non-existent in
respect of the proponent, opponent and both’. Now, the cases of non-
existent substantive and the like are being illustrated here. “Sound is
perishable, since it has visibility while possessed of a universal” is a case of
‘non-existent substantive (since the attribute of visibility used as the substan-
tive is non-existent). The case of non-existent adjective is illustrated by the
following proposition : “Sound is perishable being possessed of a specific
universal accompanied with visibility” (the adjective ‘accompanied, etc.’ is
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non-existent). The variety called ‘non-existent in respect of a part (of the
subject)’ is illustrated in the syllogism: “Sound is perishable, being the
product of an effort”, (there being cases of sound such as a clap of thunder
which is not the product of a volitional effort, and thus the reason is true
only of a part and not of the other part). The following is a case of ‘non-
existent subject’ : Primordial matter is existent, since it is the prius of the
evolution of the whole world (since the existence. of such principle is not
endorsed by philosophers other than the Sankhyas). The case of ‘non-
existent part of a subject’ is the following argument (when advanced by a
Sankhya or a Naiyayika as the former does not believe in God and the latter
in Primordial Matter) : Primordial Matter, Self and God are eternal verities
being ungenerated. The case of non-existent because of a superfluous
substantive is the following : “Sound is perishable being produced-cum-
possessed-of-universal”(since the substantive element of ‘being possessed of
universal’ is a superfluity as the probandum is proved even without it). The
case of non-existent because of a superfluous adjective is as follows : “Sound
is perishable being possessed-of-universal-cum-produced” (since the adjecti-
val element ‘being possessed of universal' is superfluous inasmuch as the
substantive alone establishes the probandum). The fallacy called ‘non-
eexistent because of doubtful substantive’ is illustrated as follows : “Kapila is
still subject to attachment and the like, because he is a human being and still
unblessed with the knowledge of ultimate reality”(since the clause ‘still
unblessed etc.’ is not true from the point of view of the proponent who is a
Sankhya). The case of non-existent because of a doubtful adjective is the
following argument : “Kapila is still subject to attachment, etc., since he is a
human being destitute of the ultimate truth for all the time” (since the
adjectival phrase ‘destitute etc.’ is an object of doubt). These varieties of
non-existent reason turn out to be cases of non-existent from the point of
view of the proponent or the opponent according as the reasons concerned
happen to be non-existent with regard to the proponent or the opponent.
When they are so asserted to be non-existent by both the parties, they
transpire to be cases of non-existent with regard to both. (19)
44. viruddhasya laksanam aha -
viparitaniyamo ’'nyathaivopapadyamano viruddhah ||20| |
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44. The author next enunciates the definition of the fallacy called
contradictory.

(Aph.) The contradictory is a reason which is necessarily of the

opposite concomitance and is thus possible in the absence
(of the probandum) as a matter of necessity. (20)

45. Yiparitah’ yathoktad viparyasto ‘niyamah’ avinabhavo yasya sa
tatha, tasyaivopadarsanam ‘anyathaivopapadyamanah’ iti / yatha nityah
$abdah karyatvat, pararthas caksuradayah sanghatatvac chayanasand-
dyangavad ity atrasamhatapararthye sadhye caksuradinar sarihatatvam
viruddham / buddhimatpiirvakar ksityadi karyatvat ity atrasarirasarvajfia-
kartrpirvakatve sadhye karyatvam viruddhasidhandad viruddham /

45. ‘Opposite’ means contrary to what has been stated (to be the
nature of necessary concomitance). ‘Concomitance’ means necessary rela-
tion. The reason which has this (opposite concomitance is called contradic-
tory). The phrase ‘possible in the absence’ is only an explication of this
(characteristic). For instance, “Sound is eternal because it is a product” (is
an illustration of the contradictiory since the reason ‘being a product’ is
concomitant with the opposite of the probandum, viz., eternal. A product is
necessarily perishable and so can never be eternal). Another instance (of
the fallacy is found in the agrument of Sankhya, viz.,) “The organ of vision,
and the like exist for the purpose of an other since they are composite
bodies, like bed, articles of food and such other subservient things.” Now in
this argument ‘subservience to a non-composite entity’ is what is sought to
be proved. But (the reason advanced, viz.,) the composite constitution of
the visual ogran, etc., transpires to be contradictory (of the intended
probandum since it proves the opposite of it, viz., that it is subservient to
another composite thing, viz., the embodied person). “Earth and the like
have an intelligent agent as their cause since they are products” (is an
argument of the Naiyayika which is another instance of) the contradictory
reason because ‘being a product’ proves the very opposite of the intended
probandum, viz., the fact of being created by a disembodied omniscient
agent (in view of the fact that all intelligent agents are found to be
embodied persons and we have no experience of a single instance of a pure
disembodied spirit functioning ‘as the creator of any thing).
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46. anena ye 'nyair anye viruddha udahrtas te ’pi sangrhitah / yatha
sati sapakse catvaro bhedah / paksavipaksavyapako yatha nityah sabdah
karyatvat / paksavyapako vipaksaikadesavrttir yatha nityah $sabdah samanyav-
attve saty asmadadibahyendriyagrahyatvat / paksaikadesavrttir vipaksavyapako
yatha anitya prthvi krtakatvat / paksavipaksaikadesavrttir yatha nityah
$abdah prayatnanantariyakatvat / asati sapakse catvaro viruddhah /
paksavipaksavyapako yatha akasavisesagunah sabdah prameyatvat /
paksavyapako vipaksaikadesavrttir yatha akasavisesagunah sabdo
bahyendriyagrahyatvat / paksaikadesavrttir vipaksavyapako yatha
akasavisesagunah $abdo ‘padatmakatvat / paksavipaksaikadesavrttir yatha
akasavisesagunah sSabdah prayatnanantariyakatvat / esu ca catursu
viruddhata, paksaikadesavrttisu catursu punar asiddhata viruddhata cety
ubhayasamavesa iti ||20]] - |

46. The other varieties of the contradictory which have been (set
forth and) illustrated by other logicians are also comprehended by this
(definition within its scope). Thus there are four varieties when a homo-
logue is available. (1) When the reason is includent of the subject and the
heterologue, e.g., “Word is eternal, since it is a product” (the reason ‘being a
product’ occurs in the subject ‘word’ and perishable entities such as a jar —
constituting the entire sphere of the hererologue). (2) One which covers
(the whole of) the subject and a part of the heterologue e.g., “Sound is
eternal being possessed of a universal and being cognisable by an external
sense-organ possessed by us” (as the reason occurs in the subject ‘sound’ and
also in such perishable entities as the jar, though not in subtle composite
substances like diads which are not cognisable by an external sense-organ).
(3) One which exists in a part of the subject but in the whole of the
heterologue, e.g., “Earth is eternal since it is a product” (here the reason
‘being a product’ exists in all composite bodies of earth but not in the atoms
of earth and thus is found to exist only in a part of the denotation of the
subject. It embraces, on the other hand, the whole extension of the
heterologue and is thus contadictory). (4) One which exists only in a part of
the subject and of the heterologue, e.g., “Sound is eternal being a conse-
quence of effort” (the reason here applies to such sounds as produced by
animal agency but not to natural phenomena like the noise of a river current
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or thunder and so the reason is partially true of the subject. It is, again,
partially true of the heterologue, since not all produced phenomena are
consequences of volitional effort, viz., a lightning-flash which though
perishable is a purely natural occurrence). There are four varieties of the
contradictory in the absence of the homologue. (1) A reason which occurs in
the whole of the subject and the heterologue, e.g., “Sound is a specific
quality of ether, since it is knowable (an attribute which belongs to the
subject in its entire denotation and to the whole extent of the heterologue
which in the present case is everything other than the specific quality of
ether). (2) Which belongs to the whole of the subject, but to the part of the
heterologue, e.g., “Sound is a specific quality of ether being cognisable by an
external sense-organ” (since ‘sound’ as a class is certainly audible and hence
the reason belongs to the whole of the subject without exception, but as-
regards the heterologues represented by everything other than sound which
is exclusively specific quality of ether, they are not all cognisable by an
external organ such, for instance, as the magnitude of ether). (3) A reason
which exists only in a part of the subject and the whole of the heterologue,
e.g., “Sound is a specific quality of ether, since it is not an inflected word”
(that is, a sound which has a meaning. The reason holds good only of a part
of the subject, viz., unmeaning sounds only but belongs to the whole of the
heterologue which is not sound). (4) A reason which exists only in a part of
the subject and of the heterologue, e.g., “Sound is a specific quality of ether,
being a consequence of effort” (since all sounds are not consequence of
effort, the reason is partially true of the subject, and since also whatever is
not a specific quality of ether, that is to say, the whole class of the
heterologue, is not the consequence of effort, the reason exists only in a part
of the latter). In four cases (out of these eight) the contradictory is the
exclusive fallacy. But in the other four cases where the reason belongs to a
part of the subject there is a combination of both the fallacies, viz., the non-
existent and the contradictory. (20)
47. anaikantikasya laksanam dha -
niyamasydsiddhau sandehe va 'nyathapy upapadyamano
‘naikantikah ||21]]
47. The author now states the definition of the ‘inconclusive’.
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(Aph.) The inconclusive reason is one which is possible even in
the absence of the probandum and occurs when the
necessary concomitance is either non-existent or subject
to doubt. (21)

48. ‘niyamah’ avindbhavas tasya ‘asiddhau’ ‘anaikantikah’ yatha anityah
$abdah prameyatvat, prameyatvari nitye ‘py akasadav astiti / sandehe yatha
asarvajfiah kascid ragadiman va vaktrtvat / svabhavaviprakrstabhyam hi
sarvajiiatvavitaragatvabhyam na vaktrtvasya virodhah siddhah, na ca
ragadikaryam vacanam iti sandigdho ‘nvayah / ye canye ‘nyair anaikantikabh-
edd udahrtas ta uktalaksana evantarbhavanti / paksatrayavyapako yatha
anityah sabdah prameyatvat paksasapaksavyapako vipaksaikadesavrttir yatha
gaur ayam visanitvat / paksavipaksavyapakah sapaksaikadesavrttir yatha
nayam gauh visanitvat / paksavyapakah sapaksavipaksaikadesavrttir yatha
anityah $abdah pratyaksatvat / paksaikadesavrttih sapaksavipaksavyapako
yatha na dravyany akasa-kala-dig-atma-manarsi ksanikavisesagunarahitatvat/
paksavipaksaikadesavrttih sapaksavyapi yatha na dravyani dik-kala-manamsi
amurtatvat / paksasapaksaikadesavrttir vipaksavyapi yatha dravyani dik-
kala-manamsi amirtatvat / paksatrayaikadesavrttir yatha anitya prthvi
pratyaksatvad iti ||21]|

48. ‘Necessary ' concomitance’ means absence ‘of existence of the
probans without (the probandum) and when it is non-existent, the reason is
‘inconclusive’. For instance, in the proposition “Sound is perishable, since it
is knowable”, the reason ‘o be knowable’ (is inconclusive since it) exists
even in such eternal entities as ether. The same fallacy, again, occurs when
necessary concomitance is subject to doubt. The proposition “X is non-
omniscient, or possessed of attachment and the like, since he is a speaker”
may be (cited as) an example of the above. The concomitance in agreement
(between speakerhood and non-omniscience, etc.,) is subject to doubt
inasmuch as the incompatibility of ‘being a speaker’ with ‘omniscience’ or
‘absence of attachment’ which are by their nature placed beyond (the range
of perceptual cognition) cannot be established (by intuition or by inference
since) speech is not the effect of attachment and the like. The other varieties
of the ‘inconclusive reason’ which have been cited by some logicians are
necessarily included under the ‘Inconclusive’ as defined by us. Thus, for
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instance, (1) the reason which covers the three terms (viz., the subject, the
homologue and the heterologue), e.g., “Sound is perishable since it is
knowable” (the quality of ‘being knowable’ which is the reason adduced
belongs to the subject ‘sound’, the homologue ‘jar' and the heterologue
‘space’, ‘time’ , etc.). (2) Which covers the subject and the homologue and
belongs to a part of the heterologue, e.g., “It is a cow, since it is possessed of
horns’ (the reason ‘possession of horns’ is a quality of the subject, of the
homologue ‘other cows’, and of a part of the heterologue ‘a buffalo’, though
not of the ‘horse’ which is another part of the same). (3) Which covers the
subject and the heterologue and belongs to part of the homologue, e.g., “It
(the goat) is not a cow, since it is possessed of horns,” (here ‘possession of
horns’ is a quality of the subject — the goat as a class, and of the heterologue,
not-not-cow, i.e., the cow as a class, and it belongs only to a part of the
homologue, viz., not-cow, i.e., horse, buffalo and the like of which buffalo
and the like are possessed of horns while the horse and the [ike are notj. (4)
That which exists in the whole of the subject and in a part only of the
homologue and the heterologue, e.g., “Sound is perishable since it is
perceivable” (here the quality of ‘being perceivable’ exists in the whole of
the subject —sound as a class, but belongs only to a part of the homologue,
viz., the jar, though not to diads which are also included in the homologue
‘being perishable.’ It is also found in a part of the heterologue — eternal
entities such as universal which is perceived in a perceivable substratum,
and not in space, etc., which are also included in the heterologue ‘Deing
eternal’). (5) That which belongs to only a part of the subject and to the
whole of the homologue and the heterologue, e.g., “Ether, time, space, self
and mind are not substances, since they are destitute of specific qualities
which are momentary.” (Here the reason belongs only to a part of the
subject, that is, to all the terms barring the self and ether which are
possessed of momentary specific qualities, viz., pleasure, pain, etc., and
sound respectively. It covers the whole of the homologue, viz., non-
substances, that is, all the categories other than substance, which do not
possess any quality — specific or generic. The reason also belongs to all cases
of the heterologue, viz., the four substances — earth, water, air and fire
which are possessed of specific qualities but not momentary specific
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qualities). (6) That which exists in a part of the subject and the heterologue,
but in the whole of the homologue, e.g., “Space, time and mind are not
substances since they are destitute of limited dimensions.” (Here the quality,
viz., ‘being destitute of limited dimension’ belongs only to a part of the
subject, viz., space and time and not mind which is possessed of atomic
dimension according to the Naiyayika. It again belongs only to a part of the
heterologue, viz., earth, water, etc., though not to self. The reason covers
the whole of the homologue, that is, non-substances, such as quality, action,
“etc.) (7) That which exists in the whole of the heterologue, but only in a part
of the subject and the homologue, e.g., “Space, time and mind are
substances, since they are destitute of limited dimension.” (Here the reason
belongs to space and time but not to mind - the subject. It again belongs
only to a part of the homologue, viz., self and ether, though not to earth and
the rest. The reason covers the whole of the heterologue, viz., non-
substances such as quality and the like). (8) That which exists only in a part
of all the terms, e.g., “Earth is perishable, being an object of perception”.
(Here the reason belongs to earth which is not atomic, only to a part of the
homologue — water and the like other than atomic, and to a part of the
heterologue, such as universal, though not to ether, space and the like). (21)
49. udaharanadosan aha -
sadharmya-vaidharmyabhyam astav astau drstantabhasah ||22]]
49. The author now states the defects of illustration :
(Aph.) False examples are eight in number in each class accord-
ing as it is based upon similarity and dissimilarity. (22)
50. pararthanumanaprastavad udaharanadosa evaite drstantapra-
bhavatvat tu drstantadosa ity ucyante / drstantasya ca sddharmyavai-
dharmyabhedena dvividhatvat pratyekam ‘astav astau’ drstantavad
abhasamanah ‘drstantabhasah’ bhavanti ||22| |
50. Though in conformity with the context of syllogistic inference they
should be necessarily designated as the defects of illustration, yet they are
called defects of example, since they are derived from the examples (proper).
Examples again are of two kinds according as they are based upon similarity
and dissimilarity and each one of these (two classes) has got eight false
_examples which have merely the semblence of examples proper. (22)
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51. tan evodaharati vibhajati ca —
amurtatvena nitye sabde sadhye karma-paramanu-ghatah
sadhyasadhanobhayavikalah ||23||

51. He now illustrates and classifies these very (false examples).

(Aph.) When sound is sought to be proved to be eternal on the
ground of the lack of finite magnitude, action, atom and
jar (would be false examples) Being destitute of proban-
dum, probans and both respectively. (23)

52. nityah Sabdah amiirtatvad ity asmin prayoge karmadayo yatha-
sankhyamn sadhyadivikalah / tatra karmavad iti sadhyavikalah, anityatvét
karmanah / paramanuvad iti sadhanavikalah, miirtatvat paramaninam /
ghatavad iti sadhyasadhanobhayavikalah, anityatvan miirtatvac ca ghatasyeti /
iti trayah sadharmyadrstantabhasah | |23 |

vaidharmyena paramanukarmakasah sadhyadyavyatirekinah ||24| |

52. In the syllogism “Sound is eternal, since it is destitute of definite,
magnitude”, action and the rest (i.e. atom and jar) as examples will be found
to be destitute of the probandum and the rest (ie., probans, and both
probans and probandum) respectively. Thus ‘like action’ (if stated as an
example) would be one destitute of the probandum since action is non-
eternal; (if the example be stated as) ‘like an atom’, it would be one without
probans, since atoms are possessed of a finite magnitude; the example like a
jar’ would be destitute of both probans and probandum, since a jar is both
non-eternal and possessed of finite magnitude. These three are typical cases
of false examples in agreement. (23)

(Aph.) In respect of opposition (concomitance in difference)
atom, action and ether are false examples, being not in
opposition with the probandum and the rest (viz., probans
and both). (24)

53. nityah $abdah amiirtatvad ity asminn eva prayoge ‘paramanu-
karmakasah’ sadhyasadhanobhayavyatirekino drstantabhdsa bhavanti / yan
nityam na bhavati tad amiirtam api na bhavati yatha paramanur iti
sadhyavyatireki, nityatvat paramaniinam / yatha karmeti sadhanavyavrttah,
amirtatvat karmanah / yathakasam ity ubhayavyavrttah, nityatvad
amirtatvac cakasasya iti traya eva vaidharmyadrstantabhasah | |24 |
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53. In the very syllogism (cited also before) “Sound is eternal being
destitute of finite magnitude”, atom, action and ether are false examples being
not in opposition with the probandum, probans and both. Whatever is not
eternal is not destitute of finite magnitude (to put it in the positive form :
“Whatever is perishable is possessed of finite magnitude”), for instance (in
opposition), an atom”. The example (viz., atom) is not possessed of concom-
itance in opposition with the probandum (in other words, is not concomitant
with the opposite of the probandum), inasmuch as atoms are eternal. Were
action cited (as the opposite example) it would be one lacking the absence of
the probans since action is destitute of finite magnitude (and not lacking in
the probans as it should have been). Were ether (cited as an example in
opposition it would be one) lacking the absence of both (the probans and
probandum), for ether is both eternal and bereft of finite magnitude. Thus
these three are the types of false examples in opposition. (24)

54. tatha -

sandigdhasadhyadyanvayavyatireka rathyapursadayah ||25| |

54. Likewise,

(Aph.) When attachment is sought to be established on the
ground of speech, and ‘mortality’ and ‘limitation of know-
ledge’ on the ground of attachment, the man-in-the-street
and the like will be examples of doubtful concomitance in
agreement and in difference in respect of the probandum
and the rest (viz., the probans and both). (25)

55. sandigdhasadhyasadhanobhayanvayah sandigdhasadhyasadhano-
bhayavyatirekas ca trayas trayo drstantabhasa bhavanti / ke ity dha -
‘rathyapurusadayah’ / kasmin sadhye ?/ ‘rage’ ‘maranadharma-kificijjiatvayoh’
ca / kasmad ity aha - vacanat’ ‘ragat’ ca / tatra sandigdhasadhyadharmanvayo
yatha vivaksitah purusaviseso ragi vacandd rathydapurusavat / sandigdha-
sadhanadharmanvayo yatha maranadharma ’yari ragat rathyapurusavat /

.....

sandigdhobhayadharmanvayo yatha kificijjfio ’yam ragat rathydpurusavat iti /

yatha ragi vacanat rathyapurusavat / sandigdhasadhanavyatireko yatha
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maranadharma ’yam ragat rathyapurusavat / sandigdhobhayavyatireko yatha
duranvayatvad vaidharmyadrstante rathyapuruse ragakificijjfiatvayor asattvam
sandigdham iti | |25] |

55. Three types of false examples are possible in each case according
as the presence of the probandum, probans or both is subject to doubt or the
absence of the probandum, probans and both is subject to doubt (in the
examples concerned). What are examples, pray ? (The answer is) the man-in-
the-street and the like. In respect of what probandum ? (The answer is) in
respect of attachment on the one hand and ‘mortality’ and ‘limitation of
knowledge’ on the other. On what logical grounds, pray ? (The answer is) on
the ground of speech and on the ground of attachment (respectively). Of
these, the example of doubtful concomitance with the probandum in
agreement is “The person under contemplation is subject to attachment (to
worldly things), as he makes a speech like the man-in-the-street”. (Here it is
doubtful whether the man-in-the-street is actually possessed of attachment
because speech is not necessarily concomitant with attachment). The exam-
ple of doubtful concomitance of the probans in agreement is “The person in
question is subject to mortality being possessed of attachment like the man-
in-the-street.” (It is doubtful whether the man-in-the-street is possessed of
attachment). The example of doubtful concomitance of both in agreement is
“The person concerned possesses limited knowledge since he is possessed of
attachment like the man-in-the-street”. In all these arguments the example in
agreement is the man-in-the-street, but the presence of attachment and
limited knowledge is a matter of doubt since the mental conditions of another
person are not easily accessible to an outsider. Similarily, the example of
doubtful concomitance in difference in respect of the probandum is “X is a
prey to attachment since he makes a speech, unlike the man-in-the-street
(who happens to be mute)”. The example of doubtful concomitance in
difference in respect of the probans is “X is subject to mortality since he is
possessed of attachment, unlike the man-in-the-street”. The example of
doubtful concomitance in difference in respect of the both (the probans and
the probandum) is “X is a man of limited knowledge, since he is subject to
attachment, unlike the man-in-the-street”. In all the latter syllogisms just as in
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the previous ones, the non-existence of attachment and limited knowledge in
the man-in-the-street — an example in opposition — is a matter of doubt
because of the inaccessibility of the mind of another person. (25)

56. tatha - : “

viparitdanvayavyatirekau ||26] |

56. Likewise,

(Aph.) The two cases of reversed concomitance in agreement

and difference. (26)

57. Yiparitanvayah’ Yviparitavyatirekah’ ca drstantabhasau bhavatah /
tatra viparitanvayo yatha yat krtakam tad anityam iti vaktavye yad anityam tat
krtakar yathd ghata ity aha / viparitavyatireko yatha anityatvabhave na
bhavaty eva krtakatvam iti vaktavye krtakatvabhave na bhavaty evanityatvam
yatha dkasa ity aha / sidhanadharmanuvadena sadhyadharmasya vidhanam
ity anvayah / sadhyadharmavyavrttyanuvadena sadhanadharmavyavrtti-
vidhanam iti vyatirekah / tayor anyathabhave viparitatvam / yad aha -

“sadhyanuvadal lingasya viparitanvayo vidhih /

hetvabhdve tv asatsidhyam vyatirekaviparyaye //” iti ||26] |

apradarsitanvayavyatirekau ||27||

57. There are again two false examples, viz., of reversed concomi-
tance in agreement and reversed concomitance in difference. Of these, the
reversed concomitance in agreement is illustrated in the following situation :
when the concomitance in agreement is stated (inversely) in the form
“Whatever is perishable is a product such as a jar” instead of the legitimate
form “Whatever is a product is perishable”. (The fact i is that the proposition
“All products are perishable” is true, but the converse is false). The case of
reversed concomitance in difference is illustrated when the universal propo-
sition is stated as “Whatever is not a product is not perishable, for example,
ether” instead of the legitimate form “Whatever is not perishable is not a
product”. Legitimate form of the statement of concomitance in agreement is
one in which the probans is given as the subject and the probandum as the
predicate. Legitimate form of the statement of concomitance in difference is
one in which the absence of the probandum is the subject and the absence of
the probans i the predicate. The fallacy of the reversed example occurs
when the order of assertion is reversed. As has been observed : “When the
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probandum is made the subject and the probans the predicate, it gives rise
to the fallacy of example called reversal of concomitance in agreement. And
the fallacy of reversal of concomitance in difference occurs when the absence
of the probans is made the subject and the absence of the probandum is
made the predicate. (26)
(Aph.) The other two cases are cases of undemonstrated con-
comitance in agreement and in difference. (27)

58. ‘apradarsitanvayah’ ‘apradarsitavyatirekah’ ca drstantabhasau /
etau ca pramanasyanupadarsanad bhavato na tu vipsasarvavadharana-
padanam aprayogat, satsv api tesv asati pramane tayor asiddher iti /
sadhyavikalasadhanavikalobhayavikalah, sandigdhasadhyanvayasandigdhasa-
dhananvayasandigdhobhayanvayah, viparitanvayah, apradarsitanvayas cety
astau sadharmyadrstantabhasah / sadhyavyavrttasadhanavyavrttobhayavya-
vrttah, sandigdhasadhyavyavrttisandigdhasadhanavyavrttisandigdhobha-
yavyavrttayah, viparitavyatirekah, apradarsitavyatirekas cety astav eva
‘vaidharmyadrstantabhasa bhavanti /

58. The other two cases of false example are (1) one of
“undemonstrated concomitance in agreement” and (2) one of
“undemonstrated concomitance in difference”. These two (fallacies of exam-
ple) arise when the proof (of universal concomitance) is not demonstrated
and not merely from the omission of expressions connoting unqualified
extension, such as wheteverl, all, and such adverbs as exclusively or

1. For example the universal concomitance may be stated in the form ‘Whatever is a
product is perishable” (yad yat krtakam tad anityam); this form of assertion
connotes indefinite extension (vipsa); secondly ‘All that are products are
perishable’. The word ‘all’ signifies that the subject is taken in its entire denotation.
Thirdly, it may be expressed as ‘That which is a product is necessarily perishable’
(yat krtakam tad anitym eva). The adverb ‘necessarily’ (eva, in the original
Sanskrit) signifies necessity (avadhdrana). All these verbal forms do not differ in
their ulitimate import which consists in the assertion of the universal proposition.
What Hemacandra seeks to emphasise is the truth that the universal proposition,
however variously it may be expressed, does not by itself warrant a vaild inference
unless it be materially true. Indian logicians have not recognised mere formal
validity as the criterion of logical validity. In the Aristotelian syllogism the
universal proposition is introduced by the word °‘All’’ Hemacandra admits the
justice of this formal procedure, but does not restrict the expression of universal
concomitance to this particular mode. There are other equally valid modes of
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necessarily, since the concomitance in agreement and in difference is not
established in spite of the employment of these expressions, unless there is
independent proof of the same. Thus there are eight types of false examples
in agreement, viz., (1) destitute of the probandum, (2) destitute of the
probans, (3) destitute of both, (4) with doubtful positive concomitance in
respect of the probandum. (5) with doubtful positive concomitance in
respect of the probans, (6) with doubtful positive concomitance in respect of
both, (7) with reversed positive concomitance, and (8) with undemonstrated
positive concomitance. There are again eight false examples in opposition,
viz., (1) one not in opposition with the probandum, (2) not in opposition
with the probans, (3) not in opposition with both, (4) with doubtful absence
of the probandum, (5) with doubtful absence of the probans, (6) with
doubtful absence of both, (7) with reversed negative concomitance, and (8)
with undemonstrated negative concomitance.

59. nanv ananvayavyatirekav api kaiscid drstantabhasav ukau, yatha
ragadiman ayam vacanat / atra sadharmyadrstante atmani raga-vacanayoh saty
api sahitye, vaidharmyadrstante copalakhande satyam api saha nivrttau pratiban-
dhabhavenanvayavyatirekayor abhdva ity ananvayavyatirekau / tau kasmad iha
noktau ? / ucyate—tabhyam piirve na bhidyanta iti sadharmyavaidharmyabhyar
pratyekam astav eva drstantabhasa bhavanti / yad ahuh -

“lingasyananvaya astav astav avyatirekinah /

nanyathanupapannatvam katharcit khyapayanty ami //” iti ||27]|

59. A contention may be raised. Some logicians have given two other
types of false examples, viz., (1) lacking in positive concomitance, (2)
lacking in negative concomitance. Take for instance the argument “A is

“subject to such passions as attachment, because he indulges in speech.” An
otdinary soul would be an example in agreement and a piece of stone would
be an example in opposition. But in spite of the co-presence of attachment
and speech in the positive example (viz., a soul) and in spite of the co-

absence of the two in the negative example (viz., a piece of stone), it must
statement also. But the validity is bound to remain merely formal and unprobative
unless it be exponent of material truth. The statement of such universal
propositions, positive or negative, is de rigueur in a formal syllogism, the omission
of which constitutes an offence stated in the aphorism. For instance, the argument
‘Socrates is mortal because he is a man’ is a faulty syllogism.
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be accepted that universal concomitance in agreement and in difference is
absent (in the example cited) since the concomitance of the two (speech and
passion) is not enforced by necessity. Thus (the two examples) are cases of
the fallacies called ‘non-concomitance in agreement’ and ‘non-concomitance
in difference’. Why are they not mentioned here (by the author) ? The
aforesaid cases (of fallacious examples) are not in any wise different from
these two, (in other words, they are included in the cases cited above). Thus
the number of false examples in agreement and in opposition do not exceed
eight in each case. As has been observed : “There are eight (examples) of
non-concomitance in agreement and eight (examples) of non-concomitance
in difference. These serve to demonstrate in a manner the absence of
necessary concomitance of the probans employed”. (27)

60. avasitam pararthanumanam idanim tannantariyakam disanan
laksayati —

sadhanadosodbhdvanam diisanam ||28] |

60. The treatment of syllogistic inference is concluded. Now, the
author gives the definition of confutation connected with the same.

(Aph.) Confutation consists in the exposure of the fallacies

inherent in an argument. (28)

61. ‘sadhanasya’ pararthanumanasya ye asiddhaviruddhadayo ‘dosah’
ptrvam uktas tesam udbhavyate prakdsyate ‘neneti ‘udbhdvanam’ sadhanado-
sodbhavakarit vacanam ‘diisanam’ / uttaratrabhiitagrahanad iha bhiitadosod-
bhavana diisaneti siddham ||28]|

61. ‘Argument’ stands for syllogistic inference. The fallacies are the
defects styled non-existent, contradictory and so on as said before. Expo-
sure means that which serves to expose, that is, to drive home and consists
in a statement directly revealing the aforesaid fallacies. Such statement is
entitled confutation. It follows, however, from the employment of the
adjective ‘untrue’ in the next (aphorism), that confutation in the present
(aphorism) stands for the exposure of fallacies truly present (in the
argument advanced by the opponent). (28)

62. diisanalaksane diisanabhasalaksanam sujiianam eva bhedaprati-
padanartham tu tallaksanam aha -

abhiitadosodbhavanani diisanabhasa jatyuttarani ||29] |
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62. When one has the knowledge of the true nature of a confutation,
one can easily divine the character of a false confutation (that is, which has
an outward semblence of the same). But the author propounds the charac-
teristic of the same with a view to demonstration of its different varieties.

(Aph.) False confutations consist in the allegations of non-

existent defects and are called counterfeit rejoinders (or
sophisms). (29)

63. avidyamananam sadhanadosanam pratipadanany adusanany api
disanavad abhasamanani ‘disanabhasah’ / tani ca jatyuttarani’ / jatisabdah
sadrsyavacanah / uttarasadrsani jatyuttarani uttarasthanaprayuktatvat /
uttarasadrsani jatyuttarani / jatya sadrsyena uttarani jatyuttarani / tani ca
samyagghetau hetvabhase va vadina prayukte jhatiti taddosatattvapratibhase
hetupratibimbanaprayani pratyavasthanany anantatvat parisankhyatum na
Sakyante, tathapy Aksapadadarsitadisa sadharmyadipratyavasthanabhedena
sadharmyavaidharmyotkarsapakarsavarnyavarnyavikalpasadhyapraptyapra-
ptiprasangapratidrstantanutpattisamsayaprakaranahetvarthapattyaviseso-
papattyupalabdhyanupalabdhinityanityakaryasamariipataya caturvinisatir
upadarsyante /

63. The allegations of defects which do not really exist in the:
arguments (advanced by the proponent) constitute false confutations, since
they only have the appearance of confutation, though in reality they are
innocuous charges. These are called counterfeit rejoinders or sophisms (jati).
The word ‘Yati’ (sophism) connotes analogy. Because they resemble true
rejoinders being employed in the place of legitimate replies they are called
counterfeit rejoinders (sophisms). Thus the meaning of the term ‘counterfeit
- rejoinders’ is analogous rejoinders, that is to say, counterfeit rejoinders are
rejoinders by analogy. They are as it were reflections of true reasons, and are
employed in opposition to a legitimate or false reason advanced by the
proponent in case the true nature of the defects in the reasons is not
realised. And though as a matter of fact there is no limit to these cases of
opposition and hence it is not possible to count their number, yet in
consonance with the plan adopted by Aksapada they are demonstrated to be
of twenty-four types according as the basis of opposition is variously
considered to be similarity and the like, and they are called (1) Parity per
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Similarity, (2) per Dissimilarity, (3) per Augmentation, (4) per Subtraction,

(5) per Uncertainty, (6) per Certainty, (7) per Contingency, (8) per

Probandum, (9) per Contact, (10) per Non-contact, (11) per Interrogation,

(12) per Counter-instance, (13) per Non-generation, (14) per Doubt, (15)

per Neutralisation, (16) per Non-probativeness, (17) per Implication, (18) °
per Non-difference, (19) per Logical Ground, (20) per Apprehension, (21)

per Non-apprehension, (22) per Eternality, (23) per Non-eternality and

(24) per Character of Qutcome.

64. tatra sadharmyena pratyavasthanam sadharmyasama jatih /
yatha anityah s$abdah krtakatvat ghatavad iti prayoge krte
sadharmyaprayogenaiva pratyavasthanam - nityah sabdo niravayavatvad
akasavat / na casti visesahetur ghatasadharmyat krtakatvad anityah $abdo
na punar akasasadharmyan niravayavatvan nitya iti 1 / vaidharmyena
pratyavasthanam vaidharmyasama jatih / yatha anityah $abdah krtakatvad
ity atraiva prayoge sa eva pratihetur vaidharmyena prayujyate — nityah sabdo
niravayavatvat; anityam hi savayavarm drstam ghataditi / na casti visesahetur
ghatasadharmyat krtakatvad anityah $abdo na punas tadvaidharmyan
niravayavatvan nitya iti 2 / utkarsapakarsabhyam pratyavasthanam
utkarsapakarsasame jati / tatraiva prayoge drstantadharmam kaficit
sadhyadharminy apadayann utkarsasamam jatim prayunkte — yadi ghatavat
krtakatvad anityah $abdo ghatavad eva miirto 'pt bhavatu / na cen miirto
ghatavad anityo ’pi ma bhiid iti $abde dharmantarotkarsam apadayati 3 /
apakarsas tu ghatah krtakah sann asravano drsta evam sabdo ’py astu / no
ced ghatavad anityo *pi ma bhiid iti sabde sravanatvadharmam apakarsatiti 4 /
varnyavarnyabhyam pratyavasthanarm varnyavarnyasame jati / khyapaniyo
varnyas tadviparito varnyah / tav etau varnyavarnyau sadhyadrstanta-
dharmau viparyasyan varnyavarnyasame jati prayunkte - yathavidhah
$abdadharmah krtakatvadir na tadrg ghatadharmo yadrg ghatadharmo na
tadrk sabdadharma iti 5-6 / dharmantaravikalpena pratyavasthanari
vikalpasama jatih / yatha krtakam kificin mrdu drstam rankavasayyadi,
kificit kathinam kutharadi, evam krtakari kificid anityam bhavisyati ghatadi
kificin nityam $abdaditi 7 / sadhyasimyapadanena pratyavasthanam
sadhyasama jatih / yatha - yadi yatha ghatas tatha sabdah, praptam tarhi
yatha sabdas tatha ghata iti / $abdas ca sadhya iti ghato ’pi sadhyo bhavatu /
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tatas ca na sadhyah sadhyasya drstantah syat / na ced evam tathapi
vailaksanyat sutaram adrstanta iti 8 / praptyapraptivikalpabhyam pratyava-
sthanam praptyapraptisame jati / yatha yad etat krtakatvam tvaya sadhanam
upanyastam tat kim prapya sadhayaty aprapya va ? / prapya cet dvayor
vidyamanayor eva praptir bhavati, na sadasator iti / dvayos ca sattvat kim
kasya sadhyam sadhanam va ? 9 / aprapya tu sadhanatvam ayuktam
atiprasangad iti 10 / atiprasangapadanena pratyavasthanam prasangasamna
jatih / yatha yady anityatve krtakatvam sadhanam krtakatva idanim kim
sadhanam ? / tatsadhane ’pi kim sadhanam iti ? 11 / pratidrstantena
pratyavasthanam pratidrstantasama jatih / yatha anityah sabdah
prayatnanantariyakatvat ghatavad ity ukte jativady aha - yatha ghatah
prayatnanantariyako ’‘nityo drsta evam pratidrstanta akasam nityam api
prayatnanantariyakam drstam, kiipakhananaprayatnanantaram upalambhad
iti / na cedam anaikantikatvodbhavanam, bhangyantarena pratyavasthanat
12 / anutpattya pratyavasthanam anutpattisama jatih / yatha anutpanne
$abdakhye dharmini krtakatvam dharmah kva vartate ? tad evam hetvabhavad
asiddhir anityatvasyeti 13 / sadharmyasama vaidharmyasama va ya jatih
purvam udahrta saiva samsayenopasamhriyamana samsayasama jatir bhavati/
yatha kim ghatasadharmyat krtakatvad anityah Sabda uta tadvaidharmyad
akasasadharmyad va niravayavatvan nitya iti ? 14 / dvitiyapaksottha-
panabuddhya prayujyamana saiva sadharmyasama vaidharmyasama va jatih
prakaranasamd bhavati / tatraiva anityah $abdah krtakatvad ghatavad iti
prayoge nityah sabdah sravanatvac chabdatvavad iti udbhavanaprakara-
bhedamatre sati nanatvam drastavyam 15 / traikalyanupapattya hetoh
pratyavasthanam ahetusama jatih / yatha hetuh sadhanam / tat sadhyat
purvam pascat saha va bhavet ? / yadi purvam; asati sadhye tat kasya
sadhanam ? atha pascat sadhanam; pirvam tarhi sadhyam; tasmims ca
purvasiddhe kim sadhanena ? / atha yugapat sadhyasadhane; tarhi tayoh
savyetaragovisanayor iva sadhyasadhanabhava eva na bhaved iti 16 /
arthapattya pratyavasthanam arthapattisama jatih / yady anityasadharmyat
krtakatvad anityah sabdah, arthad apadyate nityasadharmyan nitya iti / asti
prakarabheda evayam iti 17 / avisesapadanena pratyavasthanam avisesasama
jatih / yatha yadi Sabdaghatayor eko dharmah krtakatvam isyate tarhi
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samanadharmayogat tayor avis’e.;e tadvad eva sarvapadarthanam a{r\is'e.sah
prasajyata iti 18 / upapattya pratyavasthanam upapattisama jatih / \yathd
yadi krtakatvopapattya sabdasyanityatvam, niravayavatvopapattya nityatvam
api kasman na bhavati ? / paksadvayopapattya ’nadhyavasayaparya-
vasanatvam vivaksitam ity udbhavanaprakarabheda evayam 19 / upalabdhya
pratyavasthanam upalabdhisama jatih / yatha anityah sabdah prayatnanan-
tartyakatvad iti prayukte pratyavatisthate — na khalu prayatnanantariya-
katvam anityatve sadhanam; sadhanam hi tad ucyate yena vina na sadhyam
upalabhyate / upalabhyate ca prayatnanantariyakatvena vina ’pi vidyudadav
anityatvam / Sabde ’pi kvacid vayuvegabhajyamanavanaspatyadijanye
tathaiveti 20 / anupalabdhya pratyavasthanam anupalabdhisama jatih /
yatha tatraiva prayatnanantariyakatvahetav upanyaste saty aha jativadi — na
prayatnakaryah $abdah prag uccaranad asty evasav dvaranayogat tu
nopalabhyate / avarananupalambhe ’py anupalambhan nasty eva sabda iti
cet; na, avarananupalambhe ‘py anupalambhasadbhavat / avarananupalabdhes
canupalambhad abhavah / tadabhave cavaranopalabdher bhavo bhavati /
tatas ca mrdantaritamitlakilodakadivad avaranopalabdhikrtam eva sabdasya
prag uccaranad agrahanam iti prayatnakaryatvabhavan nityah sabda iti 21 /
sadhyadharmanityanityatvavikalpena sabdanityatvapadanam nityasama jatih /
yatha anityah sabda iti pratijiiate jativadi vikalpayati - yeyam anityatd
$abdasyocyate sa kim anitya nitya veti ? / yady anitya; tad iyam avasyam
apayinity anityataya apdayan nityah sabdah / athanityata nityaiva; tathapi
dharmasya nityatvat tasya ca nirasrayasyanupapattes tadasrayabhiitah sabdo
pi nityo bhavet, tadanityatve taddharmanityatvayogad ity ubhayathapi nityah
$abda iti 22 / sarvabhavanityatvopapadanena pratyavasthanam anityasama
jatih / yatha ghatena sadharmyam anityena sabdasyastiti tasyanityatvam
yadi pratipadyate, tad ghatena sarvapadarthanam asty eva kim api
sadharmyam iti tesam apy anityatvam syat / atha padarthantaranam
tathabhave ’pi nanityatvam; tarhi $abdasyapi tan ma bhud iti /
anityatvamatrapadanapurvakavisesodbhavanac cavisesasamato bhinneyari
jatih 23 / prayatnakaryananatvopanyasena pratyavasthanam karyasama
jatih / yatha anityah sabdah prayatnanantariyakatvad ity ukte jativady aha
- prayatnasya dvairiupyam drstam - kificid asad eva tena janyate yatha
ghatadi, kificit sad evavaranavyudasadina ’bhivyajyate yatha mrdantari-
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tamiilakiladi, evamn prayatnakdryananatvad esa prayatnena Sabdo vyajyate
janyate veti samsaya iti /sams$aydpadanaprakarabhedac ca samsayasamatah
karyasama jatir bhidyate 24 /

 64. Now, among these, when the opposition is based on similarity,
the sophism is an instance of Parity per Similarity. For instance, (1) when
the proponent argues ‘Sound is non-eternal since it is a product, like a jar),
and the opposition is set up, on the same basis of similarity, in the counter-
argument as follows : ‘Sound is eternal being devoid of parts like space’,
there is no reason for discriminating as to why sound should be non-eternal
“on the ground of its similarity to a jar being a product, and not eternal on the
ground of its similarity to space being devoid of parts. (2) When the
opposition is based on dissimilarity, the sophism is called Parity per
Dissimilarity. For example; ‘Sound is non-eternal being a product’ is the
original syllogism and the counter-argument is propounded on the basis of
dissimilarity as follows : “Sound is eternal being devoid of parts. What is
non-eternal is found to be possessed of parts, just as a jar.” There is no
reason for discrimination that sound should be regarded as non-eternal on
the ground of its similarity to a jar in respect of being a product, and not
eternal on the ground of its dissimilarity from jar in respect of possession of
parts. (3) The opposition based on augmentation and subtraction respective-
ly gives rise to the sophism called Parity per Augmentation and Parity per
" Subtraction. Thus in the self-same syllogism, the opponent may use the
sophism called Parity per Augmentation by insisting on the occurrence of
some additional attribute of the example in the subject (in which it is non-
existent), e.g., “If sound be held non-eternal on the ground of its similarity to
a jar in respect of the attribute of being product, it should be possessed of
limited dimension equally with the jar. If it be not possessed of such
dimension it should not be regarded as non-eternal like jar.” (In the
argument in opposition the opponent) seeks to enforce the admission of an
additional attribute in excess in sound. (4) Parity per Subtraction (is
illustrated in the following) : “The jar being a product is found to be
inaudible; by parity (of reasoning) sound should also be so (inaudible). If it
be not so, it ought not to be also non-eternal like the jar’. (The opponent
here) seeks to subtract the attribute of ‘audibility’ from sound. (5-6). The
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opposition based on ‘uncertainty (the attribute of ‘having to be proved’) and
certainty (provedness of the predicate) gives rise to the cases of sophisms
per Uncerainty and per Certainty respectively. The attribute which is to be
established is one which is uncerain, and the opposite of it is one which is
established and so certain, and they are the respective attributes of the
subject and the example. When the opponent reverses these attributes (by
attributing to the example uncertainty which is the characteristic of the
predicate of the subject and attributing to the subject certainty which is the
characteristic of the predicate in the example) he is said to employ these two
counterfeit rejoinders (sophisms). (For example, the opponent adopts this
procedure when he insists that) the attribute of ‘being a product’ which
belongs to sounds is not the self-same attribute of the jar (being associated
with an unproved predicate in the former and with a proved predicate in the
latter), and likewise, the attribute (of being product’) is not the same in
sound as it is in the jar (being associated with a doubtful predicate in the
former and with the same as established in the latter). (7) The opposition
based on the analogy of the contingency of some other attribute constitutes
the sophism called Parity per Contingency. For example, (when one argues
as follows) : “Some products are found to be soft, e.g., a blanket, bed, etc.;
some again are hard, e.g., an axe; likewise, some products, such as the jar,
will possibly be non-eternal, and some products such as sound may be
eternal” (here the contingency of such attributes as softness or hardness,
though found in a product, is made the basis of the affirmation of the
contingency of permanence in regard to sound). (8) The opposition based
on the extension of the analogy of the probandum is called Parity per
Probandum. The following argument is an illustration. If sound is similar to
a jar, it follows that a jar is similar to sound. But sound has to be proved (to
be impermanent) and so (by parity) the jar ought also to be subject to proof.
Such being the case, one to be proved cannot possibly serve as example for
another which is equally to be proved (since the example is always one in
which the predicate is a proved fact). If, however, the similarity were not
(symmetrical, the jar cited as example) would not be an example all the
more since the divergence' (between jar and sound is pronounced). (9) The
sophisms called Parity per Contact and per Non-contact arise when opposi-
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tion is disjunctively based on attainment and non-attainment respectively.
The following argument is an instance in point : Well, the fact of ‘being
produced’ is the reason advanced by you, but does it prove the predicate by
coming in contact with it or out of contact ? On the former alternative (the
position transpires to be as follows) : Contact is possible between two
present facts and not between one present and another absent, and when
both (the probans and the probandum) are equally present, which can
possibly be the probandum and the probans ? (10) And if, on the other
hand, there is no contact it is logically impossible that one should be the
probans (of the other without an actual relation) since this would involve
unwarranted extension. (11) When the opposition is based upon unwarrant-
ed extension of interrogation it is called the sophism of Parity per Interroga-
tion. (It arises when one argues) : If the fact of being a product be the
probans of its impermanence, what again is the probans of being a product
and what again is the probans of that probans (and so on without end) ?
(12) When the opposition is set up on the analogy of the heterologue, it is
called the sophism of Parity per Heterologue. The following situation is an
illustration. Suppose one argues : Sound is impermanent, it being a
consequence of effort, like a jar, and in refutation the sophist makes the
following rejoinder : As jar which is a consequence of effort is found to be
impermanent, so also the space cited as a heterologue which though
permanent is found to be the consequence of effort, since it is perceived
subsequently to the effort of digging a well. This instance of the rejoinder
should not be regarded as tantamount to exposure of the fallacy called
Inconclusive reason, since the opposition is based upon a method quite
different from that of the former. (13) The opposition based upon non-
generation gives rise to the sophism called Parity per Non-generation. For
example, when one asks “Wherein does the property ‘being produced’ exist
when the subject itself, viz., ‘sound’ has not been produced ?” Such being the
case impermanence cannot be established (in sound) for the impossibility of
the probans. (14) The sophism based upon similarity or dissimilarity which
has already been illustrated is turned into the sophism called Parity per
Doubt when it is affirmed in the form of a doubt. For example, “Is sound
non-eternal by reason of similarity to the jar on the ground of its being
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product ?” or “Is it eternal by reason of its dissimilarity to the jar or its
similarity to space in respect of incomposite constitution ?” (15) The
sophism based upon parity per similarity or parity per dissimilarity is
converted into what is called the sophism ‘Parity per Neutralisation’ when
the former is propounded with the intention of setting up a second (rival)
thesis. Thus, for instance, when in opposition to that very syllogism (which
has been used all along as the centre of dispute) viz., “Sound is non-eternal,
as it is a product, like the jar”, (the following syllogism is employed) viz.,
“Sound is eternal, since it is audible like sound-universal (class character
inherent in all sounds).” The difference (of the present sophism from those
based upon similarity and dissimilarity) is to be understood to consist merely
in the difference of the mode of statement. (16) When the opposition is
based upon the allegation of impossibility of the occurrence of the probans
in all the three time-determinations (past, present and future) the sophism
called Parity per Non-probantiveness arises. The probans is that which is an
instrument of proving (the probandum). Now the question arises whether
such probans exists, either before or after or synchronously with the
probandum. If it (probans) be (supposed to exist) before (the probandum),
of what can it be the probans when the probandum does not exist ? If the
probans be (supposed to come) after (the probandum), it must be held that
the probandum exists prior (to the probans) and what can a probans avail
when the probandum (for the proof of which it is held in request) exists as
an accomplished fact (before the occurrence of the probans) ? Finally, if it be
held that the probans and the probandum exist simultaneously together then
none of them can play the role of probans or probandum in regard to the
other like the left and right horns of a cow. (17) The opposition based upon
(logical) implication gives rise to the sophism Parity per Implication. (The
following is an example). If sound be non-external by reason of its similarity
to non-eternal things in respect of the property of ‘being produced, it
follows by implication that what bears resemblence to eternal entities should
be eternal. But sound has resemblence with such eternal entities as space
and the like in respect of incomposite constitution. This variety is nothing
more than a variation in the mode of statement. (18) If the opposition is
based upon non-difference, it would be a case of Parity per Non-difference.
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For instance, if the quality of ‘being product’ be the common property of
sound and jar, and if on the basis of this common property the two are
recognised to be non-different, then all things should have to be regarded as
non-different (on the basis of the property of existence which is present in
all). (19) The opposition based upon the presence of logical ground is called
Parity per Presence of Logical Ground. Thus, for instance, if the non-eternity
of sound be inferred from the character of ‘being a product’ serving as a
logical ground, then why should it not be regarded as eternal on the ground
of its incomposite constitution ? What is intended by this sophism is that the
upshot must be a case of indetermination, since there are present in both the
alternatives equally cogent logical grounds and thus it is nothing but a
variation of the manner of statement at bottom. (20) The opposition based
upon apprehension is called Parity per Apprehension. The following situa-
tion is an illustration. When a person puts forward the argument “Sound is
non-eternal since it is a consequence of effort,” and the opponent raises the
objection as follows (it gives rise to the sophism under question) : Certainly,
the fact of being the consequence of effort cannot be the ground of the
inference of impermanence. That alone is asserted to be the logical ground
(or probans) without which the probandum is not apprehended. But
lightning and such other phenomena are found to be impermanent though
they are not the consequences of effort. And even with regard to sound itself
which is produced by the breaking of a tree and the like due to the impact of
a violent storm, it is equally found to be (not an outcome of effort). (21) The
opposition based upon non-apprehension is called Parity per Non-apprehen-
sion. Thus, for instance, in the aforesaid argument in which the ground is
asserted to be ‘the outcome of effort’, the opponent may employ this type of
sophism in the form of the argument as follows : “Sound is not the product
of effort. It undoubtedly exists before it is articulated though it is not
perceived owing to the presence of an obstructive barrier”. It may be urged
in opposition “The barrier is not perceived (and hence it must be fictitious).
The non-apprehension of sound (in spite of the absence of a barrier
precluding its apprehension) proves that sound (unarticulated) certainly
does not exist”. The answer is : No, non-apprehension is equally present
with regard to the alleged non-apprehension of the barrier (which goes



Text And Translation _ 247

unperceived). The fact that the non-apprehension of a barrier is unperceived
shows that it does not exist. The non-existence of this (non-apprehension of
the barrier) establishes the existence of the apprehension of the barrier. It
follows, therefore, that the non-apprehension of sound prior to its articula-
tion is occasioned by the apprehension of obstructive barrier, and it is thus
on a par with roots, posts , water etc., which lie underground (hidden from
view). The conclusion is established that sound is eternal, since it is not the
product of effort (as alleged by the Naiyayika). (22) The sophism based on
parity per eternity consists in urging the necessity of sound being eternal by
urging the dilemma of eternity and non-eternity with regard to the attribute
to be proved (probandum). It occurs when in opposition to the assertion
“Sound is non-eternal” the opponent urges the dilemma : Is the character of
being non-eternal which is predicated of sound non-eternal or eternal ? If it
be non-eternal, then it is of necessity subject to cessation and thus with the
cessation of the character of non-eternity sound must be held to be eternal.
If, on the other hand, the attribute of non-eternity be itself eternally present,
then the very fact that the attribute is eternally persent and further that the
presence of an attribute without a substratum is impossible entails the
consequence that sound too, being a substratum of the attribute in question,
must be eternally present. The non-eternity of this (substratum) makes the
eternal presence of the attribute an absurdity. The conclusion, therefore,
follows (from the consideration of both the horns of the dilemma) that
sound is eternal eitherwise. (23) The sophism called Parity per Non-eternity
consists in the opposition derived from the supposed truth of the proposition
“All existents are non-eternal”. Thus it may be contended : If you seek to
prove that sound is non-eternal on the ground of some attribute shared in
common with the jar which is non-eternal, then it must be admitted that all
existents are non-eternal since they must share in some common attribute
with the jar. If, on the other hand, the non-eternity of other entities is not
proved notwithstanding the community of attribute, there is no reason why
this possibility be not admitted in the case of sound also. This sophism
differs from Parity per Non-difference in that it seeks to establish a specific
attribute by showing that all entities are non-eternal (whereas the other
sophism seeks to prove that they are non-different). (24) The opposition
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based on the demonstration of the diversity of the character of the outcome
of effort constitutes the sophism called Parity per Character of Outcome. It
occurs when in opposition to the assertion “Sound is non-eternal because it
is an outcome of effort”, the opponent propounds the following sophism : “It
Is a matter of observation that there are two varieties of effort — by one
something that was non-existent, e.g., a jar is brought into existence and the
other serves to make manifest by removal of obstruction something which
has already been in existence, as is found to be the case with roots, posts,
etc., lying burried underground. Such being the condition of things, it is
obviously a case of doubt whether sound is produced or made manifest,
since the diversity of outcomes of effort is an established truth”. The sophism
based upon parity per character of outcome differs from Parity per Doubt,
because there is a difference in the manner of assertion of doubt.

65. tad evam udbhdvanavisayavikalpabhedena jatinam anantye ’py
asankirnodaharanavivaksaya caturvimsatir jatibheda ete darsitah / prati-
samadhanam tu sarvajatinam anyathanupapattilaksananumanalaksanaparik-
sanam eva / na hy aviluptalaksane hetav evampraydh pamsupatah prabha-
vanti / krtakatvaprayatnanantariyakatvayos ca drdhapratibandhatvan
navaranadikrtam $abdanupalambhanam api tv anityatvakrtam eva /
jatiprayoge ca parena krte samyag uttaram eva vaktavyam na pratipam
jatyuttarair eva pratyavastheyam asamafjasya prasangad iti /

65. Though as a matter of fact the number of sophisms is practically
infinite if stress be laid upon the difference of the contents of the assertions,
we have demonstrated herein only twentyfour types as we intend (to avoid
overlapping contents and) to show only unmixed instances. The solution of
all types of sophisms lies in the examination of the probans as to whether it
embodies the characteristic, viz., incompatibility with the opposite. It is
obvious that such attempts at throwing the dust in the eyes cannot be
successful if the probans possesses the unmistakable characteristic of a
sound probans. The necessity of concomitance between a product and an
outcome of effort is securely established and it cannot be alleged that the
non-apprehension of sound is due to obstruction of some barrier, but must
be explained by reason of its being a contingent phenomenon. When,
however, the opponent employs a sophism, the proponent ought to
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formulate sound refutation and never to take his stand upon other sophisms
by way of opposition since this would only lead to a consequence
incompatible (with the canons of honourable dialectic).

66. chalam api ca samyag uttaratvabhavaj jatyuttaram eva / uktam
hy etad udbhavanaprakarabhedenanantani jatyuttaraniti / tatra parasya
vadato ’rthavikalpopapadanena vacanavighatas chalam / tat tridha vakchalam
samanyachalam upacarachalam ceti / tatra sadharane $abde prayukte vaktur
abhipretad arthad arthantarakalpanaya tannisedho vakchalam / yatha
navakambalo ’yari manavaka iti niitanavivaksaya kathite parah sankhyam
aropya nisedhati — kuto ’sya nava kambala iti ? / sambhavanayatiprasangino
i samanyasyopanyase hetutvaropanena tanmsedhah samanyachalam / yatha
aho nu khalv asau brahmano vidyacaranasampanna iti brahmanastuti-
prasange kascid vadati — sambhavati brahmane vidyacaranasampad iti / tat
chalavadi brahmanatvasya hetutam dropya nirakurvan abhiyunkte - yadi
brahmane vidyacaranasampad bhavati, vratye 'pi sa bhavet vratyo pi brahmana
eveti / aupacarike prayoge mukhyapratisedhena pratyavasthanam
upacarachalam / yatha maficah krosantiti ukte parah pratyavatisthate -
katham acetanah maricah kro$anti maficasthds tu purusah krosantiti / tad
atra chalatraye ‘pi vrddhavyavaharaprasiddhasabdasamarthyapariksanam eva
samadhanar veditavyam iti ||29]|

66. As regards casuistry, it should be regarded as nothing but
sophism, since it also lacks the character of a sound answer. It has been
already remarked that the number of sophism is infinite according as it is
based upon the difference in the manner of demonstration (and so there is
no incompatibility if cases of casuistry are subsumed under sophisms when
they are found to embody the characteristics of the latter). As for casuistry,
it consists in the refutation of the statement put forward by the proponent by
ascribing a meaning different (from what is intended). It is of three different
types, viz., (1) based upon ambiguity, (2) based upon generalisation and (3)
based upon metaphor.-Of these, (the first variety, viz.,) Verbal Ambiguity
consists in the refutation of the proponent when he makes use of a verbal
expression susceptible of double meaning by putting upon the same a
meaning altogether different from one intended by him (the proponent).
Thus, for instance, when a person makes the assertion “The boy is
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navakambala (possessed of a new blanket, or possesed of nine blankets)”
intending to convey the meaning of ‘new’ (by the word nava), the opponent
seeks to refute this statement by attributing the meaning of number (nine)
by rejoining “How can he have nine blankets (when he has only one) ?” (2)
When by way of presumption a statement is made in general terms, which
taken literally may extend to unintended cases, and the opponent seeks to
refute it by attributing to it the character of a logical probans, it gives the
illustration of casuistry based upon generalisation. Suppose, for instance,
that there is an occasion of eulogising a particular Brahmana endowed with
learning and right conduct and a man delivers himself in a casual way of the
statement “Learning and piety are (as a rule) quite natural in Brahmanas”
(without meaning that Bhamanahood is the necessdry concomitant of
learning and piety, but only bases it on probability). Suppose again that a
casuist seeks to refute this by making a counter-charge on the supposition
that Brahmanahood is made the logical ground and rejoins “If learning and
piety be the properties of Brahmanas, then they should be equally present
even in the uninitiated Brahmana on the ground of his Brahmanahood”, (it
becomes a case of the second type of casuistry). (3) Casuistry based upon
metaphor consists in the opposition based upon the refutation of the primary
meaning of a word used in a figurative or a metaphorical sense. Suppose a
man makes the statement ‘The platforms are shouting” and the opponent
opposes it as follows : “How can inanimate platforms shout ? It is certainly
the men on the platform who are shouting”, (the opposition becomes a case
of casuistry based on metaphor). Now, the solution of all the three types of
casuistry is found to be furnished by the scrutiny of the denotative capacity
of a word sanctioned by the usage of normal adults. (29)

67. sadhanadiisanadyabhidhanam ca prayo vade bhavatiti vadasya
laksanam aha - '

tattvasamraksanartham prasnikadisamaksarm
sadhanadiisanavadanarh vadah | |30] |

67. Since the statement of proof and refutation is a matter of
frequent occurrence in legitimate discourse, the author propounds the
definition of a legitimate discourse (in the following aphorism) :

(Aph.) The statement of proof and refutation in the presence of
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judges and other members of the council with a view to the
preservation of truth is called a legitimate discourse. (30)

68. svapaksasiddhaye vadinah ‘sadhanam’ tatpratisedhaya prativadino
‘dusanam’ / prativadino ’pi svapaksasiddhaye ‘sidhanam’ tatpratisedhaya
vadino ‘diisanam’ / tad evam vadinah sadhanadisane prativadino ’pi sadhana-
dusane dvayor vadiprativadibhyam ‘vadanam’ abhidhanam ‘vadah’ / katham
ity aha - ‘prasnikadisamaksam’ / prasnikah sabhyah -

“svasamayaparasamayajiiah kulajah paksadvayepsitah ksaminah /

vadapathesv abhiyuktas tulasamah prasnikah proktah //”
ity evamlaksanah / ‘adi’grahanena sabhapativadiprativadiparigrahah, seyam
caturanga katha, ekasyapy angasya vaikalye kathatvanupapatteh / na hi
varnasramapalanaksamarm nydyanydayavyavasthdpakam paksapatarahita-
tvena samadrstim sabhapatim yathoktalaksanams ca prasnikan ' vina
vadiprativadinau svabhimatasadhanadiisanasaranim aradhayitum ksamau /
napi duhsiksitakutarkalesavacalabalisajanaviplavito gatanugatiko janah
sanmargam pratipadyeteti / tasya phalam aha - ‘tattvasamraksanartham’ /
‘tattva’sabdena tattvaniscayah sadhujanahrdayaviparivarti grhyate, tasya
raksanam durvidagdhajanajanitavikalpakalpanata iti /

68. ‘Proof is the argument propounded by the proponent in order to
establish his thesis and ‘refutation’ is the counter-argument set forth by the
opponent in order to controvert the aforesaid thesis. The opponent also has
to offer proof in order to establish his own thesis, and the (original)
proponent has to submit counter-arguments in refutation of the position of
opponent. Thus the proponent has his own ‘proof and ‘refutation’, and the
opponent too has also his own ‘proof and ‘refutation’ (in opposition). A
legitimate discourse thus consists of the assertions of these two sets of
arguments and counter-arguments as employed respectively by the propo-
nent and the opponent. What is the procedure ? In reply (to this question
the author) says : ‘in the presence of the judges and other members’. Judges
are the members of the council, who are possessed of the following
qualifications set forth in the definition given as follows : “Those are called
judges who are equally familiar with the philosophy of their own school and
that of others, men of high pedigree, freely chosen by both the parties,
tolerant (of small peccadilloes), possessed of long acquaintance with the
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methods of legitimate discourse, and as impartial as the weighing balance”.
The expression ‘other members’ stands for the President, Proponent and the
Opponent. The discourse thus rests on four factors, and is known as Debate.
And if even one of the factors be wanting, it would forfeit its title to be
regarded as a legitimate Debate. It is a truism that neither the proponent nor
the opponent can hope for success in the pursuit of their respective plan of
‘proof and ‘refutation’ according to their free convictions, unless there be
present (to maintain order and discipline) judges endowed with the
qualifications set forth before, and a President who is free from partiality
and had equal consideration for both (proponent and opponent), capable of
discirmination between rightful and wrongful procedure, and able to enforce
the observance of duties incumbent upon the different castes and graduated
stages of life. Nor would it be possible that the mass of people who (are
incapable of independent judgement and) are prone to blindly follow in the
footsteps of persons happening to gain the upper hand will unwaveringly
pursue the path of right conduct, once their convictions are upset by a set of
fools who on account of their wrong education are vociferous with their
sophistical arguments (and determined to subvert the moral order). (The
author) states the purpose of such debate by the words : ‘with a view to the
preservation of truth’. By the word ‘ruth’ is to be understood ‘conviction of
truth’ which is uppermost in the minds of persons known for their rectitude,
and this has to be preserved from the onslaughts of sophistry created by a
set of people misguided by a vicious training.

69. nanu tattvaraksanam jalpasya vitanddya va prayojanam / yad
aha - “tattvadhyavasayasamraksanarthar jalpavitande bijaprarohasariira-
ksanartham kantakasdakhaparicaranavat” [Nyayasiitra, 4.2.50] iti; na,
vadasyapi nigrahasthanavattvena tattvasamraksandrthatvat / na casya ni-
grahasthanavattvam asiddham / “pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah siddha-
ntaviruddhah paficavayavopapannah paksapratipaksaparigraho vadah”
[Nyayasutra, 1.2.1] iti vadalaksane siddhantaviruddha ity anenapasiddha-
ntasya, paficavayavopapanna ity anena nyinadhikayor hetvabhasaparicakasya
cety astanam nigrahasthananam anujfianat, tesam ca nigrahasthanantaro-
palaksanatvat / ata eva na jalpavitande kathe, vadasyaiva tattvasarra-
ksanarthatvat /
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69. (Q) The preservation of truth is the objective of Disputation or
Wrangling as has been stated (in the NS, 4. 2. 50) : Disputation and
Wrangling are resorted to for the purpose of defending conviction of truth
just as a hedge of thorny brambles is set up for the protection of sprouting
seeds. (A) No, even a legitimate discourse which is held to be liable to the
application of censure is equally directed to the preservation of truth. Nor
can it be contended that it is not a fact that it falls within the scope of
censure. It is apparent from the definition of ‘legitimate discourse’ laid in the
aphorism (NS, 1. 2. 1.) : “A legitimate discourse consists in the propounding
of a thesis and a counterthesis, each supported by an argunient consisting of
five members, not standing in opposition to the established truth, and in
which the establishment of a thesis and the refutation of the counterthesis
are sought to be achieved by means of recognised organs of knowledge and
legitimate reasoning”. The expression ‘not standing in opposition to the
established truth’ implies the recognition of the censure called ‘the admission
of a position incompatible with established truth’; the expression ‘consisting
of five members’ again implies the application of censures called “incom-
plete’, ‘redundant’ and the ‘five fallacies’, in all, of the eight types of censure,
and these are rather indicative of other types of censure (that can possibly
be applied even in a legitimate discourse). It follows, therefore, that
Disputation and Wrangling are not approved forms of Debate, since it is
legitimate discourse alone that is competent to achieve the defence of truth.

70. nanu “yathoktopapannachalajatinigrahasthanasadhanopalanibho
Jalpah” [Nydyasiitra, 1.2.2], “sa pratipaksasthapanahino vitanda” [Nyayasiitra,
1.2.3] iti laksane bhedaj jalpavitande api kathe vidyete eva; na;
pratipaksasthapanahindya vitanddyah kathatvayogat ,/ vaitandiko hi
svapaksam abhyupagamyasthapayan yatkificid vadena parapaksarn eva
disayan katham avadheyavacanah ? / jalpas tu yadyapi dvayor api vadi-
prativadinoh sadhanopalambhasambhdvanaya kathdtvam labhate tathapi na
vadad arthantaram, vadenaiva caritarthatviat / chalajatinigrahasthana-
bhiyastvayogad acaritartha iti cet; na, chalajatiprayogasya disanabha-
satvenaprayojyatvat, nigrahasthananam ca vade ’py aviruddhatvat / na
khalu khatacapetamukhabandhadayo 'nucita nigraha jalpe 'py upayujyante /
ucitanam ca nigrahasthananam vdde ’pi na virodho ’sti / tan na vadat jalpasya
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kascid viseso ’sti / labhapijakhyatikamitadini tu prayojanani tattvadhyavasaya-
samraksanalaksanapradhanaphalanubandhini pu~isadharmatvad vade ’pi
na nivarayitum paryante /

70. (Q) It has been urged that Disputation and Wrangling are
certainly legitimate forms of debate, since they are distinguished by charac-
teristics (which are not found in a ‘legitimate discourse’ and that it is so is
obviously deducible from) their respective definitions viz., “Disputation is
that which is endowed with the said characteristics (aiming at the establish-
ment of a thesis by means of accredited organs of knowlege and refutation of
the counter-thesis by Reasoning) in which casuistry, sophism and censures
are employed in addition in support and refutation” [NS, 1.2.2] and
“Wrangling is (a debate) which is destitute of the establishment of the thesis
opposite to the position refuted.” [NS, 1.2.3] (A) No, this is not admissible.
Wrangling which does not aim at establishing the opposite position (of what
is refuted) cannot be regarded as a legitimate form of debate. How can a
mere wrangler, who does not claim to establish his own position and seeks
to refute the position of the opponent by means of any argument that comes
handy, lay claim to respectful attention (and consideration) ? As regards
Disputation though it is entitled to be regarded as a legitimate form of
Debate in virtue of the consideration that both the proponent and the
opponent respectively aim at establishing (their own position) and refuting
(the opposite thesis), still it cannot be regarded as a different species of
Debate from what is called a ‘Legitimate Discourse’. The reason is that a
legitimate discourse can entirely account for it (Disputation). It has been
urged that the purpose (of a Disputation) is not served (by a Legitimate
Discourse) in view of the frequent application of Casuistry, Sophism and
Censures (in the former). But this is not a legitimate contention, inasmuch as
the application of Casuistry and Sophism which are only the simulations of
refutation is to be ruled out of court and as for Censures, they are
incompatible with a Legitimate Discourse also. It is a truism that such
improper devices as the use of whip, slap, and gagging of the mouth are not
regarded as legitimate means of securing defeat of the opponent. The
application, on the other hand, of legitimate censures is not anywise
repugnant to a Legitimate Discourse. Thus there is no difference in character
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between a Disputation and a Legitimate Discourse. As regards such coveted
personal interests as gain, honour and reputation, they are apt to follow as a
matter of necessity upon the achievement of the main objective, viz., the
preservation of the conviction of truth and thus cannot be prevented (from
operating as incentives) even in a (dispassionate) Philosophical Discourse,
since (such desires) are natural to human beings.

71. nanu chalajatiprayogo ’‘saduttaratvad vade na bhavati, jalpe tu
tasyanujfianad asti vadajalpayor visesah / yad aha —

~ “duhsiksitakutarkamsalesavacalitananah /

$akyah kim anyathd jetum vitandatopapanditah //

gatanugatiko lokah kumargam tatprataritah /

ma gad iti chaladini praha karuniko munth //” it
naivam / asaduttaraih parapratiksepasya kartum ayuktatvdt; na hy anya-
yena jayam yaso dhanam va mahatmanah samthante /atha prabala-
prativadidarsanat tajjaye dharmadhvamsasambhavanat, pratibhaksayena
samyaguttarasydpratibhasad asaduttarair api pamsubhir ivavakirann eka-
ntapardgjayad varam sandeha iti dhiya na dosam avahatiti cet; na, asya-
pavadikasya jatyuttaraprayogasya kathantarasamarthanasamarthyabhavat /
vada eva dravyaksetrakalabhavanusarena yady asaduttaram kathamcana
prayufijita kim etavata kthantaram prasajyeta ? / tasmaj jalpavitanda-
nirakaranena vada evaikah kathdpratham labhata iti sthitam ||30]|

71. (Q) It is contended (by the Naiyayika) that there is a fundamen-
tal difference between a Legitimate Discourse and a Disputation, because
the application of Casuistry and Sophism, which are illegitimate forms of
argument, is banned in a Legitimate Discourse whereas it meets with
approbation in Disputation. As has been observed (by Jayanta Bhatta in
NM, p. 11) “How can such misguided zealots vociferously rattling forth the
tiny tit-bits of sophistry and those even not properly taught and apt to
show their proficiency in the vigorous pursuit of wrangling, be defeated
except by recourse (to Casuistry and so on) ? The gracious sage has
propounded Casuistry (and Sophism) with a view to guard against the
eventuality that the mass of people, who are apt to follow blindly in the
footsteps of others who show the way, may be inveigled into treading the
wrong path being deluded by (the sophistry of) those (artful persons)”.
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(A) No, this cannot be a legitimate procedure. It is improper to secure
refutation of the opponent with unfair arguments. High-souled persons do
not seek to attain, as a matter of established practice, either victory or fame
or wealth by unfair means. It has been contended that (resort to such
tactics) does not entail an offence when the opponent is found to be
possessed of superior resources and a victory on his part is calculated to
bring about loss of religion (on the part of the vanquished) and a legitimate
counter-argument does not present itself owing to the loss of presence of
mind, and in these circumstances the proponent attempts to throw dust (in
the eyes of the opponent) by means of even unfair dialectic, realising that
the emergence of a doubtful situation is preferable to certain defeat. But the
contention is not convincing. It only shows that employment of such
sophisms may be necessitated by a situation of exceptional gravity, but this
cannot be regarded as the consideration powerful enough to vindicate the
justice of its being considered as a distinct type of Dabate. Suppose that the
proponent is driven to employ an unifair argument even in a Legitimate
Discourse in deference to the peculiar nature of a particular substance, time,
place and function, will that alone make it assume the character of a
different kind of Debate ? It is, therefore, established that a Legitimate
Discourse alone is entitled to be considered as the only form of Debate in
view of the fact that the claims of Disputation and Wrangling have been
successfully demolished. (30)

72. vadas ca jayaparajayavasano bhavatiti jayaparajayayor laksanam
aha -

) svapaksasya siddhir jayah ||31]]
72. Considering that Legitimate Discourse is terminated by either
victory or defeat, the author propounds the definition of victory and defeat
(in the aphorism). - .
(Aph.) Victory consists in the proof of one’s réspective posi-
tion. (31)

73. vadinah prativadino va ya svapaksasya siddhih sa jayah / sa ca sva-
paksasadhanadosapariharena parapaksasadhanadosodbhavanena ca bhavati /
svapakse sadhanam abruvann api prativadi vadisadhanasya viruddhatam
udbhavayan vadinam jayati, viruddhatodbhavanenaiva svapakse sadhana-
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syoktatvat / yad aha - “viruddhari hetum udbhavya vadinam jayatitarah” iti
311
asiddhih parajayah ||32|]

73. The proof of one’s respective position either by the proponent or
the opponent constitutes (his respective) victory. This again is compassed by
repudiation of the charges brought against the probans employed in support
of one’s position, and by demonstration of defects in the probans employed
in support of the opponent’s position. The opponent succeeds even when he
does not adduce a probans in support of his position in defeating the
proponent by proving that the probans employed by the proponent is
contradictory. The reason is that exposure of the contradictoriness (of the
probans employed by the proponent) is tantamount to the statement of a
probans in support of one’s position. As has been observed : “The other party
(opponent) defeats the proponent when the former shows the probans
‘employed to be contradictory.” (31)

(Aph.) Defeat consists in the failure of proof. (32)

74. vadinah prativadino va ya svapaksasya ‘asiddhih’ sa ‘parajayah’ /
sa ca sadhanabhdsabhidhandt, samyaksadhane pt va paroktadusananu-
ddharanad bhavati ||32]|

74. The failure to establish one’s position whether by the proponent
or by the opponent constitutes defeat (of the party concerned). This failure
is due to the statement of a false probans, or to the inability to repudiate
the charges advanced by the opponent against the probans employed in
spite of its being legitimate. (32)

75. nanu yady asiddhih pardjayah, sa tarhi kidrso nigrahah ?, nigra-
hanta hi katha bhavatity aha - o

sa nigraho vadiprativadinoh ||33| |

75. But a question is raised. If failure to prove one’s position,
constituted defeat, what would then be the nature of censure ? It is common
knowledge that a debate ultimately culminates in censure. In reply the
author says :

(Aph.) That is censure of the proponent or the opponent. (33)

76. ‘sah’ parajaya eva vadiprativadinoh’ ‘nigrahah’ na vadhabandhadi /
athava sa eva svapaksasiddhiriipah parajayo nigrahahetutvad nigraho néanyo
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yathahuh pare — “vipratipattir apratipattis ca nigrahasthanam” [Nyayasiitra,
1.2.19] iti |133]]

76. ‘That’, in other words, ‘defeat itself constitutes the censure of the
proponent and the opponent, and not execution or imprisonment and the
like. Or, that defeat alone consisting in the failure to prove one’s position is
called censure (in a figurative way), since it is the cause of censure and it
(censure) cannot be anything different as has been (erroneously) pro-
pounded by others : “The occasion of censure is misunderstanding or
default of understanding” (NS, 1.2.19). (33).

77. tatraha -

na vipratipattyapratipattimatram ||34||
77. In opposition to this the author asserts :
(Aph.) Mere misunderstanding or d_efault of understanding does
not (constitute censure). (34)

78. viparita kutsita vigarhaniya pratipattih ‘vipratipattih’ - sadhana-
bhase sadhanabuddhir diisanabhase ca disanabuddhth / apratipattis tv
arambhavisaye ‘narambhah / sa ca sadhane diisanam diisane coddharanam
tayor akaranam ‘apratipattih’ / dvidha hi vadi parajiyate — yathakartavyam
apratipadyamano viparitam va pratipadyamana iti / vipratipattyapratipatti
eva Yipratipattyapratipattimatram’ ‘na’ parajayahetuh kintu svapaksa-
syasiddhir eveti / vipratipattyapratipattyo§ ca nigrahasthanatvanirasat
tadbhedanam api nigrahasthanatvar nirastam /

78. Misunderstanding is understanding which is perverted, vitiated
and worthy of condemntation. It consists in regarding a false probans as a
legitimate probans, and a false confutation as a legitimate confutation. As
regards ‘default of understanding’, it consists in the failure to accomplish the
object due ‘to be accomplished. This (‘failure to accomplish’) is again
(ilustrated by) the ‘failure to achieve’ the confutation of the probans
(etnpoyed by the other party), and the repudiation of the objection (of the
opponent), and this constitutes ‘default of understanding’. It is held that the
proponent is defeated in either way, viz., when he fails to attend to what is
to be done or resorts to the opposite course. The expression ‘mere
misunderstanding and default of understanding’ means misunderstanding
and default of understanding per se. The expression ‘does not (constitute
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censure)’ means that it is not the cause of defeat. On the contrary, the failure
to prove one's own position alone (is the cause of defeat and censure). It
follows from the repudiation of misunderstanding and default of under-
standing as the occasion of censure that the varieties of the same are also to
be repudiated as occasions of censure.

79. te ca dvavimsatir bhavanti / tadyatha - 1. pratijfiahanih, 2.
pratijfiantaram, 3. pratijiavirodhah, 4. pratijfiasamnyasah, 5. hetvantarany,
6. arthantaram, 7. nirarthakam, 8. avijiiatartham, 9. aparthakam, 10.
apraptakalam, 11. nyunam, 12. adhikam, 13. punaruktam, 14. ananu-
bhasanam, 15. ajfianam, 16. apratibha, 17. viksepah, 18. matanujna, 19.
paryanuyojyopeksanam, 20. niranuyojyanuyogah, 21. apasiddhantah, 22.
hetvabhdsas ceti / atrananubhdsanam ajfianam apratibha viksepah
paryanuyojyopeksanam ity apratipattiprakarah / Sesa vipratipattibhedah /

79. These (censures) are again (said to be) of twenty-two varieties.
They are as follows : (1) abandonment of the thesis; (2) amendment of the
thesis; (3) contradiction of the thesis; (4) repudiation of the thesis; (5)
amendment of the reason; (6) irrelevant digression; (7) meaningless
jargon; (8) unintelligible assertion; (9) want of syntactical construction;
(10) violation of the temporal order; (11) deficiency; (12) superfluity; (13)
tautology; (14) failure of reproduction; (15) want of comprehension; (16)
bewilderment; (17) evasion; (18) acceptance of the charge; (19) overlook-
ing the censurable; (20) censure of the uncensurable; (21) acceptance of
the opposite position; and (22) fallacies of reason also. Of these, silence,
want of comprehension, bewilderment, evasion and overlooking the cen-
surable are the different modes of default of understanding. The rest are
the varieties of misunderstanding.

80. tatra pratijiahaner laksanam - “pratidrstantadharmanujna sva-
drstante pratijiiahanih” [Nydyasutra, 5.2.2] iti sitram / asya Bhasyakariyam
vydkhyanam - “sadhyadharmapratyanikena dharmena pratyavasthitah
pratidrstantadharmari svadrstante ‘nujanan pratijiiam jahatiti pratijfiahanth /
yatha anityah sabdah aindriyakatvad ghatavad ity ukte parah pratyavatisthate
— samanyam aindriyakam nityamn drstam kasman na tatha sabdo ’pity evam
svaprayuktahetor abhdsatam avasyann api kathavasanam akrtva pratijha-
tyagam karoti — yady aindriyakari samanyam nityam, kamam ghato ’pi nityo
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stv iti / sa khalv ayam sadhanasya drstantasya nityatvam prasajan
nigamanantam eva paksarn jahati / paksam ca parityajan pratijiiam jahatity
ucyate pratijfiasrayatvat paksasyeti” [Nyayabhasya, 5.2.2] / tad etad
asangatam eva, saksad drstantahdaniriipatvat tasyah tatraiva dharma-.
parityagat / paramparaya tu hetiipanayanigamanandm api tyagah, drstanta-
sadhutve tesam apy asadhutvat/tatha ca pratijiiahanir evety asangatam eva/
Vartikakaras tu vydcaste - “drstas casdv ante sthitatvad antas ceti drstantah
paksah / svadrstantah svapaksah / pratidrstantah pratipaksah / pratipaksasya
dharmam svapakse ’'bhyanujanan pratijiiam jahati — yadi samanyam
aindriyakam nityam Sabdo ’py evam astv iti” [Nyayavartika, 5.2.2] / tad etad
api vyakhyanam asangatam, ittham eva pratijidhdner avadhdarayitum
asakyatvat / na khalu pratipaksasya dharmam svapakse ’bhyanujanata eva
pratijiiatyago yendyam eka eva prakdrah pratijfidhanau syat, adhiksepadibhir
akultbhavat prakrtya sabhabhirutvad anyamanaskatvader va nimittat kificit
sadhyatvena pratijfidya tadviparitam pratijananasyapy upalambhat
purusabhranter anekakdranakatvopapatter iti 1 /

80. Of these, the definition of ‘abandonment of the thesis’ is given in
the aphorism (NS, 5. 2. 2.) : ‘Abandonment of the thesis’ consists in the
admission of the property of the counter-example in the example cited by
one’s own self (the proponent). The interpretation of this as given by the
Bhasyakara (Vatsyayana) is as follows : “When the proponent is assailed by
the assertion of a property which is the opposite of the probandum and he
admits the property belonging to the counter-example in the example cited
by himself, he abandons his own thesis and this becomes a case of
‘abandonment of the thesis’. Suppose, for example, the proponent puts
forward the argument ‘Sound is non-eternal because it is perceptible by a
sense-organ, just as a jar is’ and the opponent assails it (by the argument) ‘A
universal is perceptible by a sense-organ, but is observed to be eternal, why
then sound also should not be so (eternal) ? If in the situation the
proponent does not terminate the debate, though realising the fallacy in the
probans adduced by himself, but, on the contrary, asserts ‘If a universal,
though perceptible, be eternal, let the jar also be eternal (on your own
showing)’, he abandons his own thesis. The proponent in such a case
abandons his whole position including the conclusion by admitting the
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eternal existence of the example (the jar which he has) cited in proof (of his
position). And by abandoning his own position, he is said to abandon the
thesis, since the position is grounded upon the thesis” (NB, 5.2.2).

(Criticism) The interpretation given here entirely lacks relevancy
since it amounts to direct abandonment of the example inasmuch as the
predicated attribute is abandoned in the example alone. It is only indirectly
that the reason, application and conclusion too are abandoned, since the
unsoundness of the example entails the unsoundness of these factors (as a
matter of necessity). It becomes, therefore, entirely devoid of bearing (upon
the issue) to assert that it is only a case of ‘abandonment of the thesis’.

The author of the Varttika (Uddyotakara), on the other hand,
proposes the following interpretation : “The word ‘drstanta’ (in the original
aphorism NS, 5.2.2. does not mean example but the thesis which follows
from the etymological meaning of the term, viz.,) that which is drsta
(observed) and anta, that is to say, that which is observed (to be estab-
lished) at the end, and this is the thesis. The word svadrstanta therefore
comes to mean one’s own thesis and pratidrstanta is but the counter-thesis.
When the proponent is driven to admit the presence of the attribute
predicated in the counter-thesis as the predicate in his own thesis, he
abandons his (original) thesis. [Suppose, for example, the proponent first
asserts the syllogism ‘Sound is non-eternal, because it is perceived by a
sense-orgarn’, and the opponent opposes it by asserting that universals also
are perceived by sense-organ but they are nevertheless eternal and so the
probans ‘to be perceived by a sense-organ’ is inconclusive. If now the
proponent makes a fresh assertion] “well, if a universal, though perceivable
by sense, is eternal, let also sound be so (eternal)”- (the proponent is said to
surrender his thesis) (NV, 5. 2. 2.).

(Criticism) This interpretation also is not quite sound, since it makes
it impossible to arrive at an exclusive (and exhaustive) determination of the
nature of the ‘abandonment of the thesis. It is certainly not a fact that
‘abandonment of the thesis’ arises only when the proponent admits the
presence of the predicate of the counter-thesis in his own thesis, and so this
would be the only possible mode of ‘abandonment of the thesis’. It is also
found that a person originally makes assertion of one predi¢ate and next
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asserts the opposite predicate for various reasons such as personal embar-
rassment on account of a censure or a rebuff received, or owing to a natural
timidity which makes him fight shy of the council, or absentmindedness. And
it is a truism that human error may naturally be induced by causes more
than one. (1)

81. pratijfiatarthapratisedhe parena krte tatraiva dharmini dharma-
ntaramm sadhaniyam abhidadhatah pratijiantaram ndama nigrahasthanam
bhavati / anityah $abdah aindriyakatvad ity ukte tathaiva samanyena vya-
bhicare nodite yadi brityat — yuktam samanyam aindriyakam nityam tad hi
sarvagatam asarvagatas tu Sabda iti / so ’yam ‘anityah $abdah’ iti
pilrvapratijidtah pratijiiantaram ‘asarvagatah sabdah’ iti kurvan pratijfia-
ntarena nigrhito bhavati / etad api pratijiahdanivan na yuktam, tasyapy
anekanimittatvopapatteh / pratijiidhanitas casya katham bhedah, paksatya-
gasyobhayatravisesat ? yathaiva hi pratidrstantadharmasya svadrstante
‘bhyanujiianat paksatyagas tatha pratijiiantarad api / yatha ca svapaksa-
siddhyartham pratijfiantaram vidhiyate tatha $abddnityatvasiddhyarthari
bhrantivasat ‘tadvac chabdo ’pi nityo ’stu’ ity anujiianam, yatha cabhranta-
syedam viruddhyate tatha pratijiantaram api / nimittabheddc ca tadbhede
anistanigrahasthanantaranam apy anusangah syat / tesam ca tatrantarbhave
pratijiantarasyapi pratijiahanav antarbhavah syad iti 2 /

81. When the matter of the thesis is controverted by the opponent and
the proponent asserts some other property as the probandum with reference
to the same subject, it turns out to be the occasion of the censure, viz.,
‘amendment of the thesis’. Suppose, for instance, that the proponent asserts
the syllogism “Sound is non-eternal because it is perceptible by sense-organ”
and the opponent drives home the failure of necessary concomitance
(between non-eternity and sensibility) on the basis of universals. If in the
circumstance (the proponent) observes (in defence) “It is quite legitimate
that a universal, though sensible, is eternal since it is ubiquitous whereas
sound is non-ubiquitous” the proponent here asserts a new thesis, viz.,
“Sound is non-ubiquitous” in opposition to his original thesis “Sound is non-
eternal” and thus makes himself subject to censure ‘amendment of the thesis’.

(Criticism) But this variety also is as unsound as ‘abandonment of the
thesis’ since it can be induced by causes more than one. How again can there
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be a difference in this variety from ‘abandonment of the thesis’ when there is
no difference in respect of the surrender of position in both the varieties ?
Just as the admission of the predicate of the counter-example in the example
cited by oneself involves surrender of position, so also does the ‘amendment
of thesis’. Just as again the ‘amendment of the thesis’ is resorted to for the
purpose of establishing one’s position so also is the admission ‘Let sound also
be eternal like that (universal)’ made through mistake for the purpose of
establishing the thesis ‘Sound is non-eternal’. Just again as this (veering of
position) is an absurdity (and hence impossible) in a man who is not under
delusion, such also is the ‘amendment of the thesis’. If the difference of
conditions be made the basis of the difference of these (two occasions of
censure), it will make the admission of other undesirable cases of censure
inevitable (in addition to the recognised types). If these (additional cases)
can admit of inclusion in this (‘abandonment of the thesis’), ‘amendment of
the thesis’ can (with equal propriety) be subsumed under the same
‘abandonment of the thesis’. (2) |

82. “pratijfidhetvor virodhah pratijiavirodhah” [Nyayasiitra, 5.2.4]
nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / yatha gunavyatiriktam dravyam riipadi-
bhyo ’rthantarasyanupalabdher iti / so *yam pratijii@hetvor virodhah - yadi
gunavyatiriktam dravyam katham riipadibhyo ’rthantarasyanupalabdhih ?,
atha riipadibhyo ’rthantarasyanupalabdhih katham gunavyatiriktam dravyam
iti ?, tad ayam pratijiiaviruddhabhidhanat pardajiyate / tad etad asangatam /
eveyam ukta syat, hetudoso va viruddhatalaksanah, na pratijjfiadosa iti 3 /

82. ““Contradiction of the thesis’ consists in contradiction between
the thesis and the reason” (NS, 5. 2.4) and this is an occasion of censure.
It is illustrated in the following syllogism : ‘Substance is distinct and
different from qualities since no entity different from colour and the like
is perceived’. Herein is a contradiction between the thesis and the reasbn.
If there be a substance different and distinct from qualities, how can
there be non-cognition of an entity distinct from colour and the like ? If,
on the other hand, there be no cognition of an entity different from
colour and the like, how can you affirm (the proposition) ‘Substance is
different from quality ? In the circumstance the proponent is declared
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vanquished for his assertion (of a clause) repugnant to the thesis.

(Criticism) This verily is an untenable position. For the probans
(only) serves to demonstrate that the thesis (employed) does not possess
the requisite characteristics of a thesis proper and this amounts to a
statement in different words that the present case is nothing different from
‘abandonment of the thesis’. Or, it is case of a fallacy of reason called
contradictory and is not a defect of the thesis. (3)

83. paksasddhane parena dusite taduddharanasaktya pratijiam eva
nithnuvanasya pratijiiasamnydaso nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / yatha .
anityah sabdah aindriyakatvad ity ukte tathaiva samanyenanaikantikatayam
udbhavitayam yadi brityat ka evam aha anityah sabda iti sa pratijiasamnyasat
parajito bhavatiti / etad api pratijiiahanito na bhidyate, hetor
anaikantikatvopalambhenatrapi pratijfiayah parityagavisesat 4 /

83. When the probans employed in support of one’s position is
confuted by the opponent and (the proponent) finding himself unable to
meet the objection, repudiates his thesis, he becomes liable to the censure
called ‘repudiation of the thesis’. Suppose, for instance, the proponent
asserts the syllogism ‘Sound is non-eternal because it is perceptible by a
sense’ and (the opponent) exposes the fallacy of inconclusive reason on the
basis of universals. If, in the circumstance, the proponent retorts “Who says
that sound is non-eternal ?’ he is vanquished on the ground of repudiation
of the thesis. ,

(Criticism) This, too, does not differ (in substance) from ‘abandon-
ment of the thesis’ since (the proponent) here realises that his reason is
inconclusive (and practically surrenders his thesis) and consequently ‘repu-
diation of the thesis’ is not practically different from ‘abandonment of the
thesis’. (4)

84. avisesabhihite hetau pratisiddhe tadvisesanam abhidadhato het-
vantaram nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / tasminn eva prayoge tathaiva
samanyasya vyabhicarena disite — jatimattve sati’ ityadiviSesanam upada-
dano hetvantarena nigrhito bhavati / idam apy atiprasrtam, yato ’visesokte
drstante upanaye nigamane va pratisiddhe visesam icchato drstantadyantaram
api nigrahasthandantaram anusajyeta, tatrapy aksepasamadhananam
samanatvad iti 5 /
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84. When a reason stated without a qualification is refuted (by the
opponent) and (the proponent) qualifies it by an adjective, it becomes a
case of censure called ‘amendment of the reason’. If the aforesaid syllogism
is controverted as before on the ground of lack of necessary concomitance
in the case of universal and the proponent seeks to qualify the reason
(‘perceptible by a sense-organ’) by the adjective ‘being possessed of a

universal’, he becomes liable to the censure called ‘amendment of the
reason’.!

(Criticism) (The admission of) this involves far-reaching conse-
quences. For instance, if example, application or conclusion be stated
without qualification and (the opponent) finds fault with them and (the
proponent truns round and) proposes to add a qualifying adjective (in each
case), this would make inevitable the admission of other types of censure,
viz., ‘amendment of the example’ and so on - there being absolute
uniformity in the objections and their solutions here as elsewhere (‘amend-
ment of the reason’). (5)

85. prakrtad arthad arthantaram tad anaupayikam abhidadhato
rthantaram nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / yathd anityah $abdah /
krtakatvad iti hetuh / hetur iti hinoter dhdtos tupratyaye krdantam padam /
padam ca namdkhydtanipatopasarga iti prastutya namadini vydcaksano
rthantarena nigrhyate / etad apy arthantaram nigrahasthanam samarthe
sadhane disane va prokte nigrahdya kalpeta, asamarthe va ? na tdavat
samarthe; svasadhyam prasadhya nrtyato 'pi dosabhaval lokavat / asamarthe
Pt prativadinah paksasiddhau tat nigrahdya syad asiddhau va ? prathamapakse

1. A thing may be perceptible by a sense-organ and yet eternal, for instance, a
universal. So when the proponent seeks to establish that ‘Word is non-eternal’ on
the ground of its being perceptible, he is guilty of employing an inconclusive
reason. If in the situation the opponent charges him with the fallacy of
inconclusive reason, and the proponent seeks to wriggle out by proposing the
adjective ‘being possessed of universal’ he is convicted of giving up his original
reason and resorting to a fresh one. Of course, the charge of inconclusive reason
is avoided when the syllogism is put in the form ‘Word is non-eternal because it
is perceptible by a sense-organ, being possessed of a universal’. The rider ‘being
possessed of a universal’ serves to eliminate universals which though perceptible
are not possessed of other universals according to the dictum ‘A universal cannot
be informed by another universal’.
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tatpaksasiddher evasya nigraho na tv ato nigrahasthanat / dvitiyapakse 'py
ato na nigrahah, paksasiddher ubhayor apy abhavad iti 6/

85. When a person makes assertion of a fact which is entirely different
from and has no bearing upon the matter under consideration, he is liable to
censure called ‘irrelevant digression’. For instance, when a man asserts the
syllogism “Word is non-eternal, the reason (hetu) is that it is a product. The
word hetu (reason) is derived from the root vhi with the krt-suffix tu. It is
thus a significant word (pada). Significant words are of four kinds, viz.,
nominal base (ndman), a verb-form (akhyata), an indeclinable (nipata), and
a prefix (upasarga)” and then sets forth the nature of these nominal bases,
and so on, he is liable to the censure called ‘irrelevant digression’.

(Criticism) Well, the question is this - Is this ‘irrelevant digression,
which is regarded as an occasion of censure, calculated to bring about
defeat when the reason adduced in support or refutation is found to be
valid or when invalid ? Certainly there is no occasion (for the censure)
when the reason is valid. If a person has successfully established his thesis
and then like ordinary people even begins to dance in joy, what is there to
be found fault with in his conduct ? And even supposing that the reason is
invalid, does it become an occasion of censure after the opponent has
established his thesis or before he does so ? On the first alternative, the
establishment of the opponent’s thesis itself encompasses the defeat of the
proponent and the defeat is not due to this (irrelevant digression). On the
second alternative, again, the question of defeat does not arise simply
because both the parties are on the same footing as neither has established
his position. (6)

86. abhidheyarahitavarnanupiirviprayogamdtram nirarthakam nama
nigrahasthanam bhavati / yatha anityah Sadbah kacatatapanam gajada-
dabatvad ghajhadhadhabhavad iti / etad api sarvatharthasunyatvan nigra-
haya kalpeta, sidhyanupayogad va ? tatradyavikalpo ’yuktah sarvathartha-
siinyasabdasyaivasambhavat, varnakramanirdesasyapy anukaryendrthend-
rthavattvopapatteh / dvitiyavikalpe tu sarvam eva nigrahasthanam nira-
rthakam syat sadhyasiddhav anupayogitvavisesat / kificidvisesamatrena bhede
va khatkrta-hastasphalana-kaksapittitader apt sadhyanupayogino
nigrahasthanantaratvanusanga itt 7 /
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86. The mere utterance of a number of unmeaning syllables in
succession is the occasion of censure called ‘meaningless jargon’. For instance,
“Word is non-eternal because a, b, ¢, d are e, f, g, h, like i, j, k, I”.

(Criticism) Well, does this variety also become an occasion of
censure because (the reason employed) is absolutely devoid of all meaning,
or because it has no bearing upon the probandum ? The first horn of the
dilemma is opposed to reason, since a.word absolutely devoid of meaning is
an impossibility. As regards the series of letters articulated in succession,
they too have a meaning in the shape of the phonetic values which are
represented by them!l. If the second horn of the dilemma be admitted, all
the types of censure would be reduced to this variety of ‘meaningless
jargon’ inasmuch as there is no difference inter se so far as this lack of
bearing upon the proof of the probandum is taken into consideration. If the
difference caused by slight variations is made the ground of the difference
of the types of censure, then a mimic cry, a wave of the hand and a poke in
the sides of the opponent’s body and such other acts, should also be
regarded as occasions of censure in view of their lack of bearing on the
probandum. (7)

87. yat sadhanavakyam diisanavakyam va trir abhihitam api parisat-
prativadibhyam boddhum na Sakyate tat avijiiatartham nama nigrahasthanam
bhavati / atredam ucyate — vadina trir abhihitam api vakyam parisatprati-
vadibhyam mandamatitvad avijiatam, giidhabhidhanato va, drutoccarad
va ? prathamapakse satsadhanavadino 'py etan nigrahasthanam syat, tatrapy
anayor mandamatitvenavijiiatatvasambhavat / dvitiyapakse tu patravakya-
prayoge ‘pi tatprasangah, gudhabhidhanataya parisatprativadinor maha-
prajfiayor apy avijfiatatvopalambhft / athabhyam avijfiatam apy etat vadi
vyacaste; giidhopanyasam apy atmanah sa eva vydcastam, avyakhyadne tu

1. The meaning of a word is that wk{ich is expressed by it. The expressed meaning is in
the generality of cases a fact wt}l/ch is apparently independent of the word. But if we
look closer it will transpire thay the fact expressed as the meaning is coloured by the
expression and this is the regson why two synonyms do not express an absolutely
identical fact. Thus in poerfy the same fact is best expressed by the same word
repeated twice and a different synonym fails to bring out the identity aimed at. Cf.
“The sun rises red and rc%lgi&t sets. The behaviour of the wise is absolutely uniform in
prosperity and in adver§' 7



268 Pramanamimdmsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

Jayabhava evasya, na punar nigrahah, parasya paksasiddher abhavat /
drutoccare ‘py anayoh kathaficit jAanam sambhavaty eva, siddhanta-
dvayaveditvat / sadhyanupayogini tu vadinah pralapamatre tayor avijianam
navijiiatartham varnakramanirdesavat / tato nedam avijiiatartham
nirarthakad bhidyata iti 8 /

87. If a syllogism aiming at establishing a conclusion or at demolish-
ing it be such as not to be capable of being understood, though reiterated
thrice, by both the council and the other party, it becomes an object of
censure called ‘unintelligible assertion’.

(Criticism) Hereupon we propose to make the following observation :
Is the failure on the part of the council and of the opponent to understand
the meaning of the syllogism propounded by the proponent, though
reiterated for three times, due to their dull understanding, or recondite
expressions or swift articulation ? On the first alternative, even a person who
propounds a logically sound syllogism runs the risk of falling a victim to this
censure, since there is every possibility of his being not understood by the
council and the opponent on account of their dullness of intellect. On the
second alternative, there is a risk (of the application) of this (censure) to the
syllogism of epistolary debate since it is an usual occurrence that owing to
the employment of recondite expressions in them, such syllogisms are not
understood by the council and the opponent though they may be men of
high intellectual equipment. If it be contended that when the syllogism in
question fails to be understood by these parties (the council and the
opponent) the proponent explains the meaning of the same (and so the
debate proceeds without hitch), then here also let the proponent himself
explain the meaning of the recondite expressions (to the satisfaction of the
parties concerned). If no explanation be forthcoming (from the proponent),

udeti savitd tamras tamra evastam eti ca /

‘sampattau ca vipattau ca sadhindam ekariapata /
If the word ‘red” be replaced by a synonym, say scarlet, the uniformity stressed will

- not be secured so much as by the repetition of the same word. This shows that the

content or the meaning of a word is not only an objective fact but also its own self,
rather a complex of the two. Even when a word has no meaning in the shape of an
objective fact, it has a meaning so far as its own form is concerned. Accordingly,
Hemacandra asserts that a word absolutely devoid of meaning is an impossibility.
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he will be declared to have failed to score victory, but not to be defeated so
long as the opponent does not establish his own position. As for swift
articulation, it is quite possible that the council and the opponent should
somehow succeed in gaining insight into the meaning inasmuch as they are
conversant with the final position of both the advocates. If, on the other
hand, the proponent’s argument be found to be unmeaning nonsense
absolutely devoid of any bearing upon the matter at issue, the failure of
understanding on the part of the council and the opponent will not make it
unintelligible assertion, just as the utterance of (unmeaning) syllables in
succession (is not deemed as a case of the censure called ‘unintelligible
assertion’). So this ‘unintelligible assertion’ does not differ from the censure
called ‘meaningless jargon’.

88. purvaparasangatapadasamithaprayogad apratisthitavakyartham
aparthakam nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / yatha dasa dadimani sad aptipa
ityadi / etad api nirarthakan na bhidyate / yathaiva hi gajadadabadau
varnanam nairarthakyam tathatra padanam iti / yadi punah padanaira-
rthakyam varnanairarthakyad anyatvan nigrahasthandntaram tarhi
vakyanairarthakyasyapy abhyam anyatvan nigrahasthanantaratvam syat
padavat paurvaparyendprayujyamdnanam vakyanam apy anekadhopalabhyat —

“Sankhah kadalyar kadali ca bheryam tasyan ca bheryar sumahad vimanam /
- tac chankhabherikadaltvimanam unmattagangapratimari babhiiva /,”
ityadivat /

88.When a series of words without connection between the anteced-
ent and the consequent is pronounced and consequently there is failure of
the proposition to establish any meaning (connected judgement), it be-
comes a case of censure called ‘want of syntactical construction’. Such
(unconnected statements) as ‘ten pomegranates, six cakes’ and the like are
instances in point.

(Criticism) This variety, too, does not differ from ‘meaningless
jargon'’. Just as the letters e, f, g, h are devoid of meaning and purpose, so
are also the words in the instances quoted above. If, on the other hand, the
meaninglessness of words be regarded as a different variety of censure on
account of its difference from the meaninglessness of letters, then the
meaninglessness of sentences (for want of logical connection between the
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antecedent and the consequent) should be regarded as a different type of
censure on account of its difference from both the aforesaid types. It is
frequently found that sentences also are employed without reference to the
logical relevancy of the antecedent and the consequent. The following case
will serve as an illustration : “The conch was on the banana, the banana
was again on the trumpet and in that trumpet again there was the
firmament of extraordinary magnitude. These conch, trumpet, banana and
firmament became like the Ganges in fury”.

89. yadi punah padanairarthakyam eva vakyanairarthakyam padasa-
mudayatmakatvat tasya; tarhi varnanairarthakyam eva padanairarthakyarn
syat varnasamudayatmakatvat tasya / varnanam sarvatra nirarthakatvat
padasyapi tatprasangas cet; tarhi padasyapi nirarthakatvat tatsamudayatmano
vakyasyapt nairarthakydanusangah / padasyarthavattve ca padarthapeksaya;
varnarthapeksaya varnasyapi tad astu prakrtipratyayadivat; na khalu prakrtih
kevala padar pratyayo va / napy anayor anarthakatvam / abhivyaktdrtha-
bhavad . anarthakatve; padasyapi tat syat / yathaiva hi prakrtyarthah
pratyayenabhivyajyate pratyayarthas ca prakrtya tayoh kevalayor aprayogat
tatha Devadattas tisthatityadiprayoge syadyantapadarthasya tydadyanta-
padarthasya ca styadyantapadenabhivyakteh kevalasyaprayogah / padantara-
peksasya padasya sarthakatvam prakrtyapeksasya pratyayasya tadapeksasya
ca prakrtyadivarnasya samanam iti 9 /

89. Again it might be contended that meaninglessness of a sentence
(i.e., a meaningless sentence) is at botton nothing but meaninglessness of
words (i.e., meaningless words) since a sentence is nothing but a collection
of words. But in that case meaninglessness of a word (i.e., a meaningless
word) would not be anything different from meaninglessness of letters (i.e.,
meaningless letters) since a word is nothing but a collection of letters. But if
that be the case (in other words, if meaninglessness of a word be derived
from meaninglessness of letters) a word as such would have to be regarded
as meaningless (as a matter of universal necessity) since (its constituent)
letters are meaningless in all cases. If so, the contingency of a sentence also
being devoid of meaning would be unavoidable since a sentence is nothing
but a collection of words, and words by themselves are devoid of meaning.
If, on the contrary, a word be regarded as significant in relation to its own
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meaning, a letter also should be regarded as significant in relation to its own
meaning just as is the case with the base and the suffix. It is a truism that
neither a base nor a suffix independently by itself is a completed word, but
still they are not regarded as devoid of meaning. If these (constituent
elements of a word) be condemned to be meaningless on account of their
lack of an independent self-manifest meaning, a word also would be open to
such a charge. Just as the meaning of the base is manifested only by the
suffix (associated with it) and the meaning of the suffix, on the other hand,
is manifested by the base (to which it is added), and (this is evident from the
fact) that neither of them can be used by themselves in isolation, so also in
the sentence Devadattas tisthati (Devadatta is standing), the meaning of the
word ending in suffix si (Devadattah) is manifested by the word ending in
the suffix ti (tisthati) and the meaning of the word ending in the suffix ti
(tisthati) is manifested by the word ending in the suffix si (Devadattah, as
mutually associated). And so it is never found to be the case that these
words (as constituent parts of the sentence) are employed by themselves
(being incapable of conveying a self-sufficient meaning). The relative
significance of a word in reference to another word (with which it is.in
construction) is in the same position as the relative significance of a suffix in
reference to a base, and of a base in reference to a suffix which are (not
infrequently found to consist of isolated) letters. (9)

90. pratijfiahetitdaharanopanayanigamanavacanakramam ullanghya-
vayavaviparydsena prayujyamdanam anumdnavakyam apraptakalam nama
nigrahasthanam bhavati, svapratipattivat parapratipatter janane parartha-
numane kramasyapy angatvat / etad apy apesalam, preksavatam prati-
pattrnam avayavakramaniyamam vinapy arthapratipattyupalambhat / nanu
yathapasabdac chrutac chabdasmaranam tato ’rthapratyaya iti $abdad
evarthapratyayah paramparaya tatha pratijfiadyavayavavyutkramat
tatkramasmaranam tato vakyarthapratyayo na punas tadvyutkramat; ity
apy asaram, evamvidhapratityabhavat / yasmad hi sabdad uccaritat yatrarthe
pratitih sa eva tasya vacako nanyah, anyatha sabdat tatkramdc capasabde
tadvyatikrame ca smaranam tato ’rthapratitir ity api vaktum Sakyeta / evarn
$abdanvakhyanavaiyarthyam iti cet; naivam, vadino ’nistamatrapadandt
apasabde ’pi canvakhyanasyopalambhat / samskrtac chabdat satyat dharmo
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‘nyasmad adharma iti niyame canyadharmadharmopayanusthanavaiyarthyam
dharmadharmayos capratiniyamaprasangah, adharmike ca dharmike ca
tacchabdopalambhat / bhavatu va tatkramad arthapratitis tathapy artha-
pratyayah kramena sthito yena vakyena vyutkramyate tan nirarthakam na tv
apraptakalam iti 10 /

90. When the sequence of the statement of thesis, reason, example,
application and conclusion is violated and the syllogism is stated with the
reversal of the order of the members, it becomes a case of censure called
‘violation of the temporal order. Even in a syllogistic argument the
sequential order is also a condition of the understanding (of the process of
inference) by another person (for whose conviction the argument is made)
just as it (i.e., the order) is found to be the case (in the process of)
subjective understanding (inference).

(Criticism) This (argument) too is not cogent at all. It is found that
persons possessed of (average) intelligence do comprehend the drift of an
argument even when the members are stated in opposition to the customary
order. It has been contended that where the order of the members of a
syllogism, thesis and the rest is reversed, the understanding of the meaning
of the propositions is due to their adjustment in the proper order through
memory and not due to the improper order (in which the argument is
stated), just as it is the case with a corrupted word which as soon as it is
heard gives rise to the recollection of the correct word, and then the
meaning is understood and thus the understanding of the meaning is really
due to the (correct) word (known) through a medium. But this (defence)
entirely lacks substance, because the process of understanding does not
really occur in this wise. (The analogy of correct word is besides the point).
That word alone is the denoter, and not anything else, of the meaning which
Is understood as soon as a word is uttered. Were it not the case, it might
(with equal plausibility) be contended that a correct word helps the
recollection of the (so-called) corrupt word (which is the familiar form) and
the correct order gives rise to the memory of the so-called incorrect order
and the understanding of the meaning is due to this (intermediary process).
It may however be urged that this (contention, if true) would make the
inculcation of (correct) words (in standard grammatical works) absolutely
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nugatory. No, (it is far from our purpose to decry the value of standard
grammatical works); what we want to establish is that the position of the
advocate {of the conventional order) is liable to lead to such undesirable
contingency. Moreover, it is found that so-called corrupt words are also the
subject of grammatical treatment (in standard works of Prakrit Grammar
and they are shown to be governed by fixed laws and so it is doubtful
whether the palm of superiority should be accorded to Sanskrit words or
Prakrit words). If it is made the rule that the use of true Sanskrit words gives
rise to religious merit and departure from this generates demerit (as has
been propounded by Patafijali in the Mahabhasya), then this would deprive
the performance of the ceremonies declared to be means to merit and
demerit in other systems of religion of all its value. Not only this, but the
necessary determination of merit and demerit would be made impossible
since it is not an unusual experience that the appellation of meritorious is
applied to the unmeritorious and vice versa (and languge, Sanskrit or Prakrit,
cannot be made the rational criterion of religious merit or demerit). Even
taking for granted that understanding of the meaning takes place in that
very order, still the statement which violates the order in which meaning is
understood should be dubbed ‘meaningless jargon’ and not a case of
‘violation of temporal order’. (10)

91. paficavayave vakye prayoktavye tadanyatamenapy avayavena hinan
nyunam nama nigrahasthanam bhavati, sadhanabhave sadhyasiddher abhavat,
pratyjfiadinam ca paficanam api sadhanatvat; ity apy asamicinam,
paficavayavaprayogam antarenapi sadhyasiddher abhidhandt pratijiia-
hetuprayogam antarenaiva tatsiddher abhavat / atas taddhinam eva nyiinam
nigrahasthanam iti 11 /

91. The syllogism to be employed must consist of five members and
if it be lacking in any one of the members, it would be a case of censure
called ‘deficiency’. (The raison détre of this censure lies in the fact that) the
conclusion cannot be established if there be lack in the organ of proof and
all the five members headed by the thesis constitute the organ.

(Criticism) This, too, is not a sound case. The establishment of
conclusion has been shown even to be accomplished without the employ-
ment of all the five members. The conclusion cannot be established only
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when (the two members)-the thesis and the reason are not stated. (So it is
in consonance with the requirements of reason that) only when there is
deficiency of anyone of these (two members), it should be regarded as a
case of ‘deficiency’ and not other wise. (11)
92. ekenaiva hetunodaharanena va pratipadite ’rthe hetvantaram
‘udaharanantaram va vadato ’dhikam ndma nigrahasthanam bhavati
nisprayojanabhidhanat / etad apy ayuktam, tathavidhad vakyat paksasiddhau
pardjayayogat / katham caivam pramanasamplavo ‘bhyupagamyate ? abh-
yupagame va 'dhikan nigrahaya jayeta / pratipattidardhyasamvadasiddhi-
prayojanasadbhavat na nigrahah; ity anyatrapi samanam, hetunodaharanena
vaikena prasadhite ’py arthe dvitiyasya hetor udaharanasya va nanarthakyam,
tatprayojanasadbhavat / na caivam anavastha, kasyacit kvacin nirakanksa-
topapatteh pramanantaravat /- katham casya krtakatvadau svarthikaka-
pratyayasya vacanam, yat krtakam tad anityam iti vyaptau yattadvacanam,
vrttipadaprayogad eva carthapratipattau vakyaprayogah adhikatvan
nigrahasthanam na syat ? tathavidhasyapy asya pratipattivisesopayatvat tan
neti cet; katham anekasya hetor udaharanasya va tadupayabhtutasya vacanam
nigrahadhikaranam ? nirarthakasya tu vacanam nirarthakatvad eva
nigrahasthanam nadhikatvad iti 12 /

92. When a conclusion is established by means of one reason or one
example, the statement of a second reason or second example constitutes
the occasion of a censure called ‘superfluity’ inasmuch as such statement
does not serve any additional purpose.

(Criticism) This also is not supported by reason. If such statements
are conducive to the establishment of the position there is no reason why it
should be regarded as an odcasion of defeat. If such (addition of reason or
example be regarded as casés of superfluity) why should you (the Naiyayika)
endorse the possibility of the convergence of different cognitive organs
(upon an identical object of knowledge) ? The endorsement (of this
possibility) should, on the other hand, be an occasion of the censure of
superfluity. If it be not regarded as an occasion of censure on the ground of
its fulfilment of a (necessary) purpose in that it (the subsequent cognition)
furnishes verification which is conducive to the confirmation of (previous)
cognition, then the advantage may be the same in the other case also. When
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a fact is established by means of one reason or one example, the addition of
a second reason or a second example need not necessarily be superfluous
inasmuch as it may fulfil exactly the same purpose. Nor should it be thought
to involve a regressus ad infinitum since there may be a situation in which
further demand (for an additional reason or example) may be set at rest. It
is exactly on a par with the case of other cognitive organs (which are not
called in request when the conviction has reached the maximum level and so
the possibility and necessity of verification by another species of knowledge
do not give rise to an infinite regress even according to the Naiyayikas). [If
you Naiyayika be such a stickler for economy] then why should you make
use of such expressions as krtaka (product) in which suffix ka has the same
meaning as the base (krta, and no additional meaning of its own); why
again should you state the universal concomitance in the form yat krtakam
tad anityam (that is impermanent which is a product) by insertion of yat
(which) and tat (that) when a compound word (sic. krtakanityam) would
also convery the same meaning ? Why should not employment of a sentence
in such a case be an object of censure on the ground of superfluity ? If it be
held that such (apparently superfluous expressions) are the necessary means
of communication of a special meaning and as such they are not (cases of
censure of superfluity), then why should the employment of more than one
reason or example which are (equally effective) means of (communication
of additional meaning) be an occasion of censure ? As regards the statement
(of a reason or an example) which does not serve any additional purpose it
becomes an occasion of censure on the ground of its lack of meaning and
purpose and not on the ground of superfluity. (12)

93. sabdarthayoh punar vacanam punaruktam nama nigrahasthanam
bhavaty anyatranuvadat / Sabdapunaruktari ndma yatra sa eva sabdah
punar uccaryate / yatha anityah sabdah anityah $abda iti / arthapunaru-
ktam tu yatra so ’rthah prathamam anyena $abdenoktah punah paryayan-
tarenocyate / yatha anityah sabdo vinasi dhvanir iti / anuvdde tu pauna-
ruktyam adoso yatha “hetvapadesat pratijfiayah punar vacanam nigamanam”
[Nyayasutra, 1.1.39] iti / atrarthapunaruktam evanupapannam na
$abdapunaruktam, arthabhedena sabdasamye 'py asyasambhavat yatha —
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hasati hasati svaminy uccairudaty atiroditi,
krtaparikaram svedodgari pradhavati dhavati |
gunasamuditam dosapetam pranindati nindati,
dhanalavaparikritam yantram pranrtyati nrtyati ||
[Vadanyaya, p. 111]
ityadi / tatah spastarthavdcakais tair evanyair va $abdaih sabhyah prati-
padaniyah / tadapratipadakasabdanam tu sakrt punah punar vabhidhanam
nirarthakam na tu punaruktam iti / yad api arthad apannasya svasabdena
punarvacanam punaruktam uktam yatha asatsu meghesu vrstir na bhavatity
ukte arthad apadyate satsu bhavatiti tat kanthena kathyamanam punaruktam
bhavati, arthagatyarthe hi abdaprayoge pratite ’rthe kim teneti ? etad api
pratipannarthapratipadakatvena vaiyarthyat nigrahasthanam ndnyatha /
tatha cedam nirarthakat na visisyeteti 13 /

93. The reiteration of word and meaning except in subsequent
reference is an occasion of censure called ‘tautology’. Reiteration of the same
word (verbal tautology) occurs when the same sound is uttered again. For
example, ‘Word is not eternal, and word is not eternal’. The reiteration of
meaning (material tautology) arises when the same meaning is conveyed
first by one expression and again conveyed by a synonymous expression. For
example, ‘word is not eternal, and sound is perishable’. (The two sentences
convey the same meaning only in different language). But in subsequent
reference, the reiteration does not constitute a fault, as for example, in the
case of the conclusion in which there is restatement of the thesis on the basis
of the (re-)statement of the reason.

(Criticism) With reference to these two varieties, it should be
understood that it is reiteration of the same meaning and not the
reiteration of the same word that is liable to censure. There is no tautology
when there is difference of meaning though the language be the same. The
following instance (shows that verbal repetition does not involve tautolo-
gy) : “(What a pity !) the automaton (in the shape of a servant) indentured
for a paltry sum of money laughs aloud when the master indulges in
laughter; sets up a loud cry when he weeps; begins to run with girded
loins and perspiring when he accelerates his walking pace; when he is in a
censorious mood it sets about showering abuses (even) on what is
possessed of merit and free from fault; and again when he dances, it
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begins to cut capers at random.”!

The point is that the members of the council are to be enlightened by
the same or other verbal expressions provided they are expressive of
unambiguous meaning. The employment of words which do not express a
clear sense whether once or time and again is a case of ‘meaningless jargon’
and not tautology. Again has it been observed that there is a further case of
tautology when one makes an express statement, by means of (expressive)
words, of a sense which is known by implication. As for instance, when one
asserts ‘There is no rain, if there is no cloud’ and again expressly states in so
many words ‘it rains, when there is cloud’ which is obviously understood by
implication, it becomes a case of tautology. The use of language is
necessitated for the communication of a meaning and what does it serve
when the meaning is understood otherwise ?

(Criticism) This variety again becomes a case of censure on the
ground of superfluity since it only conveys a sense already understood and
not for any other reason (say, tautology). So this also does not differ from
‘meaningless jargon’. (13)

94. parsada viditasya vadina trir abhihitasydpi yad apratyuccaranam
tad ananubhasanam nama nigrahasthanam bhavati, apratyuccarayan kim
asrayam diisanam abhidadhiteti / atrapi kim sarvasya vadinoktasyananu-
bhasanam uta yannantariyika sadhyasiddhis tasyeti ? tatradyah pakso
yuktah, paroktam asesam apratyuccdrayato ’pi disanavacanavyaghatat /
yatha sarvam anityam sattvad ity ukte sattvad ity ayam hetur viruddha iti
hetum evoccarya viruddhatodbhavyate ksanaksayadyekante sarvathartha-
kriyavirodhat sattvanupapatter iti ca samarthyate / tavata ca paroktahetor
disanat kim anyoccaranena ? ato yannantariyika sadhyasiddhis tasyaiva-

1. The verse quoted satirises the conduct of a servant who has no independent
judgement of his own, but slavishly imitates the movement of his master in order
to curry favour with him. The quotation is meant to show that though the same
words are repeated in the original, they do not give rise to tautology since there is
difference in the shades of meaning. We have not, however, attempted to preserve
the sameness of verbal expression, since this would not give out the correct sense.
The point of contrast lies in the fact that the same word is used for the servant’s
conduct in imitation of that of the master with the addition of adverbjal prefixes
conveying exaggeration on the servant’s part.
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pratyuccaranam ananubhasanam pratipattavyam / athaivam dusayitum
asamarthah Sastrarthaparijfianavisesavikalatvat; tadayam uttarapratipatter
eva tirskriyate na punar ananubhasanad iti 14 /

94. The failure to reproduce (on the part of the opponent the
argument), though enunciated by the proponent three times and understood
by the council, constitutes the censure called ‘failure of reproduction’. The
raison d’etre (of the censure lies in the consideration) that when he fails even
to give utterance (to the argument employed), what (part of the argument)
can he be expected to assail by way of refutation ?

(Criticism) In this connection, (it may be asked whether ‘failure of
reproduction’ complained of is understood to be constituted by) the non-
reproduction of the entire argument propounded by the proponent, or of
that part of the argument, without which the conclusion cannot be estab-
lished (that is to say, of the essential condition which necessarily leads to the
establishment of the thesis). Now, the first of these alternatives is untenable,
inasmuch as the possibility of refutation is not precluded for a person even
though he does not care to reiterate the whole argument propounded by the
other party. To take a typical instancec, suppose one argues “All is
impermanent, because of being existent” and the other party quotes only the
reason and shows that it is vitiated by the fallacy of the contradictory reason
by asserting the proposition “The reason ‘because of being existent’ is
contradictory”, and further vindicates (his argument) by asserting “If things
were absolutely momentary, then they would not have any reason to be
existent, because exercise of causal efficiency (the only accepted criterion of
existence) in every possible way is incompatible (with momentary exist-
ence)”. What will be the point in the reiteration of the other parts (of the
argument) when this much constitutes the sufficient confutation of the
reason adduced by the proponent ? So it must be admitted that ‘failure of
reproduction’ is constituted by the non-utterance exclusively of that (part of
the argument) without which the conclusion cannot be established. If, on
the other hand, the opponent proves unable to refute (the proponent’s
thesis) on account of the lack of adequate knowledge of the contents of the
science (of logic), then he will be liable to be censured for lack of knowledge
of the counter-argument and not for ‘the failure of reproduction’. (14)
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95. parsada vijiiatasyapi vadivakyarthasya prativadino yad ajfianam
tad ajfianam nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / aviditottaravisayo hi kvottaram
brityat ? na cananubhasanam evedam, JAate ’pi vastuny anubhdsandsd-
marthyadarsanat / etad apy asampratam, pratijfiahanyadinigrahasthandnam
bhedabhavanusangat, tatrapy ajfianasyaiva sambhavat / tesam tatprabhedatve
va nigrahasthanapratiniyamabhavaprasangah, paroktasya’rdha’jiianadi-
bhedena nigrahasthananekatvaprasangat 15 /

95. The censure called ‘want of comprehension’ is constituted by the
failure of the opponent to comprehend the meaning of the propositions
asserted by the proponent although the same are comprehended by the
council. Unaware of the object of refutation as he is, what can he refute ? It
must on no account be confounded with ‘failure of reproduction’, because it is
observed that a person is unable to reproduce (a statement) even though he is
aware of its meaning. |

(Criticism) This (species of censure) also lacks justification. The
" censures ‘abandonment of the thesis’ and the rest will forfeit their title to
separate status because in all these cases simple want of comprehension
can be found to be operative. If, on the contrary, they are regarded as so
many species (of ‘want of comprehension’), there will be no ground for
adherence to the determinate enumeration of censures, because the num-
ber of censures can be indefinitely multiplied on the basis of variant
degrees of non-comprehension of the opponent’s argument. (15)

96. parapakse grhite 'py anubhdsite 'pi tasminn uttarapratipattir
apratibha nama nigrahasthdnam bhavati / esapy ajfianan na bhidyate 16 /

96. The censure called ‘bewilderment’ consists in the failure (of the
opponent) to realise the argument refutative of the proponent’s thesis
though it is understood and reproduced (by the said opponent).

(Criticism) This too does not differ from ‘want of comprehension’.
(16) |

97. “karyavyasangat kathavicchedo viksepah” [Nyayastitra, 5.2.19]
nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / sisadhayisitasyarthasyasakyasadhanatam
avasaya katham vicchinatti ‘idam me karaniyarm parihiyate, pinasena kantha
uparuddhah’ ityady abhidhaya katharm vicchindan viksepena pardjiyate /
etad apy ajiianato narthantaram iti 17 /
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97. “The interception of the debate under the pretext of an emergent
situation is ‘evasion’” (NS, 5. 2. 19) which is an occasion of censure.
Suppose that a person realises the impossiblity of establishing the position
advocated by him, and seeks to adjourn the debate by making such
statements as “I have to attend to this work which will suffer (if neglected)”
or “My throat is choked by cold”. The person who cuts off the debate (by
making such excuses) is declared to be vanquished on the charge of
‘evasion’.

(Criticism) This too is not anything different from ‘want of compre-
hension’. (17)

98. svapakse parapaditadosam anuddhrtya tam eva parapakse pratipam
dapadayato matanujfia nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / cauro bhavan
purusatvat prasiddhacauravad ity ukte bhavan api caurah purusatvad iti
bruvan atmanah parapadita cauratvadosam abhyupagatavan bhavatiti
matanujfiaya nigrhyate / idam apy gjfianat na bhidyate / anaikantikata
vatra hetoh; sa hy atmiyahetor atmanaivanaikantikatam drstva praha -
bhavatpakse ’py ayam dosah samanas tvam api puruso ’sity anaikantikatvam
evodbhavayatiti 18 /

98. When a person does not refute the allegation of defect by the
opponent against his own position but, on the contrary, makes the counter-
allegation of the presence of the same defect in the opponent’s position, he
makes himself liable to the censure called ‘acceptance of the charge’.
Suppose, for instance, the opponent argues “You are a thief, because you
are a male, just as notorious thieves are (males)” and the proponent makes
the counter-assertion “You too are (then) a thief, being a male (person)”. In
the situtation, the proponent has accepted the allegation of ‘being a thief
made by the opponent and is accordingly censured on the ground of
‘acceptance of the charge’.

(Criticism) It also does not differ from ‘want of comprehension’. Or,
it may be (construed as the assertion of) the fallacy of inconclusive reason.
The proponent himself realises the inconclusiveness of the probans em-
ployed by himself (viz., ‘being a male person’ in imitation of the opponent)
and only seeks to expose the inconclusiveness of the probans (‘being a male
person’) by asserting “The charge will equally hold good even against your
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own position, as you too are a male (person).”! (18)

99. nigrahapraptasyanigrahah paryanuyojyopeksanar nama nigraha-
sthanam bhavati / paryanuyojyo nama nigrahopapattyavasyar nodantyah
idam te nigrahasthanam upanatam ato nigrhito ’si’ ity evam vacaniyas tam
upeksya na nigrhnati yah sa paryanuyojyopeksanena nigrhyate / etac ca
kasya nigrahah’ ity anuyuktaya parisadodbhavaniyam na tv asav ‘dtmano
dosam vivrnuyat ‘aham nigrahyas tvayopeksitah’ iti / etad apy ajfianat na
bhidyate 19 /

99. The censure called ‘overlooking the censurable’ arises from the
failure to bring home censure against the person who is liable to censure. The
term ‘censurable’ stands for the person who ought necessarily to be charged
with a defect by the exposure of the point of censure. In other words, he is a
person who ought to be confronted with the charge “An occasion of censure*
occurs on your part and so you are defeated.” If the other party overlooks this
lapse and fails to convict the opponent of the censurable defect, the former is
declared to be vanquished on the charge of ‘overlooking the censurable’. The
verdict, however, is to be declared by the council, when pressed with the
enquiry ‘Which party is to be adjudged vanquished ?’ It cannot be expected
that the censurable party should expose his own defect by asserting “Though
I am liable to censure, you have overlooked it.”

(Criticism) This too does not differ from ‘want of comprehension’. (19)

100. “anigrahasthane nigrahasthananuyogo niranuyojyanuyogah”
[Nyayesitra, 5.2.22] nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / upapannavadinam
apramadinam anigraharham api ‘nigrhito ’si’ iti yo brityat sa evabhiitado-
sodbavanat nigrhyate / etad api ndjianad vyatiricyate 20 /

1. It is a case of tu quoque argument. What Hemacandra, following Digniga and
Dharmakirti, seeks to emphasise is that the tu quoque argument is not necessarily
tantamount to admission of the guilt alleged by the opponent. It may be
legitimately interpreted as the statement of the fallacy of inconclusive reason. When
the proponent flings back the charge of theft against the opponent by asserting that
he too cannot escape the charge if the attribute of ‘being a male person’ be an
unfailing criterion of ‘being a thief’, it does not follow that the proponent accepts
the truth of the universal proposition ‘All males are thieves.” What he is interested
to prove is that there is no necessary concomitance between ‘being a male’ and
‘being a thief and hence the attribute of ‘being a male’ has no bearing upon the
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100. The censure called “censure of the uncensurable’ arises from the
allegation of censure against a position which does not constitute an occasion
of censure” (NS, 5. 2.22). When a person assails, by the assertion “You are
vanquished’, the opponent who asserts a sound position, and is not guilty of
lapse and hence is unworthy of censure, the former is to be declared
vanquished on the ground of allegation of a defect which is not true.

(Criticism) This also is not anything separate from ‘want of compre-
hension.” (20)

101. “siddhantam abhyupetyaniyamat kathaprasango ’pasiddhantah”
[Nyayastitra, 5.2.23] nama nigrahasthanam bhavati / yah prathamam
kaficit siddhantam abhyupagamya katham upakramate / tatra ca sisadha-
yisitarthasadhandya paropalambhaya va siddhantaviruddham abhidhatte so
‘pasiddhantena nigrhyate / etad api prativadinah pratipaksasadhane saty eva
nigrahasthanam nanyatheti 21 /

101. The censure called ‘acceptance of the opposite position’ occurs
when the debate is conducted in conflict with the principles involved in the
position formerly maintained” (NS, 5.2.23). Suppose that a person first
affirms his adherence to a particular philosophical position and sets up a
discourse, and in the course (of the debate) makes an assertion which is
contradictorily opposed to the position originally advocated in order to
refute the opponent or establish a position he is interested to prove, the
person concerned is to be declared as vanquished on the charge of
acceptance of the opposite position.

(Criticism) This variety can be regarded as an occasion of censure
only when the opponent has advanced cogent arguments in support of his
position and not otherwise. (21)

probandum. In other words, this mode of tu quoque assertion may be regarded as
an effective refutation of the opponent’s argument. Uddyotakara, however,
complains that such tu quoque assertions are not legitimate ways of exposing a
defect in the opponent’s argument. The proponent ought to assert unequivocally
that the opponent is guilty of a fallacy. The roundabout course involved in tu
quoque arguments is rather symptomatic of ignorance of the real defect, and hence
is liable to censure. Hemacandra has also asserted prior to this alternative
explanation that the tu quoque argument does not differ materially from ‘want of
comprehension’.
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102. “hetvabhasas ca yathoktah” [Nyayasiitra, 5.2.24] asiddhaviru-
ddhadayo nigrahasthanam / atrapi viruddhahetiidbhavanena pratipaksa-
siddher nigrahadhikaranatvam yuktam, asiddhadyudbhavane tu prativadina
pratipaksasadhane krte tad yuktam nanyatheti 22||34| |

102. “The fallacies of reason as expounded before” (NS, 5. 2. 24), viz.,
non-existent, contradictory and the rest constitute an occasion of censure.

(Criticism) Regarding this it is to be observed that it constitutes an
appropriate occasion of censure when the opponent brings home the fallacy
of the contradictory reason (in the proponent’s argument) and thus succeeds
in establishing the opposite thesis. And as regards the exposure of other
fallacies such as a non-existent probans, it can be regarded as a legitimate
occasion of censure only when the opponent has established the opposite
thesis independently, and not otherwise. (22). (34)

103. tad evam Aksapadopadistam pardjayadhikaranam pariksya
Saugatagamitam tat pariksyate —

napy asadhanarigavacanadosodbhavane ||35] |

103. Having examined the occasions of defeat as propounded by
Aksapada, the author now proposes to subject the same as formulated by
the Buddhists to scrutiny :

(Aph.) Nor are again the statement of other than an essential
condition of inference, asadhanangavacana, and the
exposure of what is not a defect, adosodbhavana, (the
legitimate occasions of censure).

(Alternatively)

(Aph.) Nor are again the non-statement of what is an essential
condition of inference and the non-exposure of what is a
defect (the legitimate occasions of censure). (35)

104. svapaksasyasiddhir eva parajayo ‘na’ ‘asadhanangavacanam’

‘adosodbhavanam’ ca / yathaha Dharmakirtih -
“asadhanangavacanam adosodbhavanam dvayoh /
nigrahasthanam anyat tu na yuktam iti nesyate //
[Vadanyaya, karika 1]

104. Defeat is constituted by the failure to establish one’s thesis and

neither by the statement of other than an essential condition of inference, nor
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by exposure of what is not a defect — the position asserted by Dharmakirti in
the following terms : “The statement of other than an essential condition of
proof, and the exposure of what is not a defect are the occasions of censure
(respectively) of the two (the proponent and the opponent). Other cases are
not legitimate (occasions of censure) and as such are not admitted (to be
occasions of censure)” (VN, v. 1.)

105. atra hi svapaksam sadhayan asadhayan va vadiprativadinor
anyataro ’sadhanangavacanad adosodbhavanad va param nigrhnati ? pratha-
mapakse svapaksasiddhyaivasya pardjayad anyodbhavanam vyartham /
dVi-ﬁyapakge asadhanangavacanadyudbhavane ’pi na kasyacij jayah, paksa-
siddher ubhayor abhavat /

~ 105. (Criticism) Regarding this point (we must ask) whether the party
concerned, viz., the proponent or the opponent, inflicts defeat upon his
opponent on the ground of ‘the statement of other than an essential condition
of proof or ‘the exposure of what is not a defect’ after having established his
thesis or not having done so. On the first alternative, the defeat of the
opponent is secured by the establishment of one’s own thesis and exposure of
any defect in the opponent’s position is superfluous. On the second alterna-
tive, even the exposure of the defects such as ‘the statement of other than an
essential condition of proof will not lead to the victory of either party since
both the parties have failed to establish their respective thesis.

106. yac casya vyakhyanam - sadhanam siddhis tadangam trirtipam
lingam tasydvacanam tiisnimbhavo yatkificid bhasanam va, sadhanasya va
trirupalingasyangam samarthanam vipakse badhakapramanopadarsanarupam
tasyavacanam vadino nigrahasthanam iti tat paficavayavaprayogavadino ’pi
samanam / Sakyam hi tenapy evam vaktum siddhyangasya paficavayava-
prayogasyavacanat Saugatasya vadino nigrahah / nanu casya tadavacane ’pi
na nigrahah, pratijiianigamanayoh paksadharmopasarharasamarthyena
gamyamanatvat, gamyamandyos ca vacane punaruktatvanusangat, tatprayoge
'pi hetuprayogam antarena sadhyarthaprasiddheh; ity apy asat,
paksadharmopasamharasyapy evam avacananusangat / atha samarthyad
gamyamanasyapl yat sat tat sarvam ksanikam yatha ghatah, sams ca $abda
iti paksadharmopasarmharasya vacanam hetor apaksadharmatvenasiddhatva-
vyavacchedartham; tarhi sadhyadharasandehapanodartham gamyamanaya
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apt pratijiiayah, pratiyfiahetiidaharanopanayanam ekarthatvapradarsa-
nartham nigamanasya vacanam kim na syat ? nahi pratyriadinam ekarthatvo-
padarsanam antarena sangatatvari ghatate, bhinnavisayapratijiadivat /
nanu pratjjiiatah sadhyasiddhau hetvadivacanam anarthakam eva syat,
anyatha nasyah sadhanangata iti cet; tarhi bhavato 'pt hetutah sadhyasiddhau
drstanto ‘narthakah syat, anyathd ndsya sddhanangateti samdnam / nanu
sadhyasadhanayor vyaptipradarsandrthatvat nanarthako drstantah, tatra
tadapradarsane hetor agamakatvat; ity apy ayuktam, sarvanityatvasadhane
sattvader drstantasambhavato ‘gamakatvanusangat / vipaksavyavritya
sattvader gamakatve vd sarvatrapi hetau tathaiva gamakatvaprasangat
drstdnto ’narthaka eva syat / vipaksavyavrttya ca heturii samarthayan
katham pratijfiam pratiksipet ? tasyds canabhidhdne kva hetuh sadhyarii va
vartate ? gamyamane pratijfiavisaya eveti cet; tarhi gamyamanasyaiva hetor
api samarthanam syan na tiktasya / atha gamyamanasydpi hetor
mandamatipratipattyartharit vacanam; tatha pratijidvacane ko ‘paritosah ?

106. The following is an interpretation of this (statement of
Dharmakirti) : “sadhana (understood in the sense of an act) means proof
and ariga, necessary condition, of it is the probans endowed with triple
characteristic; and non-statement of it consists either in maintaining silence
or statement of any other (irrelevant) matter; and this constitutes an
occasion of censure of the proponent. Or, sadhana (understood as an
instrumental case) is but the probans with the triple characteristic (which is
the instrument of proof) and its anga, necessary condition, is its justifica-
tion which consists in the demonstration of the proof contradictory of the
opposite possibility. The non-statement of this is an occasion of censure of
the proponent.” The interpretation may with equal propriety be sponsored
by the advocate of five-membered syllogism. He too can assert (taking
stand upon this interpretation) that the Buddhist logician is to be adjudged
vanquished for non-statement of the five-membered syllogism which is the
(sole) condition of proof (of a thesis). It has been contended (by the
Buddhist) that the non-statement of this (five-membered syllogism) does
not expose him to defeat, since the thesis and the conclusion (the first and
last members of Nyaya syllogism) are understood by implication from the
statement of the minor premise (in which the probans known to be
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concomitant with the probandum is predicated of the subject). The
statement again of what (sic. the thesis and the conclusion) are understood
(by implication) would involve (useless) tautology, because even the
assertion of these (two members) unbacked by the assertion of the probans
(in the subject) does not lead to the establishment of the conclusion. But
the contention is futile, since this would make the omission of the minor
premise an inevitable consequence. It has been maintained that the
assertion of the minor premise, in other words, affirmation of the probans
in the subject, though understood by implication (of the knowledge-
situation), is yet resorted to in such (a typical syllogism) as “All that is
existent is momentary, as for instance, a jar, (major premise); sound is
existent (minor premise)” for the purpose of rebutting (the apprehension of
the fallacy of) ‘non-existent reason’ arising from the lack (of the know-
ledge) of the probans in the subject. [If this be a legitimate justification of
the obvious tautology involved in the assertion of the minor premise,
though the knowledge of the probans invariably carries with it the
knowledge of its existence in the subject and thus the assertion of the
probans in the subject in the minor premise is a reiteration of a known
fact], then why should not the assertion of the thesis, though known by
implication, and the assertion of the conclusion be a legitimate procedure
particularly when they respectively serve to rebut the doubt of the
substratum of the probandum, and to demonstrate the unified meaning of
thesis, reason, illustration and application ? Certainly thesis and the
remaining propositions cannot be (thought to be) mutually related unless
they be shown to express a unified meaning just as thesis and so on relating
to a different subject are not. (Q) Well, if the thesis leads to the
establishment of the conclusion, the assertion of reason and the rest is
perfectly useless. If not, it will not serve as a necessary condition of
inference. (A) Then in your case too the statement of reason should suffice
for the establishment of the conclusion, and so illustration would be a
superfluity. Otherwise it (the statement of reason) will not be a necessary
condition of inference. And thus the cases (viz., the logical necessity of
thesis and of reason) are equally balanced. It may be urged that illustration
serves to demonstrate the mecessary concomitance between the probans
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and the probandum, and so it is not a superfluity. If, on the contrary, the
said (necessary concomitance) were not exhibited in it (the illustration),
the probans would fail to prove (the probandum). But the contention is
devoid of logic. [If illustration were a necessary condition for securing the
cogency of the probans], then one cannot make ‘existence’ the probans for
inferring the impermanence of all entities, since such probans would have
no cogency because no external example is available for illustration. If
necessary incompatibility with opposite alternatives be put forward as the
proof of the cogency of ‘existence’ and the like attributes, then the same
criterion will prove the logical cognecy of every possible probans and so
illustration will have no raison detre. Moreover, how can one justify a
probans by showing its incompatibility with the opposite and at the same
time repudiate (the logical cogency of) the thesis ? If, on the contrary, the
thesis were not stated, what could be understood as the locus of the
probans and the probandum ? If you answer that they would relate to the
subject known antecedently to the thesis supposed to refer to it, then (by
parity of reasoning) the logical justification should concern the probans
independently implied and not (the probans) expressly stated. If you justify
the express statement of the probans, though implicitly known, for helping
the understanding of persons of dull intellect, why should the express
statement of the thesis incur your displeasure ?

107. yac cedam asadhanargam ity asya vyakhyanantaram — sadharm-
Yena hetor vacane vaidharmyavacanam, vaidharmyena ca prayoge sadharmya-
vacanam gamyamanatvat punaruktam ato na sadhandngam; ity apy
asampratam, yatah samyaksadhanasamarthyena svapaksam sadhayato vadino
nigrahah syat, asadhayato va ? prathamapakse na sadhyasiddhyapratibandhi-
vacanddhikyopalambhamatrendsya nigrahah, avirodhdt / nanv evam ndta-
kadighosanato ‘py asya nigraho na sydt; satyam etat, svasadhyam prasadhya
nrtyato pi dosabhaval lokavat, anyatha tambiilabhaksana-bhritksepa-khatkrta-
hastasphalanadibhyo ‘pi satyasadhanavdidino ‘pi nigrahah syat / atha
svapaksam aprasadhayato ‘sya tato nigrahah; nanv atrapi kim prativadina
svapakse sadhite vadino vacanadhikyopdalambho nigraho laksyeta, asadhite
va ? prathamapakse svapaksasiddhyaivasya nigrahad vacanadhikyodbhavanam
anarthakam, tasmin saty api paksasiddhim antarena jayayogat / dvittyapakse
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tu yugapad vadiprativadinoh parajayaprasango jayaprasango va syat,
svapaksasiddher abhavavisesat /

107. As regards the second interpretation of the expression ‘other
than an essential condition of inference’ given as follows—“The express
statement of concomitance in difference subsequent to the statement of the
probans with concomitance in agreement, or the express statement of
concomitance in agreement subsequent to the statement of concomitance in
difference, though one is known by implication from the other, constitutes
tautology and hence is not an essential condition of inference” — this too
lacks in propriety. Does the proponent expose himself to the defeat when he
proves his thesis on the strength of a legitimate probans or when he does not
prove it ? On the first alternative, he does not run the risk of defeat simply
because one notices a redundant statement which has no necessary bearing
upon the deduction of the conclusion, since it does not involve contradiction
(of the conclusion independently proved). One may argue : “Then the
proponent should not be subject to defeat even if he sets about reciting a
dramatic piece (though it has no bearing upon the conclusion to be
reached)”. It is quite true. We do not see any reason why should offence be
taken even if the person dances after having established his conclusion,
which is not an unusual occurrence in the world. (If you insist on such
unnecessary formality) then the person who adduces a sound probans
should also be declared to be vanquished if he indulges in such innocent
diversions as chewing beetle, movement of the eyebrows, giving out a mimic
cry, or waving of the hands. If, again, the verdict of defeat is to be
pronounced upon the proponent for such superfluous activity when he fails
to prove his position, it is to be considered whether the defeat of the
proponent is adjudged on the basis of superfluous expression which may be
rebuked as a lapse, after or before the opponent has established his own
conclusion. On the first alternative, the proponent will be considered
defeated by the successful establishment of the thesis by the opponent, and
the pressing home of the fault of superfluous expression will be redundant.
The reason is there can be no verdict of victory on the basis of such
superfluity unless the thesis of the opponent has been established. On the
second alternative, both the proponent and the opponent should be awarded
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victory or defeat simultaneously, because there is no difference so far as the
failure to prove one’s thesis is considered.

108. nanu na svapaksasiddhyasiddhinibandhanau jayapardjaj/au, tayor
vaktavyam, diisanavadina ca dusanam / tatra sadharmyavacanad vaidha-
rmyavacanad va ’rthasya pratipattau tadubhayavacane vadinah prativadina
sabhayam asadhanangavacanasyodbhavanat sadhusadhanajiianasiddheh
parajayah / prativadinas tu taddisanajfiananirnayaj jayah syat; ity apy
avicaritaramantyam, yatah sa prativadi satsadhanavadinah sadhanabha-
savadino va vacanadhikyadosam udbhavayet ? tatradyapakse vadinah katham
sadhusadhandjfianam, tadvacaneyattajiianasyaivabhavat ? dvitiyapakse tu
na prativadino disanajfianam avatisthate sadhanabhasasyanudbhavanat /
tadvacanadhikyadosasya jfianat diisanajfio ’sav iti cet; sadhanabhasajfianad
adusanajfio ’piti naikantato vadinam jayet, tadadosodbhavanalaksanasya
parajayasyapi nivarayitum asakteh / atha vacanadhikyadosodbhavanad eva
prativadino jayasiddhau sadhanabhasodbhavanam anarthakam; nanv evam
sadhanabhasanudbhavanat tasya parajayasiddhau vacanadhikyodbhavanam
katham jayaya prakalpeta ? atha vacanadhikyam sadhanabhdsar vodbhava-
yatah prativadino jayah, katham evam sadharmyavacane vaidharmyavacanari
vaidharmyavacane va sadharmyavacanam patajayaya prabhavet ? katham
caivam vadiprativadinoh paksapratipaksaparigrahavaiyarthyam na syat,
kvacid ekatrapi pakse sadhanasamarthyajfianajfianayoh sambhavat ? na
khalu $abdadau nityatvasyanityatvasya va pariksayam ekasya sadhana-
samarthye jfianam anyasya cajiidnam jayasya pardjayasya va nibandhanam
na bhavati / yugapat sadhanasamarthyajiiane ca vadiprativadinoh kasya
jayah pardajayo va syad avisesat ? na kasyacid iti cet; tarhi sadhanavadino
vacanadhikyakarinah sddhanasamarthyajfianasiddheh prativadinas ca
vacanadhikyadosodbhavanat taddosamatrajiianasiddher na kasyacij jayah
parajayo va syat / na hi yo yaddosam vetti sa tadgunam api, kutascin mara-
nasaktau vedane ’pi visadravyasya kustthapanayanasaktau samvedananudayat/
tan na tatsamarthyajfiandjfiananibandhanau jayapardjayau vyavastha-
payitum S$akyau, yathoktadosanusangat / svapaksasiddhyasiddhinibandhanau
tu tau niravadyau paksapratipaksaparigrahavaiyarthyabhavat / kasyacit

......

kutascit svapaksasiddhau suniscitdayam parasya tatsiddhyabhdvatah sakrj
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jayaparajayaprasangat /

108. It has been contended that victory and defeat do not depend
upon the proof of one’s position or the failure of such proof. But they are
based upon knowledge and want of knowledge. The proponent who has to
propound the probans for establishing his position ought to assert what he
knows to be a sound probans, and the opponent who has to make a
refutation ought, on the other hand, to assert the refutatory argument
(which he knows to be as such). Thus when it is possible to deduce the
conclusion either from the statement of the concomitance in agreement or
from the statement of the concomitance in difference, but yet the proponent
makes both such statements, and in the situation the opponent demonstrates
the statement of an unessential condition on the part of the proponent in the
council, the latter (the proponent) suffers defeat because his ignorance of
what is a sound probans is proved. But the opponent should win victory
because he establishes his knowledge of what is a refutation. The contention
appears to be plausible so long as it is not subjected to a critical examination.
The issue can be decided by the consideration whether the opponent
exposes the fault of superfluous statement on the part of the proponent
when he has produced a sound argument, or an unsound one. On the first
alternative, how can the proponent be convicted of the ignorance of a sound
probans when (as a matter of fact) he lacks in the knowledge of the requisite
number of such reasons ? On the second alternative, the opponent’s
knowledge of refutatory argument is not established, since he does not
expose the fallacy in the reasons advanced (by the proponent). It may be
contended that he is aware of what constitutes a refutation when he has
proved his knowledge of the fault of redundant statement. But he also
proves ignorant of what is refutation because he has shown his ignorance of
the fallacious reason. In the circumstances, he cannot be supposed to have
vanquished the proponent absolutely because he has proved his inability to
ward off the ignominy of defeat involved in the failure to expose the defect
present in that (argument of the proponent). It may be contended that the
exposure of fallacies of reason is superfluous for the opponent when he
establishes his (title to) victory solely by the discovery of the fault of
superfluous expression. But it is open to the objection how can the discovery
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of superfluous expression contribute to his victory when his defeat is
established on the ground of his failure to discover the fallacy of the reason.
If you affirm that the victory of the opponent is established when he
discovers the superfluity of expression as well as the fallacy of reason, then
why should you suppose that the assertion of concomitance in difference
after the assertion of concomitance in agreement, or, the assertion of the
concomitance in agreement after the assertion of concomitance in difference
should be a ground of defeat ? Moreover, (if knowledge and want of
knowledge be the criterion of victory and defeat as you assert, we do not
find any reason) how should the advocacy of the thesis and the counter-
thesis respectively by the proponent and the opponent be exempted from
the charge of futility, particularly in view of the fact that there must be
present the knowledge or ignorance of the competency of the probans in one
position or the other. It is not a fact that the knowledge of the competency
of a probans on the part of one party or the ignorance (of the same) on the
part of the other party (which transpires) after the examination of (the
subject of dispute such, for instance, as) the perishability or imperishability
of word, does not serve as the condition of victory or defeat. If, however,
both the proponent and the opponent be equally ignorant of the competency
of a probans, in that case on whose behalf will victory or defeat be awarded,
when there is no difference (between them) ? If you answer “on behalf of
neither” then it follows that the proponent who employs a superfluous
expression in the formulation of his argument is judged to prove his
ignorance of the competency of his probans (supposed to be implied by his
addition of a superfluous condition), and the opponent who discovers the
fault of superfluous expression is judged to prove his knowledge of this fault
alone (and not the competency or otherwise of the probans) and hence in
the circumstance neither should be awarded victory or defeat. It does not
follow that the person who knows the demerit of anything should also know
the merit of it. Thus, for instance, a man who knows that a poisonous
substance has fatal power may happen to have no knowledge of its power to
heal leprosy. The conclusion irresistibly follows that victory cannot be
determined on the basis of knowledge of the competency of the probans, nor
defeat on the basis of lack of such knowledge, inasmuch as (both the
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alternatives) are exposed to the charges set forth above. But (the position
we maintain, viz.,) that victory accrues from the establishment of one’s own
position and defeat from the failure to do so is free from all blemish,
particularly in view of the fact that it does not make the advocacy of a thesis
and its counter-thesis a futilicy. When, howerver, one party is categorically
and unmistakably found to establish his position on some valid ground and
the other party fails to establish the position advocated by him, the
(undesirable) issue of simultaneous victory or simultaneous defeat of both
the parties does not arise.

109. yac cedam adosodbhavanam ity dsya vyakhyanam - prasajya-
pratisedhe dosodbhavanabhavamdtram adosodbhavanam, paryudase tu
dosabhasanam anyadosandam codbhavanam prativadino nigrahasthanam iti
tat vadina 'dosavati sadhane prayukye saty anumatam eva yadi vadi svapaksam
sadhayen nanyatha / vacanadhikyam tu dosah prag eva prativihitah /
yathaiva hi paficdvayavaprayoge vacanadhikyam nigrahasthanam tatha
tryavayavaprayoge nyiinatapi syad visesabhavat / pratijiiadini hi paficapy
anumanangam - “pratijiiahetiidaharanopanayanigamanany avayavah”
[Nyayasttra, - 1.1.32] ity abhidhanat / tesam madhye ’nyatamasyapy
anabhidhane nyiinatakhyo doso ‘nusajyata eva “hinam anyatamenapi nytinam”
[Nyayasutra, 5.2.12] iti vacanat / tato jayetaravyavasthayam nanyan nimittam
uktat nimittad ity alam prasangena ||35]|

109. As regards the explication of the phrase adosodbhavana given as
follows : “If taken as a case of direct negation the phrase adosodbhavana
means ‘negation of discovery of defect’ and if taken as a case of indirect
negation it would mean ‘the exposure of what is (not a real) but an apparent
defect and of other (inconsequential) defects’; both these cases are legitimate
occasions of censure of the opponent, ” it (the aforesaid interpretation) is
accepted by us as appropriate provided the proponent employs a syllogism
free from fault and establishes his position, and not otherwise. As for the
defeat involved in superfluous statement, it has already been refuted by us.
Just as the syllogism of five members is considered to labour under the
censure of superfluity, so likewise it may be urged that the syllogism of three
members labours under the defect called ‘deficiency,” inasmuch as there is no
ground for discrimination. It must be admitted that all the five members
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beginning with thesis are necessary conditions of inference and this will be in
conformity with the statement “Thesis, reason, illustration, application and
conclusion are the members of a syllogism” (NS, 1.1.32). The non-statement
of any one of these (members) would necessarily involve the defect called
‘deficiency’ and this is in accordance with the statement “That which is devoid
of any one (of the members) is ‘deficient’ ” (NS, 5.2.12). It is established that
there is no other ground for the adjudication of victory and otherwise (defeat)
except the ground set forth by us and further elaboration will be an
unnecessary prolixity. (35). '

110. ayam ca prag uktas caturango vadah kadacit patralambanam
apy apeksate ’tas tallaksanam atravasyabhidhatavyam yato navijfiatasvariipa-
syasyavalambanam jayaya prabhavati na cavijfiatasvariipam parapatrari
bhetturn Sakyam ity aha! -

110. This Debate which has already been spoken of as resting on
four factors is sometimes carried on through the medium of epistles. Hence
it is necessary that we should state its definition in this connection,
inasmuch as resort to such (medium of debate) with its nature unknown
cannot be conducive to victory and also as it is not possible to penetrate
into the contents of such an epistle sent by an opponent unless one is fully
acquainted with its specific nature. With this object in view the author
propounds the following : '

1. The text of Pramanamimdmsa abruptly ends at this point in all the available manu-
scripts. This shows that Ac. Hemacandra could not complete the work. (Editor)
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PT. SUKHLALJI'S PREFACE

At the time of editing Pramanamimamsa | had written notes on
several philosophical technical terms occurring in the text and had added rto
it a long Introduction by way of preface. Now that these Notes and the
Introduction! are being published in English I feel obliged to explain, in brief,
the aim I had in view while writing them. This, I think, should enable the
English reader to adopt a certain approach towards the material in question.

Pramanamimamsa is an important — though incomplete — writing
by Acarya Hemacandra on Jaina Logic. The available portion of this text
discusses, briefly but lucidly, and from the Jaina standpoint, the philosoph-
ical concepts like pramdna, prameya, pramata, pramiti, etc.; here there
frequently occurs a mention — and sometimes also a criticism — of the
positions adopted by the other systems in this connection. In the course of
editing the text and of conducting research work thereon the idea occurred
to me that in case it continues to be taught and studied according to the old
Indian tradition of teaching and studying prevalent among our Pandit
circles, neither the teachers nor the students will be able to grasp the
import of the relevant philosophical issues in their proper historical
development. It was my own experience of student days that even the most
competent and sympathetic teachers of a particular philosophical system
would seldom care to look into the order of development undergone by this
system and the historical relation in which it stands to the other systems.
The result was that a student remained almost ignorant of the historical
development and of a comparative estimate of the system he chose to
study. And when some exceptionally brilliant student with curiosity un-
bounded placed even before the ablest of his teachers a query concerning
some problem, but from the standpoint of a non-partisan, historical,

1. This refers to his Introduction printed in the present work as its first part. (Ed.)
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comparative study, what usually happened was that the query would be
curtly brushed aside.

Doubtless, the gurus who taught me the various philosophical
systems were most thorough scholars of their respective systems and hearty
was their affection for me ; but none of them even hinted to me that one's
grasp of various philosophical issues becomes considerably objective when
study is undertaken from a historical and comparative standpoint. And my
experience was that all who, like me, studied exclusively according to the
old style found themselves in a predicament similar to mine. However, |
should here also make mention of one special advantage that is enjoyed by
those who study exclusively according to the old style. When, on the one
hand, a student is brilliant and his curiosity intense, while, on the other, the
teacher is a competent authority on the subject-matter concerned, the
study, undertaken according-to the old style, of this subject-matter invari-
ably throws on its vitals a light that is deep and of a most desirable type.

I had studied philosophy according to the old style of the Pandits and
had certainly derived a number of advantages therefrom; nevertheless, when
I first undertook the writing and research. work and, at the same time,
consulted the outstanding works written and edited by the various Indian and
foreign scholars, I became conscious of one great shortcoming of mine. The
shortcoming was my inability to make out how as a result of mutual
discussion and criticism the various philosophical systems of India influenced
one another either negatively or positively, by whom and when was this
influence exercised, and what was the extent thereof. I even failed to judge
correctly as to whether the discussion of a particular issue on the part of more
than one philosophical system was a parallel development or a development
brought about as a result of mutual influence. A deep consciousness of the
shertcoming in question forced me to traverse a new path. The new path
consisted in an attempt at first accurately grasping the teachings of the basic
texts of the various philosophical systems and then trying my best to
determine the historical interconnection between the philosophical issues and
to make a comparative study of these issues as discussed by the various
philosophical systems. Side by side with this new attempt on my part went on
the editing of several Jaina and non-Jaina texts and conducting research
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thereon; besides, I undertook some translation work. In the course of all this
activity I became firmly convinced that the study of any philosophical system
inevitably demands certain prerequisites and that these prerequisites include
a fairly accurate understanding of the historical interrelationship obtaining
between the various philosophical systems of India.

Impelled by this conviction, I have made, in these Notes and the
Introduction, an extremely modest and humble endeavour keeping in view
the noble aim that the current studies in Indian philosophy become open-
minded and open-hearted — with Pramanamimamsa acting as a pretext.

Pramanamimamsa is a text on Logic written from the Jaina standpoint.
It was therefore absolutely necessary to make it clear in the Introduction as to
what the Jaina standpoint is. However, unless one knows the distinguishing
marks of the standpoints adopted by the different philosophical systems of
India he cannot at all understand the particular nature of the Jaina standpoint
and the relation in which it stands to the other standpoints. Hence it is that
the Introduction first of all states the standpoints adopted by the different
philosophical systems of India.

The various philosophical standpoints are rooted in the various views
as to the comparative strength of the different organs of knowledge.
Therefore, with a view to laying bare the respective spheres of application of
the various organs of knowledge a classification has been made of the
philosophical views as to the nature of the organs of knowledge. Afterwards,
under the title ‘The Total Extent of the Knowable Sphere’ it has been shown
how various views as to the knowable sphere have emerged depending on
the various views as to the comparative strength of the different organs of
knowledge. In addition, several other more or less important problems have
been briefly touched upon in the Introduction.

Notes are many. In Pramanamimamsa there are defined and dis-
cussed a number of such concepts which, if they are to be understood
properly, demand a delineation of their development from a historical
standpoint and of their nature from a logical standpoint. The Notes in
question have been written with this understanding in view. It can easily be
seen that Notes written from the standpoint above recommended, even
when they directly concern the concepts upheld by a particular philosophi-
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cal tradition, are, in the final count, of help in understanding the corre-
sponding concepts of all traditions whatsoever. And if this be true, it
logically follows that Notes written on the topics covered by
Pramanamimamsa can be of considerable help in understanding the corre-
sponding concepts of all traditions whatsoever.

Really speaking, as I have above pointed out, one aim in writing
these Notes and the Introduction to Pramanamimamsa has been to pave the
way for a broad-based study, in some form or other, of all philosophical
traditions. : _

For thousands of years the currents of philosophical speculation have
run their course in India and with the passage of time they gained in logical
subtlety; but these have been seldom, if ever, subjected by the Indian
scholars to that type of investigation which has come from the pen of the
Westerners since the last century or so. For example, the thorough
researches of Prof. Jacobi and others in the Jaina scriptures have not been
matched by any undertaken by a scholar who is himself an upholder of the
Jaina tradition. Similarly, the ‘academic endeavour of no Buddhist monk
will stand comparison with that of a scholar like Prof. Stcherbatsky who has
thrown a veritable flood of light on Buddhist Logic. Dr. Thibaut, apart from:
translating into English the Bhdsyas of $ankara and Ramanuja, has offered,
in his introductory remarks, a penetrating study of the issues involved, a
study which has perhaps not been surpassed by any Sankarite or Ramanujite
scholar however acute. And not even the thoroughest of Nyaya-Vaisesika
scholars have been able to pursue that marvellous analytical method which
Prof. Ingalls of the Harvard University has adopted in presenting the
materials for the study of Navya-Nyaya Logic.

Oh the one hand, we find that the various philosophical traditions of
India today include a number of such eminent scholars of extraordinary
calibre whose help the Western scholars are eager to seek and who can, if
they so desire, throw, in 2 most competent fashion, very great light on their
respective subject-matters; on the other hand, there is no dearth in any
philosophical tradition of such important texts which are bound to attract
the attention of the philosophical world in case they are supplemented by
Introduction, Notes, etc. based on a thorough study of their respective
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contents. E.g. Nyayamarfijari of Jayanta, Slokavartika of Kumarila,
Pramanavartika of Dharmakirti, Tattvasangraha of Santaraksita, Kusumanjali
of Udayana, Tattvarthaslokavartika of Vidyananda, Syadvadaratnakara of
Vadideva, Sarvadarsanasangraha of Madhavacirya are some of the texts
which deserve an original, penetrating study and an investigation undertak-
en from a broad-based, historical standpoint. But in spite of all this the
truth remains — and it is a matter for anxious thought — that the same
texts which have been edited and translated so admirably by the Western
scholars had (or have) come out in so poor a quality when edited and
translated by their Indian counterparts. So far as I can see, the explanation
of this state of affairs lies in the fact that the old style Indian educational
centres are inclined to attach chief importance to the literal meaning of the
texts and have therefore become extremely narrow in their vision, while, on
the other hand, the Indian colleges and universities undertake studies that
are extensive in their sweep but such as seldom enter into the heart of the
matter. [ am therefore of the view that our style of teaching and studying
needs revision. With this aim in view I have attempted these Notes and the
Introduction. Of the limitedness of the scope of my attempt as also of the
shortcoming vitiating it I am more aware than anyone else, but for the
present, sympathetic friends are presenting it before the English reader as it
stands. '

Ahmedabad : » : ~Sukhlal
4. 5. 61. ' '



TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION
TO THE PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES

The following Notes do not occur in the body of Panditji's writing in
the order we have given them. Hence our ordering needs an explanation.
Pramana-mimamsa being a text on Pramana-sastra (i.e. Logic understood in
a broader sense so as to cover all that goes under the title “Epistemology”),
it is but natural that most of these Notes should deal with logic and
epistemology. But since the problems of logic and epistemology are after all
not quite unrelated to those of metaphysics, some of the metaphysical
problems too have been raised by Acarya Hemacandra in his Text, and
hence by Panditji in his Notes. Thus we see that the first 27 Notes pertain to
the problems of Logic and the last 3 to those of Metaphysics. The Notes on
Logic are again subdivided into three groups, viz. (i) those dealing with the
problems of knowledge in general, (ii) those dealing with the problems of
perception, and (iii) those dealing with the problems of inference.

(i) Coming to the Notes dealing with the problems of knowledge in
general, we should first of all make clear to ourselves as to what is the
Indian philosopher's word for “knowledge”. Indian philosophers make a
distinction between pramana and jfiana (having for its synonyms bodha,
upalabdhi, paricchitti, samvitti, etc.) and they are of the view that pramana is
but a subspecies of jiidna. The distinction between pramdna and jiidna is
roughly parallel to that between knowledge and cognition, and just as the
precise point of distinction between knowledge and ¢ognition will differ
from philosopher to philosopher, the precise point of distinction between
pramana and jfiiana differs from philosopher to philosopher. With a view to
avoiding participation in the controversy, we have left the word ‘pramana’
untranslated, and have translated the word jfiana’ as cognition — with the -
result that the word ‘knowledge’ occurs very rarely in our translation.
However, in Note 2 it became impossible to avoid translating ‘pramana’ as
valid cognition and in Note 3 to avoid translating ‘pramanya’ as validity of a
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piece of cognition. This should not mislead one into thinking that all Indian
philosophers are of the view that, a piece of cognition denied the appellation
‘pramand’, is necessarily invalid. Incidentally, we should note that the word
‘pramana’ means not only a particular type of cognition but also the
instrumental cause of this type of cognition, as also that the Jainas
understand by the word §fidna’ just determinate cognition (their word for
indeterminate cognition being ‘darsana’). In order to acquaint ourselves with
the various points that have been raised in the course of this discussion on
jiidna and pramdna we should read Notes 1-7. It is to Panditji's credit that
the few pages of his writings convince us (i) that none of the discussions into
which our philosophers have entered is pointless, and (ii) that none of our
philosophers has hesitated to side with a rival of his in case he is convinced
that this rival is taking a correct stand on a particular question. Note 8 is a
class by itself. It has been included here because our ignorance of Jaina Logic
is enormous — almost as enormous as was our ignorance of Buddhist Logic
before Stcherbatsky wrote his magnum opus. Of course, the points that need
clarification in Jaina Logic are of a different sort from those that need
clarification in Buddhist Logic, but Panditji’s treatment of the former points
is as much illuminating as Stcherbatsky's treatment of the latter.

(ii) As dealing with the problems of perception, are included three
Notes, viz. 11-13, which might appear to be out of place. For determining
the nature of sense-organs, manas, and soul is a metaphysical problem (and
determining the nature of soul also an ethical problem). We grant all this,
and yet feel that things that have been said in these three Notes have an
important bearing on the problems of perception as such. For the rest, the
Notes of this group can speak for themselves. Only one wishes there was an
independent Note on the Nyaya-Vaisesika definition of perception.

(iii) Notes dealing with the problems of inference are in a way the
most important group. For the cut and dried scheme that is offered to us —
ever since the days of our Intermediate class-lectures on Logic — in the
name of ‘Indian Logic’, does not really deserve that title. This, in turn, is
because Indian Logic is a much more variegated type of study — and a
study having a long history behind it — than is generally supposed to be the
case. In short, there are four chief schools of Indian Logic, viz. the Nyaya-
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Vai$esika school, the Buddhist school, the Mimamsa school, and the Jaina
school, and each is an independent (though not isolated) growth.! To use
the terminology of parliamentary democracy, the Nyéya-Vaiéesika logician
is the Leader of the House, the Buddhist logician the Leader of the
Opposition, the Mimarsa and Jaina logicians leaders of two considerably
strong Opposition Groups, the former tending to side with the Leader of the
House, the latter with the Leader of the Opposition. We are thankful to
Panditji that he has enabled us to visualize the serious discussions our
ancestors conducted in the field of logical studies.

(iv) Lastly, there is a short group of Notes dealing with some of the
most fundamental problems of metaphysics. According to one way of
looking at things, the nature of permanence and the nature of change
constitute the two most important topics for metaphysical speculation.
Panditji subscribes to this line of thought, and his discussion will be
thoroughly enjoyed by those who share his belief. But even for others, it
should mean enough food for thought. '

Distinction between the Age of Scriptures and the Age of Logic is a
concept characteristic of Panditji. Without meaning disrespect to either
Age, he tells us that the chief preoccupations of the former were spiritual,
those of the latter empirical.

Let us try to grasp this distinction as best we can.

— K. K. DIXIT

1. So far as my reading goes, the idea was first expressed by Mahapandit Rahul
Sankrityayan in his English Introduction to Pramdnavdrtika published in 1943 from
Kitab Mahal, Allahabad.



PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES

(i) On Problems of Knowledge in General -

1. IS COGNITION SELF-REVELATORY (sva-prakasa) OR
NOT-SELF-REVELATORY (para-prakasa) ?

In philosophical circles there has taken place a prolonged and multi-
sided discussion on the question whether cognition is self- -revelatory or not-
self-revelatory. Before we proceed to consider the various views upheld on
this question, it is necessary to bear in mind certain general points that will
enable us to ascertain the precise idea involved in the concepts ‘self-
revelatory’ and ‘not-self-revelatory’.

1. Some philosophers submit that cognition is by nature perceptible
(pratyaksa-yogya) while others maintain just the opposite view. Thus
according to the latter, cognition is by nature non-perceptible (paroksa), not
perceptible (pratyaksa). Thus, positions on the question whether cognition is
perceptible (pratyaksa) or non-perceptible (paroksa) constitute the corner-
stone (miladhara) of the discussion whether cognition is self-revelatory
(sva-prakasa) or not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa).

2. When it is said that cognition is self-revelatory (sva-prakasa) what
is meant is that a piece of cognition is perceptually revealed by itself, i.e. is
perceived by itself (sva-pratyaksa). On the other hand, when it is said that
cognition is not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa) what is meant is either that a
piece of cognition is perceptually revealed by another piece of cognition,
i.e. is perceived by the latter (para-pratyaksa) or that a piece of cognition is
inferentially revealed by another piece of cognition, i.e. is inferred by the
latter (para-anumeya).

3. When it is sa1d that cognition is self-perceptible (sva-pratyaksa) it
is not meant that a piece of cognition is incapable of being known through
inference etc.; what is meant is that a piece of cognition at the time of its
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origin is known perceptually by the cognizer concerned and only non-
perceptually by others, while at a later time it is known only non-
perceptually even by this very cognizer.! The same thing applies to the
contention that a piece of cognition is not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa) in
the sense of being perceptible by another piece of cognition (para-
pratyaksa); for here also what is meant is that a piece of cognition is
perceived by another piece of cognition acquired by the cognizer concerned
and acquired simultaneously with (rather just after) the former cognition,
that is to say, it is not perceived by a piece of cognition acquired by another
cognizer or acquired at a later time.

Buddhists belonging to the Vijiianavada school (NB. 1.10), Prabha-
karite Mimamsakas?, Vedantists,? and Jainas are advocates of the self-
revelatory character of cognition. However, they are not all unanimous as
to the nature of cognition. Thus according to Vijiianavada, there exist no
objects apart from cognition* while a particular piece of cognition is
possessed of a particular form (akara). According to Prabhakara, external
objects exist (Br., p.74) and are knowable (samvedya). According to
Vedanta, cognition, being essentially (mukhyataya) of the nature of Brah-
man, is eternal. The Jaina, like Prabhakara, posits the existence of external
objects and treats cognition as a generated (janya) phenomenon. Neverthe-
less, all these philosophers are unanimous in holding that cognition as such
(jfiana-matra) is self-perceptible (sva-pratyaksa), that is, that all cognition,
whether acquired through perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumdana),
verbal testimony (sabda), or memory (smrti), notices its own nature by way
of direct observation (saksatkara) while it is called ‘inferential’, ‘verbal

1. yat tv anubhiteh svayamprakasatvam uktam tadvisayaprakdsanavelayam jidtur dt-
manas tathaiva na tu sarvesam sarvadd tathaiveti niyamo 'sti, paranubhavasya
hanopadanaddmgakanumana]nanawsayatvat svanubhavasyapy atitasyajnasisam iti
Jjhdnavisayatvadarsandc ca /'—Sn'bhasya p. 24.

2. sarvavijiidnahetuttha mitau matari ca prama / saksatkartrtvasamanydt pratyaksatvena
sammata //-PP, p. 56.

3. Bhamati, p. 16. ‘seyam svayamprakasianubhitih’-Sribhdsya, p. 18. Citsukhi, p- 9

4. ‘sahopalambhaniyamad abhedo nilataddhiyoh’-Br. p. 29. ‘prakasamanas tadatmyat
svarupasya prakasakah / yatha prakaso 'bhimatas tatha dhir atmavedini // -PV,

3.320.
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‘mnemic’, etc. owing to the nature of the object grasped (grahya). In other
words, even though differing as regards their respective generating condi-
tions (samagri) and pertaining to objects that are differently characterized
as ‘capable of being perceived’ (pratyaksa), ‘capable of being inferred’
(anumeya), ‘capable of being recalled’ (smartavya), etc., the various types
of cognition like perception, inference, memory, etc. are, all of them,
perceptually cognizant of their own nature (i.e. of themselves).5

The Sankhya-Yoga® and Nyaya-Vaidesika’ philosophers regard cogni-
tion as not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa) in the sense of being ‘perceptually
cognizable by something other than itself (para-pratyaksa). They hold that
cognition is by nature perceptible but that it is not self-perceptible, for
according to them the perceptibility of a piece of cognition is due to
something other than itself. Thus according to (some of) them, all
cognition, whether perceptual, inferential, or mnemic, is perceptually
cognized by an after-cognition (anu-vyavasaya).® However, even while
these philosophers agree in maintaining that a piece of cognition is
perceived by something other than itself, they differ as to the identity of
this ‘something other than itself. For according to the Nyaya-Vaisesika, this
‘something’ is the after-cognition which arises in the wake of a particular
piece of cognition and which takes perceptual cognizance of this piece of
cognition, while according to the Sankhya-Yoga, this ‘something’ is pure
consciousness (caitanya) which constitutes the essence of purusa (i.e. soul)
and which takes perceptual cognizance of all buddhi-modifications-of-the-
form-of-cognition (jianatmaka buddhi-vrtti).

Kumarila alone regards cognition as not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa)
in the sense of being ‘inferentially cognizable by something other than itself
(para-anumeya), for according to him, cognition is by nature non-percepti-
ble (paroksa) and is to be known by means of an inference where
‘cognizedness produced by the concerned piece of cognition’ (tajjanya

5. ‘sarvavyiianahetuatthd... yavati kdcid grahanasmaranasvarippa’- PP, p. 56.

6. ‘sada jnatas cittavretayas tatprabhoh purusasydparindmitvat / na tat svabhasam
drsyatvat /° — Yoga-sitra, 4. 18-19.

7. ‘mmanograhyam sukham duhkham iccha dveso matih krtil’-Karikavali, 57.

8. Anu-vyavasdya is knowledge (possibly) arising in the wake of a piece of cognition
and taking perceptual cognizance of this piece of cognition.~Tr.
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Jnatata) acts as probans, that is, by means of an inference of the type where
the existence of a cause is inferred from that of its effect (karya-hetuka
karana-visayaka anumdna) (SD, p.157). None except Kumarila is of the
view that cognition can be known only non-perceptually (atyanta-paroksa).
Prabhakara also speaks of jiiana being inferred from effect-in-the-form-of-
cognition (phala-samvitti), but this is something altogether different from
Kumarila's talk of cognition (jfiana) being inferred from effect-in-the-form-
of-manifestedness (prakatya-ritpa phala). For according to Kumarila, what
we infer from manifestedness (prakatya) is cognition (jiana) that is an
inherent propery (samaveta guna) of soul, while according to Prabhakara,
what we infer from effect-in-the-form-of-cognition (samvid-riipa phala) is
the physical causal aggregate consisting of sense-object contact etc.
(sannikarsadi jada-samagri) generative of the property cognition (jfiana-
guna-janaka).® This employment of the word jfiana’ in the sense of a causal
aggregate is to be defended by treating jfiana’ as a formation with suffix
‘an’ indicative of instrumentality”added to the root i@ ‘to cognise’.

It is on account of his acceptance of the traditional Jaina view that
cognition as such is self-perceptible, that Acirya Hemacandra attributes
self-determination (svanirnayatva; self-cognizability) to cognition and re-
futes the doctrine of not-selfrevelatoriness in both its above-stated versions.
His arguments in support of his own position and in refutation of his rivals,
as also his manner of offering (upanydsa) perceptual and inferential
evidences are of a p1ece with those occurring in texts like Prakarana-
paficika of Salikanatha, Sri- -bhasya, etc. He has likewise followed these texts
in his consideration of the objections raised against his position by the rival
systems. , '

‘ (Pramana-mimamsa Tippana (=PMT) on
‘svanirnaya’ in 1.1.101°, pp. 130-3211)

9. samvidutpattikaranam atmamanahsanmkarsakhyam tad ityavagamya paritusyatam
ayusmata /-PP, p. 63.

10. Refers to Adhydya, Ahnika, Paragraph.

11. Refers to the pages of Pt. Sukhlalji's edition of Pramanamimansa, 1939.
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2. THE LOGICAL TRADITION (Tarkika Parampara) OF DEFINING
PRAMANA (Pramana-laksana)

In the available history of the logical tradition of defining pramana
(meaning both valid cognition and the instrument of valid cognition) Kanada
_occupies the first place. Through his aphorism ‘adustam vidya (9.2.12)
Kanada has indicated that the general definition of pramana (pramana-
samanya-laksana) ought to be based on the consideration that the cause of a
valid piece of cognition is pure, i.e. free from defects (karana-suddhi-miilaka).
The lacuna caused by the omission of a general definition of ‘pramana’ in the
aphorist Aksapada's series of definitions was filled by Vatsyayana!? with his
etymological interpretation (nirvacana) of the word ‘pramand’. In this
Vatsyayana did not — as did Kanada — care to note that the cause of a valid
piece of cognition has to be pure, but, keeping in view just the effect called
cognition (upalabdhi), he defined ‘pramana’ as ‘that which causes cognition’
~ (upalabdhi-hetu). In the course of meeting objections urged against
Vatsyayana's definition-based-on-etymology, Vacaspatimisra!® rendered it
complete by inserting in it the word ‘artha’ (i. e., object) and by taking the
word “cognition” occurring therein to stand for the valid sort of cognition
(pramana-ripa jfiana-visesa) rather than cognition as such (jiana-samanya);
this completed definition (i.e. the definition that ‘pramana is valid cognition of
an object’), which Udayanacarya'# in his Kusumarijali characterizes as “one
accepted by Gautama's School” (Gautama-naya-sammata) and which in its
entirety has been paraphrased by him in his own language, is the general
definition of pramana endorsed by all subsequent Nyaya-Vaisesika texts. Now
three things are particularly noteworthy in this Nyaya-Vaidesika tradition of
defining pramana in general :

1. Indication to the effect that the cause of a valid piece of cognition
has to be pure, i.e. free from defects.

12. upalabdhisadhanani pramanani iti samdkhyanirvacanasamarthydat boddhavyam
pramiyate anena iti karaparthabhidhano hi pramanasabdah /-NBh, 1.1.3.

13. upalabdhimatrasya arthavyabhicarinah smrter anyasya pramasabdena abhidhanat /
Tatp., p. 21

14. yatharthanubhavo mdanam anapeksatayesyate //

~ mitih samyak paricchittis tadvattda ca pramdtrta / _
tadayogavyavacchedah pramanyam Gautame mate //-NK, 4. 1. 5.
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2. Inclusion in the definition of the word “artha” standing for the
object-of-cognition (vasaya).

3. Absence in the definition of all mention as to whether a piece of
cognition is self-revelatory (sva-prakasa) or not-selfrevelatory (para-pra-
kasa), as also absence in it of all hint as to whether or not the object of a
valiq piece of cognition has to be some novel (apiirva) and hitherto-un-
known (anadhigata) entity.

Although Prabhakara!® and the Mimamsakas following him treat as
pramana (i.e. valid cognition) all non-mnemic cognition whatsoever
(anubhiiti-matra), Kumarila and his school of Mimamsa have formulated
such a general definition of pramana as draws upon both the Nyaya-
Vaisesika and Buddhist traditions;!® for the adjective ‘originating from a
non-defective cause’ (adusta-karana-arabdha) occurring in this (Kumarilite)
definition indicates in the manner of Kanada that the cause of a valid piece
of cognition must be free from all defect, while the adjectives ‘uncontradicted’
(nirbadha) and ‘pertaining to a novel object’ (apirvartha) occurring in it
bring it in line with the Buddhist tradition.!” The verse

tatrapurvarthavijiianam niscitam badhavarjitam /
adustakaranarabdham pramanam lokasammatam //
is attributed to Kumanla and two things are particularly noteworthy about it :

1. Inclusion in the definition of the word ‘apiirva’ (meaning hitherto-
unknown) in the form of an adjective of the object-of-cognition (artha).

2. Absence of all hint as to whether a piece of cognition is self-
revelatory or not-self-revelatory.

In the Buddhist tradition Dinnaga!® has included in his general

15. anubhitis ca nah pramanam /-Br, 1. 1. 5.

16. autpattikagira dosah kdranasya nivaryate /
abadho ‘vyatirekena svatas tena pramdnata //
sarvasyanupalabdhe 'rthe pramdanyam smrtir anyatha / -SV, Autp. Sl. 10-11 /* ‘etac ca
visesanatrayamupadaddnena siitrakarena kdranadosabadhakajfianarahitamagrhitagrahi
jianam pramanam iti pramanalaksanam sicitam /°-SD, p. 123. ‘anadhigatdarthagantr
pramanam iti Bhatta-mimamsakda ahuh /-Siddhantacandrodaya, p. 20.

17. ‘gjnatarthajiidpakam pramanam iti pramanasamanyalaksanam /° -PST, p. 11.

18. svasamvittih phalam catra tadripad arthaniscayah /
visaydkdra evasya pramdnam tena miyate //~PS, 1. 10.
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definition of pramana the word “self-cognition” (sva-samvitti) in the form
of an adjective of the effect (i.e. as standing for the effect of a pramana). In
the definition given by Dharmakirti’® in Pramana-vartika we find the
adjective ‘avisamvadin’, which resembles the adjective ‘pravrtti-samartha’
(i.e. one leading to successful action) occurring in Vatsyayana and which is -
a synonym for ‘nirbadha’ occurring in Kumarila and others; in the definition
given by him in Nydya-bindu (1.20) we find him speaking of artha-sariipya
(i.e. possession of the same form as the object) as being the essence of a
pramana as had been done by Dinnaga. Santaraksita's definition represents
a synthesis of the ideas underlying those of Difinaga and Dharmakirti; for it
runs as follows :

visayadhigatis catra pramanaphalam isyate /

svavittir va pramanam tu sariipyam yogyatdpi va // (TSN. k. 1344)2°

Here also two things are particularly noteworthy :

1. Introduction of the idea of self-cognition (sva-samvedana) — an
idea till now absent in all traditions — and hence indication to the effect
that the question whether a piece of cognition is self-revelatory or not-
selfrevelatory is now on the agenda.

[Asanga and Vasubandhu had laid the foundation of Vijfidanavada,
but its stout defence came from Dinnaga. And it was in connection with the
formulation and defence of Vijiianavada that there came into prominence
the doctrine of self-cognition or self-revelatoriness which, in turn, influ-
enced, in one form or another, other philosophers as well. -See Buddhist
Logic, Vol. I, p. 12.]

2. Clear recognition in the manner of the Mimamsaka that cognition
pertaining to a hitherto-unknown object is alone pramdna.?!

Siddhasena and Samantabhadra?’ — the first logicians of the

Svetambara and Digambara Jaina traditions respectively — both included

19. pramanam avisamvadi jianam arthakriydsthitih /
avisamvadanam sdbde ‘py abhiprdyanivedanat //-PV, 2.1.

20. The meaning of this kdrikd will become quite clear in Note 4 with the heading
‘THE EFFECT (phala) OF PRAMANA'. Tr.

21. See quotation from Pramana-samuccaya-tikd in Footnote 17. Tr.

22. ‘pramdnam svaparabhasi jiianam badhavivarjitam /~NA, 1. ‘tattvajiidnam pramanam
te yugapatsarvabhasanam /-AM, 101. ‘svapardvabhdsakam yatha pramdnam bhuvi
buddhilaksanam /-Brhat Svayambhastotra, 63.

3
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in their respective definitions of pramana the adjective “sva-para-avabhasaka”
(i.e. revelatory of itself and of a not-self) meaning “sva-para-prakasa” (i.e.
that which illumines itself and a not-self). In Siddhasena's definition the
word “badha-varjita” (i.e. immune from contradiction) conveys the same
idea as ‘badha-varjita’ in the Mimamsa and ‘avisamvadin’ in Dharmakirti.
Akalanka®® — the systematizer (prasthapaka) of Jaina Logic — has at some
places inserted both the adjectives ‘anadhigatarthaka’ (i.e. pertaining to a
hitherto-unknown object) and ‘avisamvadin’ (i.e. uncontradicted) while at
other places he has also lent support to the use of the adjective ‘sva-para-
avabhasaka’. Manikyanandin®* who follows Akalanka, by juxtaposing the
words ‘sva’ (i.e. self) and ‘aptirvartha’ (i.e. hithereto-unknown object) in the
same compound, unified the tradition founded by Siddhasena-
Samantabhadra and developed by Akalanka. Vidyananda,?® departing from
this tradition of Akalanka and Manikyanandin, preserved through the word
‘svarthavyavasayatmaka' (i.e. that which determines itself and the object)
the description given by Siddhasena and Samantabhadra but discarded the
words ‘anadhigata’ and ‘apurva’ that had occurred in the description given
by Akalanka and Manikyanandin. In the Jaina tradition of defining pramana
the word ‘vyavasayatmaka’ (i.e. determinate) appears for the first time in
Vidyananda, but it was already quite familiar in the context of Aksapada's
definition of ‘perception’.2® Abhayadeva?’ — the commentator of Sanmati
— followed Vidyananda, but he substituted the word ‘nirniti’ for the latter's
‘vyavasdya'. Vadidevasiiri?® has only repeated Vidyananda. Ac. Hemacandra,
after pondering over the proprieties and improprieties involved in the
various above-mentioned Jaina and non-Jaina traditions, included in his

23. ‘pramdnam avisamvadi jianam, anadhigatarthadhigamalaksanatvat /-ASh. AS, p.
175. ‘uktam ca-“siddham yan na pardpeksam siddhau svapararapayol / tat prama-
nam tato nanyad avikalpam acetanam //” ~-NVT, p. 63. The karika in question
occurs in Siddhiviniscaya which is definitely a writing by Akalanka.

24, ‘svapiarvarthavyavasayatmakam jiianam pramdnam /-PM, 1. 1.

25. ‘tatsvarthavyavasayatmajiianam mdanam itiyata /
laksanena gatdrthatvit vyartham anyad visesanam //° ~TSV, 1. 10. 77; PPar, p. 53.

26. ‘indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jiidnam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasaydatmakam

_ pratyaksam /° NS, 1. 1. 4. .

27. ‘pramanam svarthanirnitisvabhavam jiidnam / SMT, p. 518.

28. ‘svaparavyavasdyi jiianam pramanam / PNT, 1. 2.
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definition just three words, viz. ‘samyak’ (i.e. right), ‘artha’ (i.e. object),
and ‘nirnaya’ (i.e. determination). In view of the above-delineated Jaina
tradition it has to be admitted that Ac. Hemacandra arrived at his definition
through a series of eliminations and amendments. He discarded the word
‘sva’ that had been inserted in their definitions by all the Jaina teachers
preceding him. He selected Abhayadeva's ‘nirniti’ in preference to ‘avabhasda’,
‘vyavasaya’ etc. of others and then changed it into “nirnaya”. Lastly, he
introduced the word ‘samyak’ which was already available in Umasvati,
Dharmakirti, and Bhasarvjfia,?® and thus finalized his definition, viz. ‘right
determination of object’ (samyagarthanirnaya).

Though not differing as regards their essentials, the various general
definitions of pramana proposed by the different Svetambara and Digambara
Jaina teachers exhibit considerable verbal difference. This difference is
partly indicative of a real development of thought, but it is also due to the
variety of contemporary literature studied by this or that teacher. The
difference can be summarily subdivided into four heads :

(i) Firstly, there is the definition of Siddhasena-Samantabhadra
which contains the word ‘sva-para-avabhdsaka’ and which is possibly not
free from the influence of the Vijiianavada Buddhist discussion on self-
cognizability and otherwise (of a piece of cognition), for the idea is absent
in the earlier Agamic texts. (ii) Secondly, there is the definition of
Akalanka-Manikyanandin containing the words ‘avisamvadin’ and ‘apiirva-
anadhigata’ which are undoubtedly taken from the Buddhists and Mima-
msakas. (iii) Thirdly, there is the definition -of Vidyananda, Abhayadeva,
and Devastri, which is simply a verbal paraphrase of the one put forth
by Siddhasena-Samantabhadra but which has come to acquire a more
specific meaning as a result of substituting the word ‘vyavasaya’ or ‘nirniti’
for ‘avabhdsa’. (iv) Lastly, there is the definition of Ac. Hemacandra
which had been finalized by eliminating the words ‘sva’ ‘apiirvd’, ‘anadhigata’,
etc. _ ‘

(PMT on ‘samyagartha’ in 1.1.7, pp. 5-8)

29. samyagdarsanajiianacdritrani moksamargah /° Tattvarthasitra, 1. 1. ‘samyagjiiana-
purvika sarvapurusarthasiddhil /° NB, 1.1. ‘samyaganubhavasadhanar pramanam /°
NSa, p. 1.
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3. VALIDITY OF COGNITION (Pramanya) — IS IT INTRINSIC
(Svatah) OR EXTRINSIC (Paratah) ?

The discussion as to whether the validity and invalidity of a piece of
éognition are intrinsic or extrinsic is a topic of frequent occurrence in
philosophical literature. Historically viewing, the discussion seems to have
originated in two schools of thought, one admitting the validity of Vedic
testimony (veda-pramanya) and the other denying it. When the Jainas,
Buddhists, and other (heterodox) thinkers repudiated the validity of Vedic
testimony, their Nyaya-VaiSesika and Mimamsa counterparts, who were
advocates of the validity of Vedic testimony, started offering arguments in
support of this validity. It appears that the discussion originally pertained
only to verbal testimony (sabda-pramana) but that once it entered the field
of Logic its scope was universalized, and consideration whether the validity
and invalidity of a piece of cognition are intrinsic or extrinsic began to be
applied to all cognition without exception.3°

In this discussion there were at first two chief contending parties, one
comprising the Jainas and Buddhists who were proponents of the invalidity of
Vedic testimony (Veda-apramadnyavadin) and the other comprising the
Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas, etc. who were proponents of the validity of Vedic
testimony (Veda-pramanyavadin). But different proponents of the validity of
Vedic testimony argued their case in different ways. Thus the theistic Nyaya-
Vaisesika system based its defence of the validity of Vedic testimony on the
alleged divine origin of the Vedas. And when the validity of Vedic testimony
was thus proved to be extrinsic, it was concluded that the validity of the
remaining types of cognition, that is, of perception etc., is likewise extrinsic.
The same reasoning was in the sequel extended so as to arrive at the

conclusion that the invalidity of a piece of cognition is equally extrinsic.3!

30. ‘autpattikas tu Sabdasydrthena sambandhas tasya jiidnam upadeso vyatirekas cdrthe
‘nupalabdhe tat pramanam Badardyanasyanapeksatvat /° Jaiminisatra, 1. 1. 5.
‘tasmat tat pramanam anapeksatvat / na hy evam sati pratyayantaram apeksitavyam,
purusdantaram vapi; svayam pratyayo hy asau /° Sabambhasya 1.1.5 Br. 1. 1. 5.
‘sarvavijiidnavisayam idam tdvat pratiksyatdm / pramanatvapramanacve svatah kim
parato 'thava //° -SV, Cod., $l. 33.

31. pramanato ‘rthapratipattau pravrttisamarthyad arthavat pramanam /~NBh, p. 1; Tatp.
1. 1. 1. *kimvijiidnanam pramanyam apramanyam ceti dvayamapi svatah, uta ubhayam
api paratah, Ghosvid apramanyam svatah pramanyam tu paratah, utasvit pramanyam
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Being no theist, the Mimamsaka certainly could not derive ‘the
validity of Vedic testimony from God's authorship of the Vedas. He
therefore accepted Vedic testimony to be self-valid (svatah-pramana), and,
with a view to buttressing this position, demonstrated the self-validity of
the remaining types of cognition like perception, etc.3? However, the
invalidity of a piece of cognition remained extrinsic even in the eyes of a
Mimamsaka.33

The available texts of the Sankhya system give no indication as to
what stand it takes on the question under consideration, but the statements
of Kumarila, $antaraksita, and Madhavacarya go to suggest that the system
regards as intrinsic the validity as well as invalidity of a piece of cognition.34
May be the old Sankhya literature on the topic has perished. Writings of the
above authors also make mention of a viewpoint which is diametrically
opposed to the one adopted by the Mimamsaka, that is, of the viewpoint
according to which the invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic while its
validity is extrinstc. In the Sarvadarsana-sangraha passage ‘Saugatas caramam
svatah’ (p. 279), this is no doubt given out as the Buddhist viewpoint, but
the Buddhist viewpoint as presented in Tattvasangraha is quite different
from it. It is possible that the viewpoint attributed by Sarvadarsanasangraha
to Buddhists is the viewpoint of some other branch of Buddhism.

Santaraksita has elucidated the Buddhist position as follows : “Of the
four views, viz. (i) that both the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition
are intrinsic, (i) that both its validity and invalidity are extrinsic, (iii) that its
validity is intrinsic and invalidity extrinsic, and (iv) that its invalidity is

svatahapramanyam tuparata iti/ tatra parata eva Vedasya pramanyam iti vaksyamah /
sthitam etad arthakriydjfianat pramanyaniscaya iti / tadidam uktam / pramanato
‘rthapratipattau pravrttisimarthyad arthavat pramdnamiti / tasmdad apramanyam api
paroksam ity ato dvayam api parata ity esa eva paksah sreydn’/ NM, pp. 160-74; Kand.
217-20. ‘pramdyah paratantratvat sargapralayasambhavat / tadanyasminnandsvasan
na vidhantarasambhavah //” -NK, 2. 1; Tattvacintamani, Pratyaksa. pp. 183-233.

32. ‘svatah sarvapramandnam pramanyam iti gamyatam /
na hi svato ‘'sati saktih kartum anyena sakyate //" - SV, Si. 2, Sl 47.

33. SV, Sa. 3, SL 85. _

34. ‘kecid ahur dvayam svatah /-SV, Si. 2, St 343; TSN (and TSNP), k. 2811.
‘pramdnatvapramanatve svatah Sankhyah samasritdh /° Sarvadarsanasangraha,
Jaiminiya, p. 2765.
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intrinsic and validity extrinsic, none is the Buddhist view, for all these views
are uniquely regulated (niyamita) while Buddhists accept no unique regula-
tion on this point. That is to say, from the Buddhist viewpoint, both the
validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition can well be intrinsic in one case
and extrinsic in another. Thus in the case of repeated acquaintance
(abhydsa-dasa) the validity as well as invalidity of a piece of cognition ought
to be treated as intrinsic while in the case of first acquaintance (anabhyasa-
dasa) they both ought to be treated as extrinsic.”®®

The Jaina position exactly tallies with the Buddhist case as presented
by Santaraksita. That is, it too treats the validity as well as invalidity of a piece
of cognition as intrinsic in the case of repeated acquaintance, and extrinsic in
the case of first acquaintance. This position is clearly stated in the relevant
aphorism itself of Pramananaya-tattvaloka. Although Ac. Hemacandra, follow-
ing in the footsteps of the author of Pariksamukha, raises in his aphorism the
question of intrinsicality and extrinsicality only as regards the validity of a
piece of cognition (and not also as regards its invalidity), Devasuri's aphorism
is fully representative of the Jaina tradition on this score. Thus we read :
tatpramanyam svatah paratas ceti / PM, 1. 13. tadubhayam utpattau parata
eva jAaptau tu svatah paratas ceti / PNT, 1. 21.

This discussion on intrinsicality versus extrinsicality has gradually
developed so much that all philosophical systems consider, invariably and at
length, three separate questions enquiring as to whether the origin (utpatti),
the knowledge (jfiapti), and the effectivity (pravrtti) of the validity and
invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic or extrinsic.>® And extremely terse
(jatila) works — so full of subtle refinements (pariskarapurna) — like
Tattvacintamani, Gadadharapramanyavada, etc. have come to be written on
the subject.

(PMT on siitra 1. 1. 8, pp. 16-18)

35. ‘na hi Bauddhair esam caturndm ekatamo ’pi pakso 'bhisto 'niyamapaksasyestatvat /
tathahi — ubhayam apy etat kificit svatah kificit paratah iti piirvam upavarnitam / ata
eva paksacatustayopanydso 'py ayuktah / paficamasydpy aniyamapaksasya sambhavat /°
— TSNP, k. 3123.

36. PKM, p. 149 ff.
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4. THE EFFECT (phala) OF A PRAMANA

The discussion as to the nature of pramana and of its effect occupies
an important place in philosophical speculation. The matter had been given
consideration even in the Age of Scriptures (Sruti-Agama-Yuga), that is, in
the period preceding the Age of Logic (Tarka-Yuga). Thus Upanisads,
Pitakas, and (Jaina) Agamas all speak of the effect of knowledge — of right
knowledge (samyak-jfiana). In this Age, the Vedicist, Buddhist, as well as
Jaina traditions are found to submit that the effect of knowledge consists in
removal of ignorance (avidya-nasa) or in cognition of things (vastu-visayaka
adhigama) — but all this was said from a spiritual (adhyatmika) point of
view, that is, from the point of view of the attainment of transcendental
release (moksa-labha). In that Spiritual Age, knowledge was considered to
be of use simply because it removes our nescience (avidya) — i.e. ignorance
(gjfiana), — acquaints us with the real nature of things, and thus ultimately
results in our attaining transcendental release.3” But in the Age of Logic, the
question was considered also from an empirical (vyavahdarika) point of view.
This is why in the discussion conducted on the question of pramana and its
effect in the Age of Logic, we"‘find exhibited the transcendental (alaukika)
viewpoint that is characteristic of the Spiritual Age, as also the empirical
(laukika) viewpoint that is characteristic of the Age of Logic.®® The
discussion from an empirical viewpoint of the question of pramana and its
effect consists in considering as to what in everday practice (vyavahara) is
accomplished (siddha) by a pramana directly, and what through intermedi-
ary links (paramparaya); whether or not a pramana ultimately leads to
transcendental release is no concern of this viewpoint. For the empirical
viewpoint seeks to consider the effect of a pramana even in the case of
those persons who are unauthorized for transcendental release
(moksanadhikarin).

37. ‘so vidyagranthim vikaratiha saumya / — Mundakopanisad, 2. 1. 10; Uttaradhyayana-
sutra, 28. 2, 3; tametam vuccati — yada ca fiatva so dhammam saccani abhisamessati /
tada avijjipasama upasanto carissati //~Visuddhimagga, p. 544.

38. ‘....tattvajiianan nihsreyasam /-VS, 1.1.3. “..tattvajiianan nisreyasadhigamah /-NS,
1.1.1. yada sannikarsas tada jianam pramitih, yada jianam tada hanopadano-
peksabuddhayah phalam /-NBh, 1.1.3.
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All the three traditions that discuss in the Age of Logic the question
of pramana and its effect consider two chief points, viz. (i) whether a
pramana and its effect are mutually distinct or not-distinct, and (ii) what
constitutes the effe¢t of a pramdna. The Vedicist traditions like Nyaya-
Vaisesika, Mimamsa, etc. treat the effect of a pramana as absolutely
distinct from this pramana,® the Buddhist treats the two as absolutely
non-dinstinct.* The Jaina, in line with his general non-absolutistic ap-
proach, treats a pramana and its effect as partly dlstlnct and partly non-
distinct.#!

As to the nature of the effect of a pramana, the Vaidesika, Nyaya, and
Mimamsa hold an identical view.#2 Thus according to them all, the chain of
activities starting with the functioning (vydpara) of a sense-organ and
culminating in the decision to accept, reject, or ignore the object concerned
(hanopadanopeksa-buddhi), consists of 1ink§ which are of the nature of
pramana in relation to their respective successors, and of the nature of an
effect-of-pramana in relation to their respective predecessors. That is to say,
on this view, the sense-organ is a pramana but no effect-of-a-pramana while
the decision to accept, reject, or ignore the object is an effect-of-pramdna but
no pramana, but the three intermediate stages, viz. sense-object contact
(sannikarsa), indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka), and determinate
perception (savikalpaka), are a pramana in relation to their respective
successors and an effect-of-pramana in relation to their respective predeces-
sors. Here even an effect-of-pramana is no doubt called also a pramana but
it is so only in relation to the succeeding effect which is quite distinct from
itself. Thus on this view, a pramdna and its effect clearly turn out to be
mutually distinct. The same sort of distinction has been kept in view by
Vacaspatimisra while elucidating the Sankhya position on the question of
pramana and its effect.43
- 39. SV, Pratyaksa., SL 74, 75.

40. PS, 1. 9. NBT, 1. 21.

41. ‘karanasya kriydyas ca kathaiicid ekatvam pradipatamovigamavat nandtvam ca
parasvadivat.” ASh, AS, pp. 283-84.

42. ‘yadad sannikarsas tada jnanam pramitih yada jiianam tada hanopadanopeksabuddha-

yah phalam.” NBh, 1.1.3; SV, Pratyaksa., SI. 59-73; PP, p. 64; Kand, pp. 198-99.
43. Sarikhyatattvakaumudi, k. 4.
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In the Buddhist tradition two views are held as to the nature of the
effect of a pramana. According to one, the effect of a pramana consists in
cognition of an object (visayadhigama); according to the other, it consists in
self-cognition (sva-samvitti). Of these two views — both occurrmg in
Dihnaga* — the first alone is mentioned and elucidated by Dharmakirti*s
and his commentator Dharmottara, but Santaraksita gathers together these
views, logically justifies (sayuktika upapadana) them, and brings out the
distinction between the two. Santaraksita and his disciple Kamalasila
clearly state that according to realism (bahyarthavada) — the doctrine
Parthasarathimi$ra characterizes as Sautrantika — the formal similarity
(sariipya) obtaining between a piece of cognition (jriana) and its object
(visaya) is (to be treated as) pramana while cognition of the object in
question (visayadhigati) is (to be treated as) the effect of pramdna, and that
according to idealism (vijfidnavdda) - the doctrine Parthasarathi character-
izes as Yogacara — self-cognition (sva-samvedana) on the part of a piece of
cognition is (to be treated as) the effect of pramana while a capacity for the
same (yogyatd) is (to be treated as) pramana.*® Here we should keep in
mind that with the Buddhist a pramana and its effect are, both of them, the
properties of the concerned piece of cognition, and that the two are said to
be non-distinct (abhinna) simply ‘because’ they are not two different
entities.*” Kumarila (in SV, Pratyaksa., SL 74 ff.) has assailed this Buddhist
thesis of non-distinction (abheda) between a pramana and its effect, and
has lent support to the Nyaya-VaiSesika thesis of distinction (bheda)
between the two; Séntaraksita “in return, has met Kumarila's objection
word by word, and has demonstrated the logical proprlety of the Buddhist
thesis in question (TSN, k. 1340 ff).

44. PS, 1. 10-12; SV, Nvavaratnakaratika, pp. 158-59.

45. NB, 1. 18-19.

46. ‘visayadhigatis catra pramanaphalam isyate / . _
svavittir va pramanam tu sdripyam yogyatd 'pi va //-TSN, k. 1344. SV,
Nyayaratnakara, pp. 158-59. - v .

47. Thus strictly speaking, for a Buddhist the relation between a. pramana and pra-
mdnaphala is not that of cause and effect (kdrya-kdrana-sambandha) but rather

that of determinant and determmed (Vyavasthapya -vyavasthapaka-sambandha). See
NBT, 1. 21.-Tr.
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_ In the Jaina tradition Siddhasena and Samantabhadra are the first
logicians to have given consideration to the problem of the effect of a
pramana also from an empirical viewpoint. On this question the two
teachers have expressed similar ideas and in similar words (NA, k. 28; AM,
k. 102). According to both, the immediate effect of a pramana is removal of
ignorance (ajfiana-nivrtti) but the remote effect can possibly be the decision-
to-accept-or-reject-or-ignore-the-object. Three things are particularly note-
worthy in this contention of Siddhasena and Samantabhadra :

1. The mention of removal-of-ignorance as the effect of pramana, a
mention absent in the Vedicist as well as Buddhist traditions. 2. Absence of
the idea — characteristic of the Vedicist tradition — that the intermediary
links (lying in between the initial functioning of a sense organ and the final
decision to accept etc.) are pramdna in relation to their respective
successors and effect-of-pramana in relation to their respective predeces-
sors, an idea absent also in the Buddhist tradition. 3. Absence of the
mention as to whether a pramana and its effect are mutually distinct or
non-distinct.

After Siddhasena and Samantabhadra our attention is chiefly drawn
by Akalanka who, while accepting all that was said by Siddhasena and
Samantabhadra on the question, also expressly takes a stand on the two
points left untouched by them, that is to say, Akalanka says in so many
words that with Jainas the relation between a pramana and its effect is one
of distinction-cum-non-distinction (bhedabheda) (ASh, AS, pp. 283-84) and
he also takes clear note of and endorses — in a fashion characteristic of the
Jaina — the relativistic VaiSesika, Nyaya, and Mimamsa position according
to which the intermediary links (in the causal chain of a cognitive process)
are, each of them, pramana as well as effect-of-pramana.*® On the question
of pramana and its effect, Manikyanandin (in PM, 5.1.ff) and Devastri (in
PNT, 6.3 ff) repeated in their respective aphorisms what was said by
Siddhasena and Samantabhadra; at the same time, even though they
aphorized Akalanka's idea that with Jainas the relation between a pramana
- and its effect is one of distinction-cum-non-distinction, they did not do the

43. ‘bahvadyavagrahddyastacatvarimsat svasamvidam /
purvapurvapramanatvam phalam syad uttarottaram //-Laghi., 1.6.
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same with Akalanka's other idea that the intermediary links (in the causal
chain of a cognitive process) are, each of them, pramana as well as effect-
of-pramana. Vidyananda's sharp intellect took note of the concept “removal
of ignorance” (agjfiana-nivrtti) and of the phrase “determination (i.e.
cognition) of self and of a not-self’ (sva-para-vyavasiti) (occurring in the
definition of pramana), and he submitted that to say that the effect of a
pramana is removal of ignorance, is to say what the Sautrantika means
when he tells us that the effect of a pramana is determination-of-a-not-
self(para-vyavasiti; cognition-of-an-object) and the Yogacara when he tells
us that the effect of a pramana is self-determination (sva-vyavasiti; self-
cognition) (TSV, p. 168; PPar, p. 79); Prabhacandra in his
Prameyakamalamartanda and Devasuri in his Syadvadaratnakara follow
Vidyananda. By now it seems to be the settled view of Jaina logicians that
what Siddhasena and Samantabhadra call ‘removal of ignorance’ is in fact
‘determination of self and of a not-self. _

Ac. Hemacandra in his treatment of the topic, no doubt gathered
together these views of the Jaina logicians that had preceded him, but he
also contributed something new to the discussion. Thus unlike Prabhacandra
and Devastiri, he does not identify ‘removal of ignorance’ with ‘determina-
tion of self, and of a not-self, but treats the two as two different effects of
pramana. Though in answering the objections against the doctrine of non-
distinction between a pramdna and its effect — objections that had been
urged by Kumarila and met by Dharmottara in his commentary on
Nyayabindu and by Séntaraksita in Tattvasangraha — Ac. Hemacandra
simply follows the Buddhist line of defence he has here displayed, in an
attractive logical style, his command over Grammar. As on so many others,
so also on the question of regarding the intermediary links (in the causal
chain of a cognitive process) as pramana as well as effect-of-pramana Ac.
Hemacandra literally follows in his aphorisms the line of argumentation
laid down by Akalanka. Thus we find in these aphorisms a possible
synthesis — undertaken in accordance with the Jaina standpoint — of the
Vedicist, Buddhist, and Jaina traditions on the problem of pramana and its
effect. _

(PMT on siitras 1.1.34-41, pp. 66 — 69)
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5. IS MEMORY (smrr7) A PRAMANA ?

On the question whether or not memory is pramana or prama (both
meaning the same thing) there are two traditions — the Jaina and the non-
Jaina. The Jaina tradition considers memory to be a pramana and classes it

.'u_,nder non-perceptual (paroksa) pramands; the non-Jaina tradition — be it
“’Vedicist or Buddhist — does not consider memory to be a pramana. Of
course, even those who do not consider memory to be a pramana do not
say that it is an a-pramdna, i.e. an invalid cognition (mithya-jiiana); all that
happens is that they do not call memory by the name pramana.

+  The root of the controversy whether the word “pramana” should not
be employed to denote mnemic cognition, lies in the history of Scriptures
(dharma-$astra). In the Vedicist tradition, the Vedas - also called Sruti — are
alone considered to be valid as the basic Scripture; on the other hand, the
Smyti-texts like Manu etc., even though valid in the form of a Scripture,
have their validity dependent on Sruti, that is to say, only that Smrti is valid
which is based on or uncontradicted by Sruti, in other words, a Smrti’s
validity (as a Scripture) is not independent but dependent on the Sruti’s
validity (as a Scripture).*® This ruling (vyavastha@) concerning the validity of
a text as a Scripture was being given consideration by the Mimamsa system
since very old past. When the question arose of determining the validity of
smrti understood (not as certain texts claiming Scriptureship but)as ordi-
nary mnemic cognition, the Mimamsakas seem to have just generalized the
position they had come to adopt on the question of the validity of smrti
understood as certain texts claiming Scriptureship, that is to say, they gave
the ruling that memory (smrti), since its validity depends on that of the
earlier non-mnemic cognition (anubhava) which is its cause, is not an
independent pramana (just as Smrti, since its validity depends on that of
Sruti, is not an independent Scripture). This theological-cum-logical ruling
(nirnaya) given by the Mimamsa system — so much concerned with Vedic
ritualism (vaidika-dharma-jivin) — has, in all probability, influenced the

49. ‘paratantryat svato naisam pramanatvavadharana /
apramanyavikalpas tu dradhimnaiva vihanyate //
purvavijianavisayam vijfianam smrtir ucyate /
parvajiianad vind tasyah pramanyam navadhdryate //" -Tantravartika, p. 69.
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remaining Vedicist systems like Nyaya, Vaiesika, Sankhya, etc.5° Hence it
is that these systems are unanimous in their view — supported though it
might be by different arguments in different cases — that the word
“pramana” is not to be employed to denote mnemic cogmt1on

Mimamsakas like Kumarila are of the view that mnemic cognition,
since its sole funct1on lies in making us apprehend something that was -
grasped by an earlier piece of non-mnemic cognition, is not the revealer of
some novel object (anapiirvarthaprakasaka) and is the cognizer of what has
already been cognized (grhitagrahin).5! Sridhara, the follower of
Pradastapada, basing himself on the Mi 1mamsa line of reasoning, argues (in
Kand., p. 257) that memory falls outside the circle of pramanas because it
cognizes what has already been cognized. But Jayanta, the follower of
Aksapada, pursues another line of reasoning. He thus argues that memory,
since it comes into bemg at a time when the real entity (artha) gonstitu-
ting its object (visaya) is absent, is something not born of a real entity
(anarthaja) and hence a non-pramdna.5? Jayanta's present argument has
been refuted by Sridhara.53 Vacaspati Misra, who too is a follower of
Aksapada, offers a third argument. He submits that memory should not be
treated as prama because popular usage (lokavyavahdra) is not in favour of
calling memory a pramana (i.e. prama). Hence it is that in his account of
prama (given in Tatp., p. 20) Vacaspatimi§ra leaves out memory and
considers only the remaining types of cognition.y Udayanacarya, after
refuting all the arguments offered by these earlier ]og1c1ans in support of
the contention that memory is not a pramana, follows the suggestion of
Vacaspatimisra and maintains that non-mnemic cognition (technically called

50. ‘etaduktam bhavati - sarve pramanadayo 'nadhigatam artham samanyatah prakarato
va 'dhigamayanti, smrtih punar na piarvanubhavamaryadam atikramati, tadvisaya
tadinavisaya vd, na tu tadadhikavisayd, so ’yam vrttyantarad visesall smrter iti vim-
rsati /~Tattvavaisarady, 1. 11.

S1. ‘tatra yat parvavijfidnam tasya pramanyam isyate /
tadupasthanamdtrena smrteh sydac caritarthata //° -SV, Anu., Sl 160; PP. p. 42.

52. ‘na smrter apramanatvam grhitagrahitakrtam /
apt tv anarthajanyatvam tadapramanyakdranam //~-NM, p. 23.

53. ye tv anarthajatvat smrter apramanyam ahuh tesim atitdnagatavisayasyanumanasyd-
pramanyam syad iti disanam /° Kand., p. 257.
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anubhava) should alone be treated as pramarna because it alone is an
independent piece of cognition; thus Udayanacarya thinks that memory is
not pramana because it is dependent on anubhava, and that this train of
reasoning of his is in accord with popular usage.>* ,

Buddhists too do not consider memory to be a pramana, and their
argument is akin to that of the Mimamsaka or the Vaiesika, that is, they too
argue that memory is not a pramana because it cognizes what has already
been cognized (TSNP, k. 1‘298). However, we cannot say that in adopting
this position the Buddhist was influenced by the Mimamsa doctrine of ritual,
as were the systems like Nyaya, Vaisesika, etc., for the Buddhist was not at
all a believer in the validity of Vedic testimony. What is actually the case is
that, there arises no question of memory being treated as a pramana in a
system like Buddhism where all knowledge-involving-thought
(vikalpajfianamatra) is declared to be no pramdna.s

Jaina logicians criticize all these views which deny to memory the
status of a pramana on the ground that it cognizes what has already been
cognized, that it is not born of a real entity, that popular usage is against
calling memory a pramana, etc.; and their contention is that memory ought
to be treated as a pramana because it is true of facts (samvadin), just as
perception etc. are treated as pramanas because they are true of facts.56
There is no difference of opinion among the Jainas on this point, and in
treating memory as a pramana (in Pramanamimamsa, 1.2.3) Ac. Hemacandra
has simply followed the established Jaina tradition.

That mnemic cognition is true of facts is acceptable to all (Indian
logicians), and so there is no material difference of opinion on this issue;

54. ‘katham tarhi smrter vyavacchedah ? ananubhavatvenaiva / yathartho hy anubhavah
prameti pramanikah pasyanti / “tattvajiianat” it satrandt / avyabhicdri jidnam iti ca / nanu
smytih pramaiva kim na syatyatharthajiianatvat pratyaksadyanubhitivad iti cet / na, siddhe
vyavahdre nimittanusarandt / na ca svecchakalpitena nimittena lokavyavaharaniyamanam,
avyavasthaya lokavyavahdraviplavaprasangat / na ca smrtihetau pramanabhiyuktanam
maharsinam pramdanavyavahdaro ’sti, prthaganupadesat /~-NK, 4. 1.

55. grhitagrahanan nestam samvrtam ...” (samvrtam vikalpajiianam — Manorathananditika) -
PV, 2.5,

56. ‘tatha hi ~ amusya’pramanyam kuto ’yam aviskurvita, kim grhitarthagrahitvat, paricchi-
ttivisesabhdvat, asatyatite 'rthe pravartamanatvat, arthad anutpadyamanatvit, visamva-
dakatvat, samaropavyavacchedakatvat, prayojanaprasadhakatvit va /~SVR, 3.4.
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the difference only arises when some agree and others refuse to call
memory a pramanda.
(PMT on ‘sa ca pramanam’ in 1.2.8, pp. 72-74)

6. IS CONTINUOUS COGNITION (dharavahika jiiana) A PRAMANA ?

Whether memory is or is not a pramana is a problem that has been
considered by the Indian systems of Logic ever since their inception, but the
problem whether continuous cognition (of the same object) is or is not a
pramana seems to have arisen, for the first time,.in the Buddhist system
with Dharmakirti. And once it found footplace in one system of logic the
problem became a problem for all the systems : hence arguments and
counter-arguments were offered on the question, different views were
upheld, and definite traditions established.

Nyaya-Vaiesika philosophers like Vacaspati, Sridhara, Jayanta,
Udayana, etc.’” all grant that continuous cognition takes cognizance of
what has already been cognized, but they agree to treat such a cognition as
pramana — and this they do without positing ‘awareness of minute divisions
of time’ (sitksma-kala-kala-bhana) (as is done by some other philosophers)’
This is why these philosophers do not define pramana as cognition of
something hitherto unknown (anadhigata).

Among Mimamsakas, both the Kumarilite and Prabhakarite traditions
are in favour of treating continuous cognition as pramana, but the two have
adopted different lines of defence. Prabhakarite Salikanatha®® argues —

57. ‘anadhigatarthagantrtvam ca dhdaravahikavijidnanam adhigatarthagocaranam loka-
. siddhapramdanabhavanam pramdnyam vihantiti nadriyamahe / na ca kalabhedenanadhi-
pisitalocanair asmadrsair andakalandt / na cadyenaiva vijiianenopadarsitatvad arthasya
pravartitatvat purusasya prdpitatvdac cottaresam apramarnyam eva jiiananam itt vacyam /
na hi vijiianasydrthaprapanam pravartanad anyat, na ca pravartanam arthapradarsanad
anyat / tasmad arthapradarsanamdtravyaparam eva jianam pravartakam prapakanmca /
pradarsanam ca purvavad uttaresam api vijiianandm abhinnam iti katham purvam eva
pramanam nottarany api ?’-Tapt., p. 21.; Kand., p. 61; NM, p. 22; NK, 4.1.

58. ‘dharavahikesu tarhy uttaravijidnani smrtipramosad avisistani katham pramanani ?
tatraha — anyonyanirapeksds tu dharavahikabuddhayah / vyaprivamane hi purvavijfia-
nakaranakaldpa uttaresim apy utpattir iti na pratitita utpattito va dharavahikavijianani
parasparasyatiserata iti yukta sarvesam api pramdnata /~PP, pp. 42-43; Br. p. 103.
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without positing ‘awareness of minute divisions of time’ — that continuous
cognition is pramana because it is non-mnemic (anubhiiti) sort of cognition,
and the argument bears a clear imprint of the Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition. On
the other hand, Kumarilite Parthasarathi®® posits ‘awareness of minute
“divisions of time’ and then goes on to maintain that continuous cognition is
pramana; for the Kumarilite tradition, since according to it a pramana must
- have for its object something altogether novel, could not defend the
pramana-ship of continuous cognition otherwise (i.e. without supposing that
~newer and newer minute-divisions-of-time are taken note of during the
course of a continuous cognition). This Kumarilite position seems to bear an
imprint of the Buddhist and Jaina views.

Coming to the Buddhist tradition, though Dharmottara® makes no
express mention of continuous cognition, the general tenor of his state-
ments suggests that he was inclined to treat such a cognition as no
pramana. In his commentary on Hetubindu, Arcata®! has, incidentally but
clearly, formulated his view on the question of continuous cognition. He

59. ‘nanv evam dharavihikesittaresim pirvagrhitarthavisayakatvad apramanyam sydt /
tasmat “anubhitih pramanam” iti pramanalaksanam / tasmat yathartham agrhitagrahi
jiidnam pramanam iti vaktavyam / dharavahikesv apy uttarottaresam kalantarasa-

" mbandhasyagrhitasya grahandt yuktam pramdnyam / sarnn api kalabhedo tisiksmatvan
na paramrsyata iti cet; aho siksmadarsi devanam priyah ! yo hi samanavisayaya
vijianadhdraya ciram avasthayoparatah so ‘nantaraksanasambandhitayartham smarati / *
tathd hi — kim atra ghato ‘vasthita iti prstah kathayati — asmin ksane mayopalabdha
iti / tatha pratararabhyaitavatkalam mayopalabdha iti / kalabhede tv agrhite
katham evam vadet ? tasmad asti kalabhedasya paramarsah / tadadhikyac ca
siddham uttaresam pramanyam /"~SD, pp. 124-26.

60. ‘ata eva anadhtgataw;ayam pramanam / yenaiva hi jidnena prathamam adhigatb
rthah tenaiva pravartitah purusah prapitas carthah tatraivarthe kim anyena jianena
adhikam kdryam / tato 'dhigatavisayam apramdnam /" NBT, p. 3.

61. ‘yada ekasmin eva niladivastuni dhiaravahinindriyajianany utpadyate tada pirvenabhi-
nnayogaksematvat uttaresdm indriyajidnainam apramanyaprasarngah / na caivam, ato
‘nekanta iti pramanasamplavavadi darsayan aha - pirvapratyaksaksanena ityadi /
etat pariharati ~ tad yadi pratiksanam ksanavivekadarsino ’dhikrtyocyate tada
bhinnopayogitaya prthak pramanyat nanekantal / atha sarvapadarthesv ekatvadhya-
vasdyinah 'samvyavahdrikan purusan abhipretyocyate tada sakalam eva nilasantanam
ekam artham sthirarapam tatsadhyam carthakriyam ekatmikam adhyavasyantiti
pramanyam apy uttaresim anistam eveti kuto 'nekantah ?-Hetubindutikd, p. 37.
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there maintains that a yogin's continuous cognition is pramana because it
involves awareness of minute divisons of time whilé, on the other hand, an
ordinary man's continuous cognition is no pramana because it involves no
such awareness. Thus in the Buddhist tradition continuous cognition has
been treated as pramdna or no pramana according as the cognizer
concerned is of this or that type (i. e. a yogin or an ordinary person).

On the question whether continuous cognition should or should not
be regarded as pramana the Jaina texts on Logic follow either of the two
traditions, the Digambarite and the Svetambarite. According to the Digambara
tradition, a continuous cognition is pramana only in case it takes note of
specialities (vifesa) like moments (ksana) etc. and thus produces knowl-
edge of newly specialized objects (viSistaprama-janaka) (every moment);
on the other hand, if a continuous cognition takes no such note of
specialities, it is no pramana. Similarly, this tradition further maintains that
a contiunous cognition, even while producing knowledge of specialized
objects (evey moment), is no pramana so far as the aspect of substance
(dravyamsa) is concerned (because it produces no specialised knowledge
concerning this aspect) and is pramana so far as the aspect of specialities
(viSesamsa) is concerned (because it does produce specialized knowledge
concerning this aspect), that is to say, the same piece of cognition is
pramana as well as no pramana according as its object is this or that (i.e. a
speciality-of-a-substance or the substance itself). A careful scrutiny
(purvaparavalokana) ofjthe commentaries of Vidyananda, the follower of
Akalanka, and Prabhacandra, the follower of Manikyanandin, leads to the
present conclusion.62 ‘For when Akalanka and Manikyanandin, who are one
with the other Jaina logicians in frankly admitting memory to be a
pramana, urge, in agreement with the Buddhist and Mimamsaka, that a

62. ‘grhitam agrhitam va svartham yadi vyavasyati / tan na loke na sastresu vijahati
pramanatam //>-TVS, 1. 10. 78.; ‘pramantaragrhitarthaprakasitvam prapaiicatah /
pramanyam ca grhitarthagrahitve 'pi kathaficana //-TSV, 1. 13. 94.; ‘grhitagrahanat
tatra na smrtes cet pramanata / dharavahyaksavijiidnasyaivam labhyeta kena sa //°
TSV, 1. 13. 15.; ‘nanv evam api pramanasamplavavaditavydghdatah pramanapratipanne
“rthe pramanantardapratipattir ity acodyam / arthaparicchittivisesasadbhave tatpravrtter
apy abhyupagamat / prathamapramdnapratipanne hi vasturny akdravisesam pratipadya-
manam pramanantaram apirvartham eva vrkso nyagrodha ityadivat /° - PKM, p. 16.
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pramana must have for its object something hitherto-unknown or novel,
their words cannot be interpreted as meaningful except on the above
explained stand (as to the nature of continuous cognition), and hére it is
immaterial as to what was Vidyananda's or Prabhacandra's own personal
view of the matter.

Buddhists® consider both thought (vikalpa) and memory (smrti) to
be no pramana, Mimamsakas consider only memory (smrti) to be no
pramana. Hence the purpose behind their insistence that a pramdna must
have for its object something hitherto-unknown or novel is clear. But that
cannot be the purpose behind a Jaina's insistence to the same effect.

Scholars following the Svetimbara tradition are unanimous in
considering continuous cognition to be pramana just like memory. This is
why none of them at all maintains that the object of a pramdna must be
something hitherto-unknown-or novel. Not only that, they say, in so many
words, that a piece of cognition taking cognizance of an-already known
object (grhita-grahin) is as much pramana as that taking cognizance of a
hitherto-unknown one (agrhita-grahin). Thus since, according to them, a
piece of cognition does not cease to be pramana in case its object happens
to be something already known, they maintain neither that no continuous
cognition is pramana nor that a continuous cognition is pramana in respect
of one sort of object and no pramana in respect of another sort.

Even among Svetambara teachers, Ac. Hemacandra's position is in a
way novel, for —and that is remarkable - he establishes pramdna-ship of
continuous cognition by showing that cognition of an already-cognized-
object (grhita-grahi-jfiana) is on a par with cognition of a to-be- -cognized-
object (grahisyamana-grahi-jiana) (so that if the former is no pramana the
latter should follow suit).

(PMT on ‘dhdravahikajfiananam’ 1. 1. 15., pp. 11-14)

63. 'yad grhitagrahi jidnam na tat pramanam, yatha smrtih, grhitagrahi ca pratyaksa-
prsthabhavi vikalpa iti vyapakaviruddhopalabdhih /° -TSNP, k, 1298.
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7. IS RECOGNITION (pratyabhijiia) A PRAMANA ?

In connection with the problem of recognition philosophers have
held divergent views on two points, viz. as to whether it is pramana and as
to its nature. The Buddhist tradition treats recognition as no pramana, for,
being an advocate of momentariness (ksanikavada), it dismisses as unreal
all permanence (sthiratva) which is what is supposed to constitute the
object of recognition. On its showing, cognition of (alleged) permanence,
being in fact cognition of mere similarity, is illusory.®* But philosophers
belonging to the two non-Buddhist traditions - i.e. Jaina and Vedicist — agree
in treating recognition as pramana. It is on the basis of pramana-ship of
recognition that these philosophers refute the Buddhist doctrine of momen-
tariness (ksanabharniga) and defend (the reality of) permanence (nityatva,
sthiratva). Unlike the Vedicist traditions such as Nyaya, VaiSesika, etc., the
Jaina tradition does not believe in the reality of absolute permanence
(ekanta-nityatva), that is, of permanence-without-change (kiitastha-nityatva);
but since it does believe in the reality of permanence-in-the-midst-of-the-
successively-emerging(-and-perishing)-states it too is in favour of attribut-
ing pramana-ship to recognition.

As to the nature of recognition, there are three main views, viz. the
Buddhist, the Vedicist, and the Jaina. According to the Buddhist view, what is
called “recognition” is not one single piece of cognition but a combination of
two pieces of cognition, viz. memory and perception, given one name.® [The
alleged one object of recognition has an element of ‘that’ and an element of
‘this’. Of these] the element of ‘that’, being something past atita and hence
open only to non-perceptual cognition (paroksa), here becomes an object of
memory and can never become an object of perception, while, on the other
hand, the element of ‘this, being something present (vartamana), here
becomes an object of perception and can never become an object of non-
perceptual cognition. As against this Buddhist view according to which
recognition is a combination of two pieces of cognition differing from each
other in that the object of one of them is perceptible (pratyaksa) and that of

64. PV, 3. 501-2; TSN, k. 447.
65. “.... tasmad dve ete jiiane sa iti smaranam ayam ity anubhavah / -NM, p. 449.
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the other non- -perceptible (paroksa), the Vedicist systems like Nyaya,
Mimamsa, etc. maintain that recognition is one single piece of cognition of .
the nature of perception, and not a combination of two pieces of cognition,
one perceptual and the other mnemic. (According to these Vedicist systems),
there is no doubt a general rule (simdnya niyama) to the effect that the
object of sense-perception must be a present entity, but an exception to this
rule has to be allowed when certain particular causal aggregate (samagri-
viSesadasd) obtains there. Thus while seeking to justify (upapadana) the
perceptual character of recognition, Vacaspatimiéra says that sense-organs,
which (generally) grasp only present entities, succeed in producing recogni-
tion, because with impressions (samskdra) or memory acting as an accessory,
they become competent to grasp a present-entity-as-qualified-by-a-past-state
(atitavasthavisista-vartamanagrahin).%" Jayanta. follows this statement of
Vacaspati and also adduces a néw argument. Thus he says that in the wake of
perception had by a sense-organ-assisted-by-memory (smarana-sahakrta-
indriyajanya pratyaksa) there arises a mental cognition (manasa jhana)
which is called ‘recognition’.%” In this statement of Jayanta seems to lie the
seed of the later Naiyayika's thesis on extra-ordinary (alaukika) perception.

Jaina logicians do not agree with the Buddhist in maintaining that -
recognition is but a combination of two (independent) pieces of cognition,
nor do they agree with the Naiyayika etc. in regarding recognition as but a
variety of sense-perception. With them recognition is a type of non-
‘perceptual cognition (paroksa jfidna), and they are of the view that in the
wake of sense-perception and memory, there arises a mental cognition of a
sut generis (vijatiya) type that takes cognizance of two-entities-as-somehow-
related-to-each-other (sankalanatmaka jfiana); it is this mental cognition
which they call ‘recognition’. This ruling of Akalafka (given in Laghi., 3. 1
ff.), which is essentially akin to Jayanta's thesis on mental cognition, has
been accepted by Jaina logicians without a voice of dissent. Admitting
recognition to be of the nature that accords with this ruling (of Akalanka),
Ac. Hemacandra refutes the rival views and defends his.

66. Tatp., p. 139.
67. ‘evam parvajiidnavisesitasya stambhader visesanam atitaksanavisaya iti mdnasi pra-
tyabhuna /" -NM. p. 461.
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Mimamsakas (SV, Si. 4, SL 232-37), Naiyayikas (NS, 1.1.6) etc.
consider upamana (i.e. Analogy) to be an independent type of pramana
supposed to take cognizance of similarities and dissimilarities. Again, these
philosophers are of the view that many a relationing (sapratiyogika)
cognition —e. g. cognition of longness (dirghatva), shortness (hrasvatva),
etc. —is but perceptual. Jaina logicians have, unanimously and since the
very beginning, treated all these (i.e. similarty, dissimilarity, longness,
shortness, etc.) as specific objects of “recognition”which is with them an
independent pramana and a subspecies of matijfiana.%®

(PMT on ‘darsanasmarana’ in 1.2.9, pp. 75-76)

8. THE JAINA CLASSIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE

The problem of knowledge has been treated in the Jaina tradition in
two ways, viz. that based on the Agamic classification, and that based on
the logical classification. The treatment where knowledge is divided into
mati, Sruta, etc. is the one based on the Agamic classification, the treatment
where it is divided into pramanas like perception etc. is the one based on
the logical classification. An unmixed instance of the first type of treatment
is Avasyaka-niryukti, an unmixed instance of the second type is Nyayavatara.

The old and original treatment of knowledge in the Jaina tradition is
the one based on the Agamic classification; it is not yet possible to say with
certainty as to who first introduced in this tradition the treatment based on
the logical classification. Sthananga and Bhagavati are two among the
eleven Angas supposed to be composed by Ganadharas, and they are
certainly old also. But even though these texts contain clear mention of the
logical classification® there seems to be no difficulty in conjecturing that
this mention has been inserted there in Sthananga and Bhagavati some time
after Bhadrabahu, the author of Niryuktis; for Avasyaka-niryuki, which is
supposed to be a composition by Bhadrabahu and where the very start is

68. Matijiiana is the technical name for one of the five types of knowledge admitted
by Jaina Agamas.-Tr

69. ‘duvihenanepannatte-tamjaha-paccakkheceva parokkheceva /-Sthanangasitra, 2, p. 49A.
‘ahavaheu cauvvihepam® tan® paccakkhe, anumane, ovamme, agame/-Sthananga, 4, p.254A.
‘se kim tam pamane ? pamane cauvvihe pannatte, tam jaha — paccakkhe ...... jaha
Anuogadare tahd neyavvam /° -Bhagavatisitra, $ S, U 3, Part I, p. 211.
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made with a discussion on knowledge, accepts the Agamic classification but
does not even mention the logical classification. It appears that till the time
of Niryuktis the Jaina teachers discussed the problem of knowledge basing
themselves on the Agamic classification but were not entirely ignorant of
the discussion on pramanas going on in the other traditions. Not only that,
‘as and when occasion arose, they even employed (with amendments if
need be) the pramana methodology (pramanasailt) of those other tradi-
tions. Thus in Dasavaikalika-niryukti supposed to be a composition of
Bhadrabahu, we get a discussion on inference-for-others (pararthanumana)
where the stand taken on the question of the number of steps in an
inference-for-others (pararthanumanavayava) is altogether different from
that of the other traditions (Gatha 50).

Aryaraksita, who was Brahmin by birth and had become a Jaina
monk after having studied Brahmanical texts, seems to be the first to have
adopted, in his Anuyogadvara (p. 211), the fourfold classification of
pramanas into pratyaksa (i.e. perception), anumana (i.e. inference) etc. — a
classification already accepted in Gautama's system (NS, 1. 1. 3.) It cannot
be said with certainty as to whether the twofold classification of pramanas
into pratyaksa (i.e. perceptual knowledge) and paroksa (i.e. non-perceptu-
al knowledge) which Umasvati adopts in his Tattvarthasutra (1. 10-12) is
his own or one belonging to an earlier teacher. It seems that at the time
when Agamas were edited (sankalana) portions containing the fourfold
classification of pramanas as also those containing the twofold classifica-
tion, found entrance in Sthananga and Bhagavati. However, even though
both these classifications had found place in the Agamic texts, the Jaina
teachers chiefly gave special thought to the twofold classification.” The
obvious reason for this is that the fourfold classification really belongs to
the Nyaya system —and is therefore referred to by Umasvati as a
nayavadantara (Tattvarthabhasya, 1. 6) — while the twofold classification is
the Jaina teachers’ own. This is why all Jaina texts on Logic base their
treatment of jiidna and pramana on this twofold classification. And that
precisely is the reason for Ac. Hemacandra's adoption of the twofold
classification. _ :

Under the influence of the logical systems of philosophy like the
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Nyaya-Vaisesika etc., the Buddhist monks had long since left the field
assigned to them by Pitakas (pitakocita-maryada) and had entered the
arena of debate and of the logical treatment of pramanas (that goes with
debate). Gradually, the Jaina monks too could not remain immune from
the influence of this logical treatment undertaken by the Vedicist and
Buddhist philosophers. Hence it was that Jaina teachers undertook a
classification of pramanas basing themselves on the classification of jnana
that had been handed down to them by their tradition; and on the question
of this classification-of-pramanas of theirs, they even entered into discus-
sion with the teachers of rival persuasions. Although Aryaraksita, in the
course of his classification of pramanas, had already clearly pointed out
that matijfiana comes under indriya-pratyaksa (i.e. sense-perception) and
$rutajfidna under dgama (i.e. verbal testimony), the Jaina authors on
Scriptural and logical topics were constantly faced with the question as to
whether anumana (i.e. inference), upamana (i.e. analogy), arthapatti (i.e.
implication), etc., which the various other traditions accepted as pramanas,
are or are not pramanas in the eyes of the Jaina tradition. And if anumana
etc. are pramanas why is it that they are not idependently treated (by the
Jainas) or shown to be falling under some independently treated pramana ?
To this question an answer seems to have come for the ffirst time from
Umasvati (Tattvarthabhasya, 1. 12) who suggested that anumdna etc.,
which are pramanas according to the other traditions, fall either under
* mati or under Srutq, that is, under one of the pardgksa (i.e. non-perceptual)
pramanas. It is this answer of Umasvati that Plijyapdada literally adopts
(Sarvarthasiddhi, 1. 12).

The Jaina tradition had come to specially prefer the twofold classifi-
cation rather than the fourfold, and this was all for the good. Thus
Nandisiitra undertook a detailed treatment of the problem of knowledge
basing itself on the twofold classification. However, though the basis of this
treatment on the part of the author of Nandi was the twofold classification,
he mcorporated in this treatment two points also from Aryaraksita's
treatment based on the fourfold classification. The first point is that sensory
knowledge, which is what commonsense understands by pratyaksa and
which the non-Jaina logicians treat as pratyaksa-pramana, is given the
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status of pramana even in the Jaina tradition, and in doing so pratyaksa is
subdivided (Nandisiitra, 3) into two types, one covering (the transcenden-
tal perception) avadhi etc. which Umasvati has treated as independent
pramanas and the other covering sense-perception. The second point taken
by the author of Nandi from Aryaraksita is that what the other systems call
agama pramana is the same thing as srutajfidna and is a_subspecies of the
paroksa (i.e. non-perceptual) type of knowledge.

Though the Agamic treatment of knowledge continued, the tendency
to logical argumentation gradually gained ascendency in the Jaina line of
thought. The result of all this is Nydyavatara. In it we get a logical treatment
of knowledge based on the twofold classification of pramanas. Its chief aim
is to offer an account of inference (anumana, nydya) according to the Jaina
way of looking at things. Though the major part of Nyayavatara is concerned
with the problem of offering an account of the subspecies of paroksa-
pramana, we are not here told — as was done in the writings of the later
teachers — that these — and no more - are the subspecies of paroksa
pramana. Jinabhadra Ksamasramana, in his voluminous Bhasya, logically
incorporated in the twofold classification of pramanas the Agamic fivefold
classification of jAiana, and by calling sense-perception “samvyavaharika
pratyaksa” (indiyamanobhavam jam tam samvavaharapaccakkham - Visesa-
vasyaka bhasya, Gatha 95) he also, for the first time, eliminated the
discrepancy - pointed out by the anti-Jaina logicians - vitiating the twofold
classification - made by Aryaraksita and accepted by the author of Nandi - of
pratyaksa into the sensory and the non-sensory. The discrepancy was as
follows. When the Jaina system calls only that knowledge pratyaksa which is
born of aksa (i.e. atman) alone it becomes self-contradictory for it to call
sensory perception pratyaksa (for sense-perception is not born of atman
alone). However, Ksamasramanaji did all this, but did not tell us that
these — and no more - are the subspecies of paroksa-pramana according to
the Jaina tradition.

Thus even though alongside with the Agamic treatment of knowledge
(and with somewhat greater prominence than the Agamic treatment) the
logical treatment of pramana was also taking place in the Jaina tradition,
the anti-Jaina logicians were pestering the Jaina with the question :
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Granting that anumana, agama, etc., which others treat as independent
pramanas, are but subspecies of paroksa-pramana according to you, what
precisely is the number of the subspecies of praoksa-pramana and what the
definition of each ?

On the basis of the available literature it can doubtless be said that
the question was first answered by Bhattaraka Akalanka, and his answer is
extremely clear-cut and definite. Akalanka, in his Laghiyastrayi,’® main-
tained that the five subspecies of paroksa-pramana are (i) anumana (i.e.
inference), (ii) pratyabhijfia (i.e. recognition), (iii) smarana (i.e. memory),
(iv) tarka (i.e. knowledge of invariable concomitance), and (v) agama (i.e.
verbal testimony); and he also clearly defined each of these subspecies. We
see that this classification offered by Akalanka solved all those problems
which frequently arose in the course of the Agamic as well as the logical
treatment of knowledge. The result was that all post-Akalanka logicians —
Digambara as well as Svetambara - followed the path laid down by
Akalanka, and composed more or less lengthy texts basing themselves on
Akalanka's very words (or their equivalents) and developing his very ideas
in this or that direction. Yasovijayajt, the greatest among the Jaina logicians
(Jaina-tarkika-miirdhanya), does the same. Here one thing has to be kept
in mind. The same Akalanka who, by enumerating and defining the
subspecies of paroksa-pramana, succeeds in giving a Jaina account of
anumana, arthapatti, upamana, etc. which are independent pramanas
according to the other traditions is also the author of Rajavartika; however,
in Rajavartika, while showing that these pramanas accepted by the other
traditions fall under the recognized Jaina typés, Akalanka follows, so to say,
not the line of argument of Laghiyastrayi but that of Tattvarthabhasya and
Sarvarthasiddhi. Even then, Akalanka's line is slightly different from that of
Bhasya and Siddhi (Raja-vartika, p. 54). Akalanka has seen to it that his
tivefold classification of paroksa-pramana, does not go against the synthesis
worked out by the earlier teachers like Umasvati etc. while, at the same
time, a meaning is given to the identification — made in Agama, Niryuktis

70. yaanam adyam matih safiji@ cinta cabhinibodhanam / prannamayojanac chesam
srutam sabdanuyojandt // -Laght. 3.1., Autocommentary 3. 1. : ‘Surina — Akalarikena
vartikakdarena.’ -Siddhiviniscayatika, p. 254B.
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etc. — of matijidna with smrti, safijfia, cinta, abhinibodha.”?

All this goes to explain why Akalanka's classification of paroksa-
pramana and his definition of each subspecies of it is upto this day
acceptable to all Jaina logicians. It is this very classification which Ac.
Hemacandra adopts in his Mimdmsd and makes the basis of his treatment of
the topic.

(PMT on siitras 1. 1. 9-10, pp. 19-23)

(ii) On Problems of Perception

9. THE NATURE OF PERCEPTION IN GENERAL

Before considering other topics connected with the problems of
perception we must first be clear in our mind as to what was the
definiendum with the ancient sages (rs5i) when they set to themselves the
task of defining ‘perceptior’, that is, as to whether they regarded definition
as applicable only to the cases of generated (janya) perception or — as was
the case with the later-day Naiyayikas — as applicable to the cases of
generated as well as of eternal (nitya) perception. So far as we can see, no
ancient authority — not even any of the Nyaya-Vaiesika authors who are
certainly no atheists — has offered a definition that applies to generated as
well as eternal perception. In all ancient basic texts (miilagrantha) — whether
written by theistic philosophers or by the atheistic ones — account has been
given only of the generated perception. That’ eternal perception is a
possibility or that God -and He alone -is competent to have eternal
perception, is not even indicated (siicana) in any ancient text.”? As against
the Mimamsakas who sought to defend the authoritative character
(pramanya) of Vedic texts, on the (alleged) ground that these texts are an

71. Akalanka treats the set ‘smrti, safijiid, cintd, abhinibodha’ as synonymous with the
set ‘smrti, pratyabhijiia, tarka, anumana / -Tr. .

72. VS, 3. 1. 18; indriyarthasannikarsotpannam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasaydt-
makam pratyaksam / -NS, 1. 1. 4; ‘prativisayddhyavasayo drstam /° -SK, 5; Sankhya-
siitra, 1. 89; Yogabhdsya, 1.7; ‘satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanan....... “Jaiminisutra,
1. 1. 4; ‘dtmendriyamano’rthat sannikarsat pravartate / vyaktd tadatve ya buddhih
pratyaksam sa nirupyate //° —-Carakasambhitd, 11. 20.
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impersonal (apauruseya) composition, the Nyaya-Vai$esika system no doubt
argued that Vedic texts, being a verbal composition (Sabdatmaka), are
transient (anitya) and that therefore their authority rests not on their being
an impersonal composition but on their being a composition by some
(competent) person. But none of the ancient Nyaya-Vaidesika authors
clearly mentions God as the author of the Vedas. These authors — adopting
a procedure different from that of the Mimamsakas - established the
authoritative character of Vedic texts on the ground that these texts are
composed by sages who are an authority (on the subject-matter concerned)
(apta-rsi-pranita); thus the answer of these authors to Buddhists, Jainas,
etc. who disputed the authoritative character of the Vedas
(Vedapramanyavadin) consisted in arguing that the Vedas are an authorita-
tive text because they are composed by sages who are an authority on the
subject-matter concerned.”> The later interpreters of the Nydya system
conceived God as the creator of the universe, the author of the Vedas, and
the possessor of eternal knowledge, but none of the ancient Surtra-texts
belonging to the Vedicist tradition either clearly establishes God's creatorship
of the universe and His authorship of the Vedas or anywhere even mentions
Him as the possessor of eternal knowledge. It is thus absolutely definite
that all ancient definitions of perception are meant to be applicable only to
the cases of generated perception. It is certain topics connected with this
- generated perception that we now proceed to consider :

(1) EMPIRICAL (laukika) AND TRANSCENDENTAL (alaukika) PERCEP-
TION : _

Even though the thing sought to be defined in ancient times was
generated perception, the fact remains that all philosophers barring the
Carvakas divided this generated perception into two kinds, viz. empirical
and transcendental. All these philosophers treat as empirical perception the
perception — had either through sense-organs or through manas alone — of
a present entity; the transcendental perception is named differently in
different systems. Thus in the Sankhya-Yoga,”* Nyaya-VaiSesika.”” and
73. NS, 1. 1. 7; ibid. 2. 1. 69; VS, 6. 1.1.

74. Yogasutra, 3. 54; SK, 64.
75. VS, 9. 1. 3-15.
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Buddhist’® systems the transcendental perception is named yogi-pratyaksa
(i.e. yogic perception) or yogi-jiana (i.e. yogic knowledge) and is supposed
to be born as a result of competence acquired through yogic practices
(yogajanya-samarthya-janita). The Mimamsaka too, who is deadly opposed
to the idea of omniscience (sarvajiatva) — particularly to the idea of
perceptibility (lit. direct cognizability) of the transcendental merits and
demerits (dharma-adharma-saksatkara) — posits as a subsidiary (anga) to
transcendental release (moksa) a kind of self-cognition (atma-jiiana) which
is, really speaking, yogic or transcendental.”’ In Vedanta, it is witness-
consciousness-of-the-form-of-God (I$vara-saksi-caitanya) that stands for tran-
scendental perception. In Jaina philosophy, the Agamic tradition insists that
transcendental perception alone be treated as perception,’® for according to
this tradition, perception (pratyaksa) is ex hypothesi something not born of
sense-organs. Thus as a matter of fact, what the other philosophical systems
treat as empirical perception is treated by the Agamic Jaina tradition as a
case not of perception (pratyaksa) but of non-perceptual knowledge
(paroksa).” However, the logical tradition in Jaina philosophy divides
perception into two kinds, designating as samvyavaharika pratyaksa what
other systems call empirical perception and as paramarthika pratyaksa what
they call transcendental perception. And the cause of paramarthika pratyaksa
is, according to this tradition, labdhi, i.e. special competence of soul (visista
atma-sakti), which is, in a way, but the Jaina counterpart of ‘competence
acquired through yogic powers’ (yogaja dharma).

(2) CAN TRANSCENDENTAL PERCEPTION BE INDETERMINATE ?

The question next arises whether transcendental perception is
exclusively indeterminate, or exclusively determinate, or both indetermi-
nate and determinate. There is no unanimity in answering this question.

76. NB, 1. 11.

77. ‘sarvatraiva hi vijidnam samskaratvena gamyate /
78. Tattvarthasitra, 1. 12.

79. Tattvarthasutra, 1. 11.
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According to the Buddhist logicians and the adherents of Sankarite Vedanta,3°
transcendental perception has to be but indeterminate, and never determi-
nate. Ramanuja®! holds diametrically opposite view, viz. that all perception,
empirical as well as transcendental , has to be but determinate and never
indeterminate.’ The other Vedicist traditions like Nyaya-VaiSesika etc.
seem to be of the view that transcendental perception may be either
indeterminate or determinate. We say “seem to be” because the staunch
Naiyayika Bhasarvajfia (in NSa, p. 4) has clearly spoken of the two sorts of
yogic perception, viz. indeterminate and determinate, — notwithstanding
the fact that old texts like Kanadasitra and Prasastapadabhdsya contain no
clear indication to that effect. According to the Jaina tradition, transcenden-
tal (i.e. paramarthika) perception is of both sorts, indeterminate as well as
determinate. For the Jaina's avadhi-dars§ana and kevaladars’dna, both of
which are of the nature of ‘cognition of the general, i.e. of mere existence’
(samanya-bodha), are indeterminate transcendental perception, while his
avadhi-jfiana, manahparyaya-jiiana, and kevala-jfiana, all of which are of
the nature of ‘cognition of the specific, i.e. of particulars’ (visesa-bodha), are
determinate transcendental perception.

(3) WHAT IS THE DETERMINANT (niyamaka) OF PERCEPTION-SHIP
(pratyaksatva) ‘

The question next arises as to what element (tattva) is the deter-
minant of perception-ship, that is, as to what is that on account of which a
piece of cognition (bodha, jiana) is called ‘perception’. This question too
has not been answered unanimously. According to neo-Sankarite-Vedanta
(navya-Sankara-Vedanta), the determinant of perception-ship is that type

80. Indian Psychology : Perception, p. 352.

81. ‘atah pratyaksasya kadacid api na nirvisesavisayatvam /'—érl'bhdgu, p. 21

82. As Panditji now recognizes, this formulation needs correction. Ramanuja posits
both the indeterminate and determinate sorts of perception, though he is of the
view that the former type takes cognizance of ‘existence’ plus a fewer number of
particulars (of the object concerned) while the latter that of ‘existence’ plus a large
number of particulars. That is to. say, Raminuja is not of the view that
indeterminate perception takes cognizance of mere ‘existence’ (of the object
concerned). This is why in the next Note Ramanuja is not included among those
who deny indeterminate perception.-Tr.
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of non-distinction (abheda) between consciousness-of-the-form-of-pramana
(pramana-caitanya) and consciousness-of-the-form-of-object (visaya-caitanya)
which Vedantaparibhasa (p.23) describes in details. According to the
Nyaya-VaiSesika, Sankhya-Yoga, Buddhist, and Mimamsa systems, the
determinant of perception-ship is the fact of having been born of a contact
(sannikarsa), that is, whatever (cognition) is born of a contact - empirical
or transcendental - is perception. In the Jaina system, two things have been
regarded as determinant of perception-ship; thus according to the Agamic
tradition this determinant is the fact of being dependent (for its birth) on
soul alone (atma-matra-sapeksatva) (Sarvarthasiddhi, 1.12.) while accord-
ing to the logical tradition, an additional determinant is the fact of having
been born of-sense-organs and manas (indriya-mano-janyatva)
(Pramanamimamsa, 1.12). Really speaking, the logical Jaina tradition
follows the Vedicist systems like Nyaya-Vaisesika etc.

(4) POSSIBLE TYPES OF PERCEPTION

The questlon arises as to whether perception is only of the indeter-
minate type or it cah also be of the determinate type. In answer to it the
Buddhist submits that perception can be only of the indeterminate type.
The remaining systems are, however, of the view that perception can
possibly be of both types, indeterminate as well as determinate.3

(5) A DEFINITION COMMON TO BOTH THE GENERATED AND
ETERNAL TYPES OF PERCEPTION

Uptil now, the philosophers, while defining perception, used to keep
in view only the cases of generated perception; but in medieval times, ie.
after the Nyaya-Vaisesika system clearly made room for God in the shape of
the creator of the universe and the author of the Vedas, Divine perception
came to be regarded as an eternal verity, and hence there arose for the
theistic philosopher the problem of formulating a definition common to the
generated and eternal types of perception. The first attempt at formulating
such a common definition seems to have been made by Bhasarvajiia; for he
defines perception (pratyaksa) as “right non-indirect (i.e. direct) cognition”
(samyagaparoksanubhava) (NSa,p.2), a definition applicable to the cases of
83. For a more precise treatment of the problem see the next Note.-Tr.
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generated as well as of eternal perception. Likewise, Salikanatha, the
follower of Prabhakara, when he characterized perception as “direct
awareness” (saksat-pratiti) (PP,p.51), was only offering an alternative
definition of perception that will cover the sensuous (indriya-janya) percep-
tion of external objects as also the non-sensuous (indriya-ajanya) percep-
tion of soul and of cognition (PP,p.51). Bhasarvajiia's phrase
“aparoksanubhava” and Salikanatha's “saksatpratiti” were elucidated in a
new terminology by the neo-Naiyayikas when they offered as a definition
common to the generated as well as eternal types of perception the phrase
“a piece of cognition not having a piece of cognition for its karana (i.e.
instrumental cause)” (Muktavali,p.52). Jaina logicians too were faced with
the problem of formulating a common definition of perception. Of course,
since the Jaina is no believer in eternal perception, the problem for him was
not one of formulating a definition common to the generated and eternal
types of perception; his problem rather was one of formulating a definition
common to the empirical (samvyavaharika) and transcendental (para-
marthika) types of perception. The problem seems to have been tackled for
the first time by Siddhasena Divakara, for by characterizing perception as
“cognition of a non-indirect (i.e. direct) type” (aparoksa jiana) he has
turned “non-indirect cognizability” into a definition that is common to the
empirical as well as transcendental types of perception (NA,4). We cannot
be definite whether Bhasarvajiia's employment of the word “aparoksa” in
his definition of perception is or is not influenced by the similar practice on
the part of Siddhasena; what is certian is that within the Jaina fold
Siddhasena is the founder of the tfadition of defining perceptlon in general
as “non-indirect cognition.”

(6) ELIMINATION OF DEFECTS

Siddhasena no doubt defined perception in general as “non-indirect
cognition”, but this definition suffers from a defect that cannot remain
concealed from an acute-minded logician. The question is : If perception
stands for “non-indirect cognition”, what does “indirect cognition” stand for ?
To say that indirect cognition stands for non-perceptual (a-pratyaksa,
pratyaksa-bhinna) cognition will be to commir the fallacy of ‘mutual depen-
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dence’ (anyonyasraya).®* The first attempt in the direction of removing this
defect and elucidating the nature of “non-indirectness” (aparoksatva) seems to
have been made by Bhattaraka Akalanka. For in crystal-clear words he
declared that a cognition which is lucid (visada) is perception (Laghi. 1.3).
This declaration did two things : it contained a general definition of
perception and at the same time it removed the ‘mutual dependence’ above
pointed out. For now perception was not defined in terms of ‘non-indirectness’
which stands in need of a prior definition of “indirectness”. Not only that,
Akalanka's skill in formulating definitions (laksanikata) also unfolded (sphota)
the meaning of the term “vaisadya” (i.e. lucidity) — what is more, a meaning
that applies to empirical perception as also to transcendental perception.
“Vaisadya (i.e. lucidity)”, he says, “consists in generating a type of objective
awareness (pratibhasa) that is distinct from that generated by inference etc.”
(Laght., 1.4). This attempt on Akalanka's part at formulating a general
definition of perception and at unfolding its meaning found reflection in all
Jaina logicians — Svetambara and Digambara —~ who came after him. Some of
them substituted the word “visada” by “spasta” (e.g. PNT, 2.2), others retained
it (e. g. PM, 2.3).
As on so many others, so also on the question of defining perception,
Ac. Hemacandra follows Akalanka, so much so that he had even retained the
latter's word “visada” and his interpretation thereof. The fact of the matter is
that Akalanka's definiton has become so deep-rooted that even the most
modern logician Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji, when he defines perception, bases
himself on the same.85
(PMT on ‘visadah’ in 1.1.43, pp. 132-35)

10. THE NATURE OF INDETERMINATE PERCEPTION

The three following meanings of the word “darsana” are current in
all traditions : (i) visual perception (e.g. ghata-darsana=visual perception
of jar), (ii) direct cognition (e.g. atma-darsana=direct cognition of soul),

84. The idea is that you cannot first define perception as ‘non-indirect cognition’ and then
define indirect cognition as ‘non-perceptual cognition’. However, the identification of
paroksa-jfiana with apratyaksa-jiiana is not at all invalid, and that is why we have
elsewhere translated ‘paroksa-jiidna’ as ‘non-perceptual cognition’. -Tr.

85. Tarkabhdsd, p. 1.
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(iii) a system of philosophy following a particular tradition (e.g. Nyaya-
darsana=Nyaya system of philosophy; Sarikhya-darsana =Sankhya system
of philosophy). But two meanings of this word are peculiar to the Jaina
tradition and are to be found in no other; they are (i) faith (§raddhana) and
(ii) cognition of the general (samanya-bodha) or bare cognition (alocana-
matra).8® Thus in Jaina Scriptures faith-in-truth (tattvasraddha) is called
dars$ana; see, for example, tattvarthasraddhanam samyagdarsanam. (Tattva-
rthasiitra, 1.2). Likewise, the cognition (bodha) of a thing's bare-existence-
without-any-particulars (nirvisesasattamatra) is also called darsana; see, for
example, Visaya-visayisannipatanantarasamudbhiitasattamatragocara-
darsanat. (PNT, 2.7). In this way, there are, in all, five meanings of the
word ‘darsana’, and we presently intend to consider the fifth of these
meanings, viz. cognition of the general (samanya-bodha). Here six points
deserve consideration :

(1) ITS EXISTENCE (astitva)

The existence of a type of cognition where a thing's bare-existence
(lit. self-nature) ~ without-any-particulars (nirvisesasvariipamatra) is revealed
(bhasita) is accepted, under one name or another, by all the traditions
except three. That ‘cognition of the general’ which the Jaina calls ‘darsana’ is
called ‘nirvikalpaka’ or ‘alocanamatra’ by the Nyaya-Vaisesika, Sankhya-
Yoga, and the Purva as well as Uttara Mimamsa. The Buddhist tradition, too

86. When we say that the word ‘darsana’ stands, in the Jaina tradition, for bare cognition
or alocana (also called ‘anakdra upayoga’) we are keeping in view the very much well
known stand taken by both the Svetambara and Digambara traditions. Otherwise, the
word is used in the two traditions in many other senses as well. For example, on one
view, a piece of cognition (bodha) arising directly, that is, without requiring a
probans (linga), is anakdra-bodha or darsana while that arising through the instru-
mentality of a probans is sakara-bodha or jiidna; on another view, a piece of cognition
grasping only the present entities (vartamdnamdtragrihin) is darsana while that
grasping the present, past, as well as future entities (traikalikagrahin) is jiidana
(Tattvarthabhasyatika, 2. 9); finally, the Digambarite commentary (on Satkhanda-
gama) Dhavald also adopts the view that a piece of cognition grasping only soul
(atmamatravalokana) is darsana while that grasping external objects
(bahyarthaprakasa) is jiidna. This third view is mentioned in Brhaddravyasangrahatika
(Gatha, 44) as also in Abhayacandra's commetary on Laght,, 1.5.
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adopts for it the name “nirvikalpaka”. Thus all these traditions agree in
maintaining that all cognitive process (jidna-vyapara) invariably (anivarya-
ripena) -takes its rise in a cognition which grasps the bare existence
(sanmatrasvartipa) of the object concerned, but where nothing is revealed in
the form of a qualifier or a qualificand (viSesya-visesana-rupena bhasita). But
the two Vedantist traditions of Madhva and Vallabha as also a third tradition
of Bhartrhari and the grammarians preceding him® do not admit the
existence of ‘cognition of the general’ anywhere in the course of cognitive
process. According to all these three traditions, a piece of cognition that is
revelatory of no particulars (visesa) and of no relation of a qualifier to its
qualificand (visesya-visesana-bhava) is an impossibility; thus on their show-
ing, even in its most initial stage (prathamikadasapanna) a piece of
cognition brings to light some particular or other even if a mere gross
(sthiila) one, and from this they conclude that all cognition whatsoever is
determinate. And by indeterminate cognition they only understand the
cognition which reveals comparatively fewer particulars (and not one which
reveals no particulars). Of these three traditions which regard all cognition
as determinate, the grammarian's seems to be the oldest, and maybe
Madhva and Vallabha simply took it up from Bhartrhari.

(2) ITS DIVISION INTO THE EMPIRICAL AND THE TRANSCENDENTAL
(laukikalaukikata)

All the traditions which posit indeterminate cognition agree in
admitting the existence of empirical indeterminate cognition, that is of
indeterminate cognition born of sense-object contact, but the question is
whether they also admit the existence of transcendental indeterminate
cognition. Both the Jaina and Buddhist traditions posit a type of indetermi-
nate cognition which arises independently of sense-object contact and on
account of yoga or special competence of a soul (vifista-atma-sakti). Such a
transcendental indeterminate cognition is known as yogi-samvedana in the
Buddbhist tradition and as avadhi-darsana and kevala-dar$ana in the Jaina
tradition. The Nyaya-Vaisesika, Sankhya-Yoga, and Piirva-mimamsa Sys-
tems admit the existence of yogins of various grades (vividha kaksa) and of
87. Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 52-54.
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a yogic transcendental cognition on their part; hence there seems to be no
incongruity (badhaka) in surmising that these systems too admit the
existence of transcendental indeterminate cognition. And if this surmise be
correct we can say that whichever system has posited indeterminate
cognition has maintained that both determinate and indeterminate cogni-
tion may be either empirical or transcendental.

(3) NATURE OF ITS OBJECT (visayasvaripa)

All advocates of indeterminate cognition hold that indeterminate
cognition has bare existence (sattamatra) for its object, but they are not
unanimous as to the nature of this existence (sattd). Hence it is that
different systems happen to hold different views as to the objects (visaya)
to be grasped (grahya) by indeterminate cognition. According to the
Buddhist tradition, ‘existence’ (sattva) stands for the capacity to perform a
function (arthakriyakaritva) and can belong only to a momentary particular
(ksanikavyaktimatraparyavasita), while according to Sankarite Vedanta, it
is the contiunous (akhanda), ubiquitous (sarvavyapaka) Brahman, which is
neither limited in space (desa-baddha) nor limited in time (kala-baddha),
that is of the nature of existence (sattva-svartipa). According to the Nyaya-
Vaidesika and Piirva-mimamsa systems, ‘existence’ (sattd) stands for mere
being (astitva-matra) and is of the nature of a universal (jatisvariipa), that
is, something different-from the ‘existence’ posited either in Buddhism or in
Vedanta. In the Sankhya-Yoga and Jaina system, existence (satt@) is neither
confined to a momentary particular, nor is of the nature of Brahman or of
the nature of a universal. Since these three traditions preach the doctrine of
permanence-in-change (parinami-nityatva-vadin), existence (satta) is, ac-
cording to them all, of the nature of origin-cum-destruction-cum-perma-
nence (utpada-vyaya-dhrauvyasvariipa). Be that as it may, the fact is
undisputed that all advocates of indeterminate cognition treat bare exist-
ence as the object to be grasped by indeterminate. cognition.

(4) ITS EXCLUSIVELY PERCEPTUAL CHARACTER (matrapratyaksa-riipa)

A type of cognition may be either perceptual (pratyaksa) or non-
perceptual (paroksa) in character; for example, determinate cognition is of
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this type, that is, it is either perceptual or non-perceptual in character. But
all advocates of indeterminate cognition are of the-view that indeterminate
cognition is exclusively perceptual in character. Nobody says that a piece of
indeterminate cognition may possibly be non-perceptual in character; for a
piece of indeterminate cognition, whether empirical or transcendental,
since its origination (utpatti) is not mediated by (vyavahita; dependent on)
another piece of cognition, is a cognition of direct — and hence perceptual
- character. However, the Jaina tradition should be taken as maintaining
that indeterminate cognition (darsana) can possibly be non-perceptual
(paroksa) in character; for even though the (later) Jaina logicians have
chosen to call the really non-perceptual (paroksa) mati-jiana an “empiri-
cally perceptual cognition” (samvyavaharika pratyaksa) and are, to that
extent, justified in likewise attributing the name “empirically perceptual
cognition” also to that darsana (i.e. indeterminate cognition) which
constitutes the starting-point of the mati-jfidna-process, the fact remains
that the old Agamic tradition - which is innocent of the distinction between
a real (paramarthika) and an empirical (samvyavaharika) perception, and
whose typical representative is Tattvarthasiitra 1.11 - treats mati-jiiana as
exclusively non-perceptual (paroksa-matra) in character. Thus according to
the (old Agamic) Jaina tradition, sensuous indeterminate cognition
(indrtyajanya darsana) is non-perceptual (paroksa) — and not perceptual
(pratyaksa) - in character. To sum up, following a particular (i.e. old
Agamic) convention adopted by the Jaina logicians, one may say that
indeterminate cognition (darsana) can possibly be either perceptual
(pratyaksa) or non-perceptual (paroksa) in character. So far as the avadhi
and kevala types of indeterminate cognition (darsana) are concerned, they
are exclusively perceptual in character (matra-pratyaksa); on the other
hand, the sensuous type of indeterminate cognition (indriyajanya darsana)
is (really) non-perceptual but empirically perceptual. Nevertheless, accord-
ing to the (strict) Agamic tradition, the sensuous type of indeterminate
cognition is exclusively non-perceptual in character (kevala paroksa) while
the non-sensuous (indriya-nirapeksa) types of indeterminate cognition, i. e.
pieces of indeterminate cognition of the types avadhi etc., are exclusively
perceptual (kevala pratyaksa).
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(5) ITS CAUSAL AGGREGATE (utpdadaka-samagri)

The causal aggregate of the empirical indeterminate cognition
(laukika-nirvikalpaka) - called samvyavaharika darsana in the technical termi-
nology of Jaina Logic - includes sense-object contact as also light etc. (in case
needed). But transcendental indeterminate cognition (alaukika-
nirvikalpaka) - called paramarthika pratyaksa in the technical terminology of
Jaina Logic - originated on account of the special competence of a soul
(visista-atmasakti) and without requiring sense-object contact. Thus on the
question of the causal aggregate of indeterminate cognition, there is no
difference between the Jaina and non-Jaina traditions. Hewever, there is a
peculiarity about the stand adopted by Sankarite Vedanta on this question.
For according to it, the impartite (akhanda) cognition-concerning-Brahaman
(Brahmabodha) originating' from (the hearing of) the Great Utterances
(Mahavakyas) like ‘Tat tvam as? (i. e. That art thou) is also of an indeter-
minate type. Thus words are here considered to be a possible cause of
indeterminate cognition, a position not acceptable to other traditions.

(6) ITS PRAMANA-SHIP (pramanya)

Even the non-Jaina traditions are not unanimous on the question
whether indeterminate cognition is pramdna The Buddhist and Vedanta
systems not only treat indeterminate cognition as a pramana but go to the
extent of maintaining that it is the ch1ef (mukhya) and the real
(paramarthika) pramana. There is no unanimity within the Nyaya-Vaise-
sika fold on the question whether indeterminate cognition is pramand.
According to the old tradition, indeterminate cognition is pr amana as has
been made clear by Sridhara (in Kand., p. 198); Visvanatha too argues (in
Karikavali, k. 134) that indeterminate cognition is prama because whatev-
er is not a case of illusory cognition (bhrama-bhinna) is prama. But
according to the new tradition founded by Gangeséa, indeterminate cogni-
tion is neither prama nor apramd (i.e. no prama). For whether a piece of
cognition is prama or no prama is, in this tradition, determined by whether
this cognition presents the object concerned as qualified in this way or that
(and by similar considerations) (prakaratadi-ghatita pramatva-apramatva),
while indeterminate cognition, since it does not at all present its object as
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qualified in some way or other (prakaratadi-siinya), is neither prama nor
no prama (Karikavali, k. 135). Since on such matters the Piirvamimamsa
and Sankhya-Yoga generally follow the lead of the Nyaya-Vaisesika, these
former systems should be taken as adopting, on the question whether
indeterminate cognition is prama, the same type of views as have been
adopted in the Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition. What particularly deserves notice
is the stand maintained by the Jaina tradition on this question.

In the Jaina tradition, the question whether indeterminate cognition
is prama arose only after the advent of the Age of Logic — and not before.
For in the preceding period, its approach to problems (drsti) was exclusive-
ly ethico-spiritual (matra agamic), and from the ethico-spiritual standpoint
the question does not at all arise whether indeterminate cognition
(darsanopayoga) be called pramana or apramana. From this ethico-spiritual
standpoint, a piece of cognition, whether. indeterminate (darsana) or
determinate (jfiana), can be only right (samyak) or wrong (mithya). Again,
the rightness or wrongness of a cognition is here judged on the basis of
spiritual considerations (adhyatmikabhavanusarin). Thus according to this
standpoint, in case a person (atman) has reached at least the Fourth Stage
in Spiritual Progress (caturtha gunasthana), i.e. has attained right-hood
(samyaktva), all his cognition — whether pertaining to generalities or to
particularities — are treated as right (samyak) and as conducive to transcen-
dental release (moksamargariipa). Thus from this ethico-spiritual stand-
point, the indeterminate cognition of a person who is possessed of right-
hood (samyaktva-yukta atman) is right while that of a person who holds a
wrong viewpoint (rnithyadrsti-yukta) is wrong - so that even such indeter-
minate cognition as is ordinarily (vyavahare) considered to be wrong,
illusory, or contradicted, is right in case it occurs to a person-possessed-of-
righthood, while even such indeterminate cognition as is ordinarily consid-
ered to be non-illusory and uncontradicted is wrong, in case it occurs to a
person-holding-wrong-viewpoint.®8 .

The above relativistic account (apeksika varnana), presented from
the ethico-spiritual standpoint, of rightness and wrongness of indetermi-

88. ‘samyagdrstisambandhinam samsayadinam api jiianatvasya Mahabhdsyakrta paribha-
sitatvat-Jhanabindu, p. 139B; Nandisutra, 41.
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nate cognition is based on the fact that Abhayadeva — the commentator of
Sanmati - has treated indeterminate cognition as pramana, as also on the
fact that Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji has told us that even doubt etc. are cases
of right cognition when accompanied by a right viewpoint (samyag-drsti-
yukta). Otherwise, the old Agamic tradition-and one common to
Svetambaras and Digambaras - is not of this view, for according to it all
indeterminate cognition - whether of the visual (caksu) type, or the non-
visual (acaksu) type, or of the avadhi type - is just indeterminate cognition,
that is to say, none of these indeterminate cognitions is here called either
right or worng or both right and worng-unlike the determinate cognition
(fiana) of the mati, sruta, and avadhi types which are, each of them,
divided into right one and wrong one. From this we are to conclude that
indeterminate cognition (darsana upayoga), since it is utterly formless

~ (matra nirakdra), cannot be conceived of either as accompanied-by-a-right-
viewpoint (sainyag-d]':s.ti-yukta) or as accompanied-by-a-wrong-view-point
(mithya-drsti-yukta). That is to say, indeterminate cognition - be it of the
visual type, or of the non-visual type, or of the avadhi type — is just
indeterminate cognition, and should not be called either right indeter-
minate cognition (samyag-darsana) or wrong indeterminate cognition
(mithya-darsana). This is why all these types of indeterminate cognition are
treated as mere indeterminate cognition in the First Stage of Spiritual
Progress as in the Fourth Stage. The idea has been expressed by Gan-
dhahasti Siddhasena as follows : “atra yatha sakaraddhayam samyanmithya-
drstyor visesah, naivam asti darsane, andkdratve dvayor api tulyatvad ity
arthah /”.-Tattvarthabhasyatika, 2.9.

This much about the Agamic (i.e. ethico-spiritual) standpoint accord-
ing to which Umasvati has divided cognitions inta right and wrong ones. But
with the advent of the Age of Logic there arose the question of prama-ship or
otherwise of indeterminate cognition, and thought was given to this question
not with spiritual considerations in view (adhyatmikabhavanusarin) but with
objective considerations in view (visayanusarin) — as was already being done
by the logicians belonging to the non-Jaina traditions. So now we have to
consider the question whether the logical Jaina tradition treats indeterminate
cognition as pramana or apramana or both.
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Even ﬁ'om the logical point of view there is no unanimity within the
Jaina fold on the question whether indeterminate cognition is prama or
otherwise. Generally speaking, all logicians - whether Svetambara or
Digambara — place indeterminate cognition outside the sphere of pramanas.
For they all seek to refute the Buddhist contention that indeterminate
cognition is pramana, and they all insert in their respective definitions of
pramana some word like ‘nirnaya’ (i. e. determination) or ‘jfiana’ -~ a word
standing for ‘cognition of particulars’ (visesopayoga-bodhaka) — with a view
to indicating that ‘darsana’ (i. e. indeterminate cognition), which stands for
‘cognition of the general’ (samanya-upayoga), falls outside the purview of
these definitions.®’ Thus the logical tradition of not treating indeterminate
cognition as pramdna is common to both Svetambara and Digambara texts.

Abhayadeva - the commentator of Sanmati — no doubt calls (in
Sanmatitikd, p. 457) indeterminate cognition pramdna, but his statement
should not be taken as formulated from the logical point of view. For while
commenting on an Agama-dependent (Ggamanusarin) text like Sanmati, he
keeps in view only the Agamic (i. e. ethico-spiritual) standpoint and agrees
to attribute the name ‘pramana’ to right, indeterminate cognition (samyag-
darsana); but that he does not mean to. treat indeterminate cognition as
pramana from the logical point of view, that is, on the basis of objective
considerations, becomes clear from the context.

Of course, there appears to be involved a self—contradlctlon in
Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji's stand on the question of prama-ship or oti.erwise
of indeterminate cognition. Thus at one place he identifies indeterminate
cognition with naiscayika avagraha that follows in the wake of vyafijand-
vagraha,*® and since it thus becomes a part and parcel of the mati-process it
becomes a pramana like mati itself. But at another place, viz. while
interpreting Vadidevastiri's aphorism on the definition of pramana, he says
that the aphorism contains the word Yfidna’ with a view to excluding
darsana (i.e. indeterminate cognition) from the purview of pramanas
(Tarkabhdsa, p. 1). Thus at one place his statement suggests that indeter-
minate cognition falls totally outside the sphere of pramanas, while at

89. Laght. 1.3; PKM, p. 8; PNT, 1. 2.
90. Tarkabhasa, p. 5; Jidnabindu, p. 138.
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another place it suggests that indeterminate cognition, being of the nature of

avagraha, somehow falls within the sphere of pramanas. To us it appears

- that his intention is somewhat different in this latter statement. For maybe
he intends to say that naiscayika avagraha - which is no doubt a part and
parcel of mati—is incapable of impelling-to-or- restraining-from-action
(pravrtti-nivrtti-vyavahara-aksama) and is therefore not to be counted as a
pramdna. And with this intention in mind he can maintain, without
involving himself in a self-contradiction, that indéterminate cognition falls
outside the sphere of pramanas.

In Pramana-mimamsa Ac. Hemacandra has, incidentally and theiee;
expressed his views concerning indeterminate cognition. Thus while explain-
ing the nature of avagraha he says that darsana, which is of the form of an
indeterminate (avikalpaka) cognition, is not identical with avagraha but the
material cause (parinami-karana; lit. ‘cause that persists in the midst of
changes’) thereof and it is born after the sense-object contact but before
avagraha. (Pramana-mimamsa, 1.1.26). Again, while dismissing as apramana
the indeterminate cognition posited (as pramana) by the Buddhist he says.
that such a cognition is not pramdna because it is not-of-the-form-of-a-
determination (anadhyavasayasvariipa) while cognition that is of the form of
determination (adhyavasdya, nirnaya) is alone pramdna. (Pramdna-mimamsa,
1.1.6). Lastly, while explaining the meaning of the term ‘nirnaya’ he says
that it stands for the cognition which is not indeterminate (anadhyavasaya,
avikalpaka) and is not of the form of doubt (samsaya). (Pramana-mimamsa,

- p. 3). All these statements of the Acarya go to suggest that he considers to be
identical with one another what the Jaina tradition calls ‘dar$ana’ and what
the Buddhist tradition calls ‘nirvikalpaka’, and that he refuses to treat
darsana as pramana on the ground that it is of the form of an indeterminate
cognition (anirnayasvariipa), a refusal made from the logical and not from
the ethico-spiritual point of view — as was also the case with all other Jaina
logicians barring Abhayadeva. ‘

And what Ac. Hemacandra calls the material cause (parinami-
karana) of avagraha should be taken to be identical with what Upadhyayajl
has called ‘naiscayika avagraha'.

(PMT on ‘darsana’ in benedictory verse 1, pp. 125-30)
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11. THE NATURE OF SENSE-ORGANS

In connection with consideration of the nature of sense-organs the
following topics are found to have been discussed by the philosophical
systems :

Etymological derivation (nirukti) of the word “indriya”, the material
cause (karana) of sense-organs, their number (sankhya), their respective
objects (vzsaya) their form (akara), their mutual dlstmctlon and non-
distinction (parasparika bhedabheda), their species (prakara), their capacity
or otherwise to grasp a substance as well as its quahtles (dravya-guna-
grahitva-viveka).

A perusal of the literature available to us has led us to opine that the
earliest case of writing down an etymological derivation of the word
“indriya” occurs in an aphorismi of Panini.?* Though the available Mahabhdsya
of Patafijali contains no comments on the Panininan aphorism offering the
derivation in question, it is likely that some older Commentary or Commen-
taries did comment on this aphorism. Be that as it may, it seems clear that
the occurrence in the Buddhist and Jaina texts of the Paninian derivation of
the word “indriya” is due to some sort of tradition (current among the
- Buddhist and Jaina circles) of studying Panini's Grammar. And once this
derivation found place in so venerated (pratisthita) a Buddhist text as
Visuddhimagga® and in so venerated a Jaina text as Tattvarthabhasya®® it

91. ‘indriyam indralingam indradr.;;dm indrasrstam indrajustam indradattam iti va /-5.1.93.

92. ‘ko pana nesam indriyattho namati ? indalingattho indriyattho; indadesitattho indri-
Yyattho; indaditthattho indriyattho; indasitthattho indriyattho; indajutthattho indriyattho;
so sabbopi idha Yathayogam yujjati / Bhagava hi sammdsambuddho paramissariya-
bhavato indo, kusaldkusalam ca kammam kammesu kassaci issariyabhdavato / tene-
vettha kammasafijanitani tdva indriyani kusalakusalakammam ullingenti / tena ca
sitthaniti indalirigatthena indasitthatthena ca indriyani / sabbdneva panetani Bhagavata
yatha bhatato pakdsitani abhisambuddhani cati indadesitatthena indaditthatthena ca
indriyani / teneva Bhagavatd munindena kanici gocarasevandya, kdnici bhavandasevanaya
sevitaniti indajutthatthenapi indriyani / api ca adhipaccasamkhdtena issariyatthenapi
etani indriyani / cakkhuviiiianadippavattiyam hi cakkhadinam siddham adhipaccam,
tasmim tikkhe tikkhatta, mande mandatta ti / ayam tavettha atthato vinicchayo /-
Visuddhimagga p. 491.

93. Tattvarthabhasya, 2. 15; Sarvarthasiddhi, 1. 14.
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became a fit topic for all important philosophical texts that were subse-
quently composed in the Buddhist and Jaina traditions.

In this history of the etymological derivation of the word “indriya” two
things are noteworthy. Firstly, the Buddhist grammarians — both those who
wrote independently and those who commented on Panini - have given this
derivation a comparatively greater prominence in their writings; the indepen-
dent Jaina grammarian Acarya Hemacandra® has likewise given it a very
great prominence in his aphoristic text on grammar and in his own commen-
tary thereon. Secondly, leaving aside the case of some very late commentaries
on Paninisiitras, we do not come across the derivation in question in a
philosophical text belonging to the Vedicist tradition as we do in those
belonging to the Buddhist and Jaina traditions. As has happened in so many
other cases, here also it seems that an etymological derivation offered by the
grammarian found place in some philosophical texts of the Buddhists and
Jainas and thus became a topic for discussion also for philosophers.

An old Vedicist philosophical text like Matharavrtti® no doubt con-
tains an etymological derivation of the word “indriya”, but this derivation is
peculiar (vilaksana) and is very different from that found in the Paninan
aphorism and in the Buddhist and Jaina philosophical texts.

It appears that in those old days the offering of an etymological
derivation (of the important words employed) was condsidered to be so
necessary a task that no intelligent (buddhiman) author could afford to
neglect it. And while offering etymological derivations the authors would
make ample exhibition of their ingenuity (svatantra kalpana). This was done
not only in the case of Prakrit and Pali words but also in that of Sanskrit
words. Etymological derivation of the word “indriya” is an instance In point.

An interesting point is that when the etymological derivation of the -
word “indriya” —a derivation no more confined to the field of
grammar — entered the field of philosophical speculation it began to bear a
sectarian (sampradayika) stamp. Thus Buddhaghosa, who otherwise follows
Panini in his derivation of the word “indriya”, understands the word “indra”
to mean Sugata (i.e. Buddha) and thus seeks to justify his derivation. Jaina

94. ‘indriyan’-Haimasabdanusasana, 7. 1. 174.
95. ‘in iti visayandm nama, tan inah visayan prati dravantiti indriyani /-Matharavreri, k. 26.
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teachers, on the other hand, have understood the word “indra” to mean just
a jiva or atman (i.e. soul); thus unlike Buddhaghosa, they have not inter-
preted the word to mean a Spiritual Guide (tirhankara) they hold in
veneration. Had the derivation in question been adopted by a Vedicist
philosopher like the Nyaya-Vaidesika, who believes in God's creatorship of
the world. (isvarakartrtvavadin), he might have even interpreted the word
“indra” to mean God and thus justified his derivation !

According to the Sankhya system, the material cause (upadana-
karana) of sense-organs is abhimana which is a kind of sublte substance
(sitksma-dravya) born of Prakrti (prakrti-janya) — (SK, k. 25). The same is
the Vedanta position. According to the Nyaya-Vaiéesika system, the materi-
al cause of sense-organs are the five bhiitas like earth etc. which are all
physical substances (jada-dravya) — (NS, 1.1.12). The same is the Purva-
mimamsaka's position. According to the Buddhist system, the five well-
known sense-organs, since they are born of riipa, are of the nature of riipa
which is a particular kind of physical substance (jada-dravya-visesa). The
Jaina system likewise maintains that the material cause of sense-organs is a
particular kind of pudgala, i.e. a particular kind of physical substance (jada-
dravya-visesa). “ ‘

The five visible forms (bahya akara) - viz. ear-drum (karna-saskuli),
eye-ball (aksigolaka-krsnasara), nose-cavity (triputika), tongue (jihva), and
skin (carman) — which are popularly considered to be the auditory, the
visual, the olfactory, the gustatory, and the tactile sense-organ respectively,
are, according to all the philosophical systems, merely the locii (adhisthana)
of these various sense-organs and not the sense-organs themselves.*® As for
 sense-organs, they are supposed to be certain supersensuous
entities — whether born of bhiita (as according to the Nyaya-VaiSesika etc.)
or bomn of ahafkara (as according to the Sankhya etc.) - residing in the
visible forms in question. The Jaina system, by attributing the name
“dravyendriya” to these physical locii of sense-organs, seeks to suggest this
very 1dea viz. that these locii are not themselves sense-organs. For according
to the Jaina system as well, sense-organs are supersensuous; however, they
are not of the form of certain physical substances —of the bhautika or

96.,NM, p. 477.
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ahankarika type — but of the form of certain capacities of the conscious type_
(cetana-sakti-visesa-riipa) technically called “bhavendriya” or “mukhyendriya”.
Over and above these, a sixth sense-organ (indriya) - of the form of an
internal sense-organ (antarindriya, antahkarana) - has been posited by all
the systems under the name “manas”. These six cognitive sense-organs
(buddhindriya) may thus be regarded as a concept common to all the
systems — except for the fact that the Sankhya system makes the
total eleven by’ positing five additional (sense)-organs like speech
(vak), hands (pani), feet (pdada), etc. under the common name “karmen-
driya” (i.e. conative sense-organ) - (SK, k. 24). Just as Vacaspati and
Jayanta?” have argued against the Sankhya idea of regarding the so-called
“karmendriyas” as sense-organs, so also does Ac. Hemacandra who, on this
point, simply follows the earlier Jaina teachers like Piijyapada etc.”®

Now here arises a question : When the ancient Jaina teachers like
Pljyapada and the modern scholars like Vacaspati, Jayanta etc. offer a
powerful refutation against the Sankhya thesis of eleven sense-organs, why
do they —or someome else —not refute —or even mention - the Buddhist
Abhidharma thesis® of twenty-two sense-organs ? There is no ground for the
supposition that these authors were not conversant with any Sanskrit
Abhidharma text. What seems to have occurred to these authors is that since
it is a routine custom (sadharana pratha) with the Abhidharma tradition to
call a mental capacity (manasa $akti) a sense-organ, it is no use mentioning
or refuting this tradition (on the question of sense-organs).

That each of the six sense-organs has for its object (grahya visaya)
one fixed (pratiniyata) quality (or a.group of qualities— as in the case of
manas) from among sound, colour, smell, taste, touch, etc. is a view
common to all the systems, but on the question of the perceptibility of a

97. Tdtp., p. 531; NM, p. 483.

98. Tattvarthabhasya, 2. 15; Sarvarthasiddhi, 2. 15.

99. katamani dvavimsatih / caksurindriyam srotrendriyam ghranendriyam jihvendriyam
kayendriyam mana-indriyam strindriyam purusendriyam jivitendriyam sukhendriyam
duhkhendriyam saumanasyendriyam daurmanasyendriyam upeksendriyam sraddhen-
driyam viryendriyam smrtindriyam samddhindriyam prajfiendriyam andjiatamajia-
syamindriyam djiiendriyam djiidtavindriyam /- Sphutartha, p. 95; Visuddhimagga, p.
491. : ‘
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substance (dravya) the Nyaya-VaiSesika system differs from others. The
other systems, while admitting that different qualities are perceived by
different sense-organs, further argue that since a quality is non-distinct from
the substance of which it is a quality, all the sense-organs are competent to
perceive qualities as well as substances; this, however, is not the view of the
Nyaya-VaiSesika and Piirva-mimamsa systems, according to both of which
the visual sense-organ and the tactile sense-organ are alone competent to
perceive substances (Muktavali, ks. 53-56). It is this difference of opinion
which Ac. Hemacandra, following the earlier Jaina teachers, brings out by
offering a twofold etymoldgical derivation of the words “sparsa” etc. - one
derivation, viz. bhava-pradhana vyutpatti, making these words stand for the
qualities ‘touch’ etc., and the other, viz. karma-pradhana vyutpatti, making
them stand for the substances “touched’ etc:

The discussion whether there is only one sense-organ or there are
many of them is very old in philosophical traditions — (NS, 3.1.52). Some are
of the view that there is only one sense-organ, and they defend their position
by suggesting that this one sense-organ undertakes different functions
(karya) from different seats (sthana); this view is opposed by those who
believe in the plurality of sense-organs and who therefore insist that sense-
organs are many and nothing but many. Ac. Hemacandra, adopting a non-
absolutistic approach characteristic of the Jaina mode of argumentation and
following the tradition laid down by the old Jaina teachers, works out a
synthesis of the view that the different sense-organs are absolutely different
from one another and the view ‘that they are absolutely identical with one
another; he also answers the objections that these extremist views urge
against each other.

The question as to what number of sense-organs are possessed by
this or that species of living beings (svamitva-cintd) is also considered by
the philosophical systems, but no other system discusses this question in so
great details as does the Jaina. The Buddhist system discusses the
question — but in lesser details than the Jaina. Ac. Hemacandra presents
the entire Jaina stand on this question by quoting verbatim from
Tattvarthasutra and its Bhasya (both following the eleven Angas).

' (PMT on siitra 1. 1. 21, pp. 38-41)
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12. THE NATURE OF MANAS

Philosophers hold different views as to the nature (svartipa), materi-
al cause (karana), function (karya), attributes (dharma), locus (sthana), etc.
of manas, and these views are, in short, as follows. Vaisesikas (VS, 7.1.23),
Naiyayikas (NS, 3.2.61), and Plrva-mimamsakas — who follow the former
two (PP, p. 151) — are of the view that manas is atomic in size and hence
eternal and causeless. According to the Sankhya-Yoga and Vedanta (which
follows the Sankhya-Yoga), manas is not atomic (paramanu) but quite small
(anu) in size and is a produced (janya) entity born either out of the
prakrtika element aharkara or out of nescience (avidya).'® According to the
Buddhist and Jaina traditions, manas is neither ubiquitous nor atomic in
size; they regard it as medium-sized (madhyama-parimanavat) and a
produced entity. According to the Buddhist tradition,!®* manas is of the
nature of cognition (vijiana) and in the form of the cognition of one
particular moment it is a peculiar type of cause (technically called ‘samana-
ntara karana’) of the cognition of the succeeding moment. According to the
Jaina tradition, paudgalika manas is born of the extremely subtle physical
substance called ‘manovargand’ and it, like body, undergoes change every
moment; on the other hand, ‘bhava-manas’, since it is of the nature of
cognitive potency (jiiana-$akti) and cognition (jiana), is born of the
conscious substance (cetana-dravya-janya).

According to all the systems, it is the function of manas to produce
qualities like desire, aversion, pleasure, pain, etc. and the experience of
these qualities — even though these qualities belong to atman according to
the systems like Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mimamsa, Jaina, etc., to antahkarana

100.'yasmdt karmendriyani buddhindriyani ca’ sattvikad aharkarad utpadyante mano 'pi
tasmad eva utpadyate /~Matharavrtti, k. 27.

101. ‘vijidnam prativijiaptth mana dyatanam ca tat / sanndm anantaratitam viiianam yaddhi
tan manal //~Abhidharmakosa, 1. 16, 17; TSN, k. 631.
‘yat yatsamanantaraniruddham vijiidnam tat tanmanodhatur iti / tadyatha sa eva putro
‘nyasya pitrakhydm labhate tad eva phalam anyasya bijakhyam / tathehdpi sa eva
caksuradivijidnadhdtur anyasydsraya iti manodhatvakhyam labhate / ya eva sad
vijiidnadhatavah sa eva manodhatuh / ya eva ca manodhdtus ta eva sad vijianadhatava
ititaretarantarbhavah ....Yogacara-darsanena tu sadvijidnavyatirikto 'py asti manodhatuh
/~Sphutdrtha, p. 40, 41. :
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according to the systems like Sankhya-Yoga, Vedanta, etc.,1°2 and to manas
itself according to the Buddhist system. Manas has a role to play in the
generation of (lit. is a nimitta of) cognition-through-an-external-sense-
organ (e.g. cognition of colour etc.) as also in the generation of cognition-
without-an-external-sense-organ (e.g. cognition of desire etc.) and of
similar (i.e. psychological) qualities. No system except the Buddhist
maintains that desire, aversion, cognition, pleasure, pain, impression, etc.
are the qualities of manas. For according to the Vaisesika, Nyaya, Mimamsa3,
and Jaina systems, these are the qualities of atman (i.e. soul), while
according to the Sankhya, Yoga, and Vedanta systems, _they are the
- qualities of antahkarana; on the other hand, the Buddhist system since it
posits no atman apart from manas (technically called nama), maintains
that desire, aversion, cognition, impression, etc. (which, according to the
other systems, are the qualities of datman or of antahkarana) are the
qualities of manas itself.

Some philosophical traditions - e.g. the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Bud-
dhist'® — treat manas as located inside the heart (hrdaya-pradesa-vartin).
But the traditions like Sankhya-Yoga cannot treat manas as located inside
the heart; for according to them, manas is a part and parcel of subtle bbdy
(technically called linga-arira) composed of eighteen elements, and since
it seems proper to suppose that the subtle body occupies the entire gross
body it should follow that according to the traditions in question, manas
occupies the entire gross body. As for the Jaina tradition, it is unanimous
that bhava-manas is located inside the datman, but there is difference of
opinion as to the location of dravya-manas. Thus dravya-manas is located
inside the heart according to the Digambara tradition, while we come
across no mention of any such position in the Svetambara tradition. It
appears that the Svetambara tradition is of the view that dravya-manas
occupies the entire gross body. ,

' (PMT on sutra 1.1.24, pp. 42-43).

102. ‘tasmac cittasya dharma vrttayo natmanah /-Sarvadarsanasangraha, Patafijala., p. 352.
103. ‘Tamraparniya api hrdayavastu manovijiianadhator @ asrayam kalpayanti /~-Sphutartha,
p. 41. .
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13. THE NATURE OF ATMAN AND THE MODE OF ITS REVELATION
- [1]

All the systems which believe in transmigration (punarjanma) and
transcendental release (moksa) posit an element dtman (i.e. soul) apart from
the physical entities like body etc. This atman may be regarded as ubiquitous
by some and as non-ubiquitous by others, as one by some and as many by
others, as momentary by some and as eternal by others, but all have to posit
nescience (ajfiana) or something of the sort as the causal factor responsible
for transmigration. Hence all philosophers have to face the following ques-
tions : When did the causal factor responsible for transmigration come to be
related with atiman, and what is the nature of this relation ? If this relation is
beginningless, how can it come to an end ? Once this relation is ended, what
prevents it from being established again ? And these questions have been
answered in an essentially identical fashion though in different technical
languages by all the different systems which posit transcendental release in
the form of cessation of the transmigratory cycle (apunaravrttiriipa moksa).

All are unanimous in maintaining that the relation with atman of the
causal factor responsible for transmigration is beginningless; for all of them
are of the view that it is impossible to determine the time when this
relation originated, if at all. Ajfiana, avidya, karma, or whatever be the
name given to the causal factor responsible for transmigration, all have to
posit such a relation of the non-physical element (amiirta-tattva) atman
with some subtlest physical element (siksmatama miitra-tattva) as conti-
nues so long — and only so long — as avidyd or ajfidna (i.e. nescience) lasts.
There is therefore no dispute among the dualist (dvaitavadin) systems as to
there taking place a relation between the physical and the non-physical.
And just as ajiidna, even if beginningless, comes to an end, so also does this -
relation (between the physical and the non-physical) come to an end - after
knowledge (jfidna) has destroyed ajfiana. And since no defect
whatsoever — and hence no gjfiiana etc. — can possibly arise after the acqui-
sition of complete knowledge (piirna jfidana), the general relation between
the physical and the non-physical (i.e. their bare existence by the side of
one another), which is no doubt there even in the state of transcendental
release but is now not born of @gjfiana, results in no transmigration (after
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the attainment of transcendental release). That is to say, the relation
between the physical and the non-physical is born of ajiana in the state of
transmigration and is not so born in the state of transmigratory release.

Atman, while in transmigratory state, is, in a peculiar way, associat-
ed with prakrti according to the Sankhya-Yoga, with atoms according to the
Nyaya-Vaisesika, with avidya or maya according to Vedanta, with rupa
according to the Buddhist, and with karmic atoms (karmanu) according to
the Jaina (the technical name for atman being ‘purusa’ in the Sankhya-Yoga
system and ‘nama’ in the Buddhist). All these views have arisen in the
course of reflection on transmigration and transcendental release.

(PMT on ‘atha prakasasvabhavatve’ in 1.1.50, pp. 34-35)
| [2]

With Indian philosophers atman has always been the chief and the
final topic of contemplation; the rest of their concepts have arisen during
the course of their investigation into (the nature of) atman. This explains
why a good number of views — quite contradictory of one another - as to
the existence and nature of atman have made their appearance in the
philosophical literature since very old past. In the pre-Upanisadic times we
already come across systems which posit an absolutely permanent (sarvatha
nitya), i.e. permanent-devoid-of-change (kitastha), atman and which are
known as Aupanisada, Sankhya, etc. The Buddhist idea of an absolutely
momentary soul (technically called ‘citta” or ‘nama’) is at least as old as
Gautama Buddha. An intermediary trend between the extremist doctrines
(ekanta) of absolute eternity (sarvatha-nityatva-vada) and absolute mo-
mentariness (sarvatha-ksanikatva-vada) — a trend synthesizing these two - is
the doctrine of permanence-in-change (nityanityatvavada) which has found
a clear-cut application to the teaching on atman at the hands of Mahavira in
the (Jaina) Agamas - (Bhagavati, $. 7; Uttaradhyayana, 2). An extremely
lucid and logical defence of the Jaina thesis on atman's permanence-in-
change comes from Kumarila - that prince of the Mimamsakas (Mimamsaka-
dhurina) - (SV, Atma. SL 28 ff.) in the same fashion as is found in the Jaina
texts on Logic. In this connection Ac. Hemacandra has corroborated the
Jaina view-point by a verbatim quotation of verses from Tattvasangraha,

but these verses, being in fact a summary of the corresponding verses of
~, ‘
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Kumarila's Slokavartika, represent the Mimamsa viewpoint itself.

Rudiments (bija) of the views as to whether cognition and atman are
self-revelatory (sva-prakasa) or not-selfrevelatory (para-prakasa) are to be
met with also in the literature of the Age of Scriptures,’* but the
elucidation and corroboration of these views chiefly took place in the Age
of Logic. Only from the viewpoint of Mimamsakas like Kumarila, according
to whom a piece of cognition is unknowable-through-perception (jiiana-
paroksavadin), has it been proved that cognition as well as atman — an
entity which is non-different (abhinna) from cognition — are unknowable-
through-perception (paroksa), that is, are exclusively not-selfrevelatory
(matra paravabhasin). On the other hand, from the view-point of Yogacara
Buddhism, it turns out that since there exists nothing apart from conscious-
ness (vijfiana; cognition) and since consiousness is self-cognizable (sva-
samvidita) cognition as well as atman - an entity which is of the nature of
cognition (jianartipa) — are exclusively self-revelatory (matra svavabhasin).
Here also the Jaina system adopts a position that is in conformity with its
non-absolutistic nature. Thus Siddhasena is the first among Jaina logicians
to have frankly declared that cognition as well as dtman are self-revelatory
(svavabhasin) as well as not-selfrevelatory (paravabhasin) (NA, 31). Ac.
Hemacandra has merely repeated Siddhasena.

One of the adjectives through which Devastiri has sought to distin-
guish the Jaina view of atman from the non-Jaina views is ‘body-sizedness’
(dehavyapitva) (PNT,7.54,55). Ac. Hemacandra has not included this adjec-
tive in his aphorism laying down the Jaina view of atman. As a result of this
omission there arises (in view of the already existing identity between the
Jaina and Kumarilite views on dtman's permanence-in-change) the danger
of the Jaina view of atman's size being confused with the Kumarilite view of
the same. With a view to obviating this danger, Ac. Hemacandra pointedly
remarks that he subscribes to the doctrine of a body-sized soul but that,
unlike other Jaina teachers, he has made no mention to that effect in the
aphorism because that would serve no purpose in the present context.

(PMT on siitra 1. 1. 42, pp. 70-71)

104. ‘tasya bhasa sarvam idam vibhdti / tam eva bhdntam anubhati sarvam ,/-Katho-
panisad, 5. 15.
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[3]

In the aphorism Ac. Hemacandra has characterized dtman as self-

revelatory (svavabhdsin) as well as not-selfrevelatory (paravabhdasin). We

have already made brief remarks on these two adjectives : the following
comments are being added because it is necessary to view the issue from
another possible angle.

The word “svavabhasin” (i.e. self-revelatory) may mean eithér ‘that
which reveals itself or ‘that which is revealed by itself, but there is no
material differene between these two meanings. For both seek to convey the
idea of “Self-luminosity" (i.e. svaprakasatva) which, in its turn, stands for self-
perceptﬂ:ility’J(sva-pratyak._satva). But the two meanings yielded by the word
“paravabhasin” (i.e. not-selfrevelatory) are by no means identical. ‘That which
reveals a not-self, i.e. something other than itself is the first meaning and one
which is mentioned by Ac. Hemacandra himself in the commentary; ‘that
which is revealed by a not-self, i. e. by something other than itself is the
second meaning. These two meanings seek to convey two different ideas; for
the first indicates that atman is by nature an illuminator of other things
(svabhavatah para-prakdéaka), the second that dtman itself is by nature
illuminable only by something other than itself (svabhavatah para-prakasya).
Here it has to be understood that the second of these meanings (viz. ‘that
which is revealed by something other than itself)’ is intended to stand for the
atman’s being perceived by something other than itself; the first meaning
(viz. ‘that which reveals something other than itself), on the other hand, is
intended to stand for the atman’s being just a revealer of other things — be
this revelation perceptual or non-perceptual. Now all those systems which
posit entities other than atman do treat atman as the revealer of thing other
than itself (i. e. paravabhdsin in the first meaning); and on all these views,
just as atman is revealer of things other than itself, be the revelation
perceptual or non-perceptual, so also it is, somehow or other, revealer of
itself as well. Hence the difference of opinion among philosophers centres
-around the question whether atman is or is not its own perceiver (i.e. not
around the question whether dtman is or is not its own revealer).

Only those systems can be the advocates of atman’s self-perceptibility
which are of the view that cognition is self-perceptible and that it is

L4
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identical - totally or partly — with atman. Thus the Saﬁkarite and Ramanujite
schools of Vedanta, the Sankhya and Yoga systems, ‘tlie Vijfianavada school
of Buddhism, and the Jaina system are of the view that datman is self-
perceptible (sva-pratyaksa) — even though some of these systems maintain
that atman is of the nature of pure and eternal consciousness (suddha nitya
caitanya), others that it is of the nature of generated cognition (janya
Jjhana), still others that it is of the nature of consciousness as well as
cognition; for all these systems are of the view that atman is (somehow)
identical with cognition while all cognition is self-perceptible. Kumarila is
the only philosopher who is of the view that cognition is non-perceptible
(paroksa) but that (as in Vedanta) atman is self-perceptible (sva-pratyaksa).
The reason seems to be that Kumarila (unconditionally) accepts the scriptur-
al account of atman’s’ nature, while the scriptures are categorical in
preaching the self-revelatory character of dtman. This explains why
Kumarila,!® in spite of his advocacy of the non-perceptibility of cognition, is
left with no alternative but to treat datman as self-perceptible. 106
The view that dtman is perceived by something other than itself
(para-pratyaksa) can be maintained only by those systems which treat cogni-
tion as somehow different from atman but a quality thereof, be this cogni-
tion self-perceptible (as according to Prabhakara) or not-selfperceptible (as
~%ccording to the Naiyayika). Thus, according to Prabhakara, atman is per-
ceptually revealed (pratyaksariipena bhasita) in all cognition (samvit) what-
soever, be this cognition perceptual, inferential, or of any other type. There
is a difference of opinion in the Nyaya-Vaisesika system. The system’s adher-
ents, old as well as new, are unanimous in preaching that atman is percepti-
ble by something other than itself (para-pratyaksa) so far as the case of a
yogin is concerned; for all of them are of the view that aanan is directly
observed (saksatkdra) in yogic perception.’%” They however hold divergent
views on the question so far as it concerns the case of an ordinary mortal

105. ‘atmanaiva prakasyo ’yam atma jyotir iti iritam /-SV, Atma, Sl. 142.
"106. In the light of this, we should correct the earlier formulation where it was said that
* both cognition and atman are, according to Kumdrila, exclusively not-selfrevelatory.—
- Tr
107. ’yufijanasya yogasamadhijam dtmamanasoh samyogavisesad atma pratyaksa iti /° NBh,
1.1.3; ‘atmany atmamanasoh santyogavisesad atmapratyaksam /-VS, 9.1.11.
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(asmadadi arvagdarsin). The old Nyaya and VaiSesika teachers treat an
ordinary mortal’s atrnan,as an object of inference (anumeya)'®® - and not at
all 'of perception, while the later Nyaya-Vaisesika teachers, by treating such
an dtman as an object of mental perception (mdnasa pratyaksa),®® bring it
und‘pr the category “perceptible by something other than itself” (para-
p’ratﬁ?/akm).

Those who regard cognition as something different from atman are
bound to maintain that no cognition, yogic or otherwise, being present in
the state of transcendental release (moksa), an atman, while in that state, is
neither a direct observer (saksatkarta) nor an object of direct observation
(saksatkara-visaya). There is a vast variety of views on this question which

is, however, here out of context.
(PMT on stitra 1.1.42, pp. 136-37)

14. THE BUDDHIST DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION

In Buddhist Logic there are two traditions of defining ‘perception’ —
one Wthh does not include the word “non-illusory”(abhranta) in the
deflmtlon the other which does. The first tradition is initiated by Dinnaga,
the second by Dharmakirti. Thus the definition and description given in
Pramana-samuccaya (1.3) and Nyayapravesa (p.7) follow the first tradition,
‘those given in Nydyabindu (1.4) and its commentary by Dharmottara etc.
the second. Santaraksita in his Tattvasangraha (k.1214) lends support to
the second, i.e. Dharmakirti’s, tradition. It seems that by the time of
Santarakslta the Buddhist logicians had already been grouped in two
camps, of which one, taking the definition of perception to be complete
without the inclusion of the word “non-illusory”, sought to apply Dinnaga’s
definition even to the cases of (illusory) perception of yellow conch-shell
etc. (TSN,k.1324). Séntaraks_ita answers this group (of Buddhist logicians)
in such a manner that justice is done to Dinnaga’s definition-without-the-
word-“non-illusory” while at the same time a real value (vastavikatva) is

108. ‘atma tavat pratyaksato na grhyaté /—-NBh, 1.1.10; ‘tatratma ca manas capra-
tyakse-VS, 8.1.2.

109. ‘tad evam ahampratyayavisayatvad datma tavat pratyaksal’-NV, p. 342;
‘ahankarasyasrayo yam manomdtrasya gocarah /—Karikavali, k. 50.
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attached to Dharmakirti’s tradition of including the word “non- -illusory” in
the same definition. In the eyes of Santarak31ta and his disciple Kamalaéila,
Dinnaga and Dharmakirti deserved equal honour, and that is why they
sought to harmonize the two mutually contradictory traditions current
among the Buddhist logicians.

In the non-Buddhist texts on Logic both these Buddhist traditions are
sought to be assailed. In Bhamaha's Kavyalankara (5.6,p.32) and
Uddyotakara’s Nyaya-vartika (1.1.4,p.41) mention is made of Dinnaga’s
definition of perception, while in the writings of all the post- Uddyotakara
Vedicist authors — e. g Vacaspati (Tatp.,p.154), Jayanta (NM, p.52), Sridhara
(Kand.,p.190), and Salikanatha (PP,p.47) it is Dharmakirti’s definition that
is put forth as a prima facie view.

In the course of their refutation of the Buddhist definition of
perception, the Jaina teachers have made mention of and argued against
both the Dinnagite and the Dharmakirtian traditions. In Nyayavatara —
supposed to be written by Siddhasena Divakara - the definition of pramana
formulated according to the Jaina tradition includes the word “badha-varjita”
(i.e. immune from contradiction), and the question is worthy of consider-
ation whether it is a reflection (pratibimba) of the word “avyabhicarin”
occurring in Aksapada’s definition of perception (NS, 1.1.4), or an imitation
(anukrti) of the word “badha-varjita” occurring in the definition (of
pramana) - attributed to Kumarila — tatr apurvarthavijfianam pramanam
badhavarjitam, or a paraphrase (riipantara) of the word “abhranta” occurring
in Dharmakirti (NB,1.4), or an original idea (maulika udbhavana) of
Divakara himself. In any case, it is definite that Ac. Hemacandra’s refutation
of the Buddhist definition of perception keeps in view the Dharmakirtian and
not the Dinnagite tradition. (Pramdna- -mimamsa,p.23).

On the question of interpreting the word “kalpan@” - a constituent of
the phrase “kalpanapodha” (i.e. free from kalpana) - occurring in the
Buddhist definition of perception several different views were current
among the Buddhist logicians, a situation, of which some idea can be formed
from Santaraks_ita’s detailed discussion of the matter (TSN,k.1214 ff). The
refutation of the Buddhist position undertaken in the Vedicist and Jaina texts
on Logic - a refutation so full of consideration of the various pros and cons
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(thapohatmaka) —is also a testimony to the fact that different meanings
were being attached to the word “kalpana”.!'? Particularly, when we glance
at that exclusively refutative (kevala khandana-pradhana) text Tattvopaplava
(p.41) we have before our eyes a huge collection of almost all the current
and possible meanings of the word “kalpana” and of almost all the possible
views held on the question.

Notwithstanding all this, Ac. Hemacandra mentions in his text not all
but just one of the views on the nature of kalpana - the one which is
offered by Dharmakirti (NB, 1.5) and is accepted and defended also by
Santarak51ta (TSN, k. 1214).

(PMT on ‘Saugatas tu’ in 1.1.110, pp. 50-51)

15. THE MIMAMSA DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION

In the Mimamsa system the first indication as to the nature of
pratyaksa-pramana (i.e. perceptual knowledge) is to be found in Jaimini’s
aphorism (1.1.4). On this aphorism, interpretations and comments - other
than what we find in Sabara’s Bhdsya - were offered. Among these,
Bhavadasa’s interpretation was to the effect that in the aphorism in
question a definition of perception is newly formulated (pratyaksa-lak-
sana-vidhayaka) (SV, Nyayaratnakaratika, Pratyaksa., Sl 1); on the other
hand, according to another interpretation, a definition of perception is here
only recapitulated (pratyaksa-laksana-anuvadaka SV, Pratyaksa, SL 16).
Besides, there was a commentary (Sabarabhdsya, 1.1.5) which read the
aphorism differently by introducing in its word-order a change to the effect
that the words ‘tat’ and ‘sat’ should exchange their places. |

Kumarila had refuted the view that in the aphorism a definition of
perception is newly fomulated, as also the view that in it a difinition of
perception is only recapitulated, but finally he lends support, in a novel
fashion, to the view that in the aphorism a definition of perception is only
recapitulated. Again, Kumarila has refuted -~as has also been done by
Prabhakara in Brhati — the view according to which the word-order of the
aphorism needs a change (SV, Pratyaksa S!1-39). This Jaimini’s aphorism on
the definition of perception has been refuted by all non-Mimamsa
110. NV, p. 41; Tatp., p. 153; Kand., p. 191; NM, pp. 92-95; TSV. p. 185; PKM, p. 18. B.
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logicians - Vedicist, Buddhist, as well as Jaina. In the Buddhist tradition it
seems to have been refuted for the first time by Dinnaga (PS, 1.37), and
Santarak31ta etc. have followed suit. In the Vedicist tradition it seems to
have been refuted for the first time by Uddyotakara (NV, p. 43). Vacaspati
simply comments on Uddyotakara (Tatp. p. 155), but Jayanta (NM, p. 100)
has elaborated this refutation and quite independently. In the Jaina tradition’
the first refutation of the definition in question seems to have come from
either Akalanka or Vidyananda (TSV, p. 187, SL 37) whom Abhayadeva
(SMT, p. 53) etc. follow. The way Ac. Hemacandra has followed the earlier
Jaina logicians on the question of refuting Jaimini’s aphorism is but a —
reflection of Jayanta’s corresponding performance in Mafijari (p. 100), as is
also the case with other Jaina texts on Logic (SVR, p. 381). -
In the course of his refutation Ac. Hemacandra refers to Kumarila’s
manner of maintaining that in the aphorism the word “perception” is
predicated of a definition, as also to that suggestion for introducing a
change in the word-order of the aphorism.
(PMT on YJaiminiyas tu’ in 1.1.111, pp. 51- 52)

16. THE SANKHYA DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION

In the Sankhya tradition there are three ways of defining perception :
the first is Vindhyavasin’s definition which Vacaspati (Tatp. p. 155) quotes
under the name of Varsaganya, the second is I§varakrsna’s definition (SK, k.
5), and the third the definition given in Sankhyasiitra (1. 89). ‘

The Buddhists, Jainas as well as Naiyayikas have refuted the
Sankhya definition of perception. But the noteworthy thing is that the
definition of Vindhyavasin has been refuted by all, that of so old a teacher
as I$varakrsna by Jayanta alone (NM, p. 119), while that given in
Sankhyastitra by not even a single ancient teacher. _

The first Buddhist critic of the definition in question seems to be
Dinnaga (PS, 1. 27), the first Naiyayika critic Uddyotakara (NV, p- 43), and
the first Jaina critic Akalanka (Nyayaviniscaya, 1. 165).

Ac Hemacandra in his refutation of the Sankhya definition follows
the earlier teachers, but this refutation particularly resembles that of
Jayanta (NM, p. 109). For it was Jayanta alone who refuted Vindhyavasin’s
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way of defining perception as also I$varakrsna’s, and Ac. Hemacandra
simply repeats Jayanta’s words in his refutation of the two definitions.
(PMT on Srotradivrttih’ in 1.1.114, pp. 52-53).

- (iii) On Problems of Inference

17. THE NATURE OF INFERENCE AND THE HISTORY OF ITS
TREATMENT IN INDIAN LOGIC

The word “anumana” (i.e. inference) means two things, viz. inferen-
tial cognition (anumiti) and the instrument of inferential cognition (anumiti-
karana). Thus when the word stands for an abstraction (bhavavacin) it
means inferential cognition, when it stands for an instrument (karanavacin)
it means instrument of inferential cognition. ‘ _

The word “anumana” consists of two parts, viz “anu” and “mana’.
“Anu” means ‘after’ and “mana” means ‘cognition’, so that “anumana”
means ‘a cognition taking place after some other cognition’. But this other
cognition has to be a particular type of cognition, a type which alone acts as
the cause of inferential cognition; and ‘cognition of pervasion’ (vyapti-
jiana; cognition of invariable concomitance), otherwise known as ‘consid-
eration of the probans’ (lingaparamarsa), is the type in question. One
outstanding difference between perceptual cognition and inferential cogni-
tion is that the former is not necessarily caused by another cognition while
the latter is necessarily so caused; it is this idea that is conveyed by the part
“anu” present in the word “anumana”. Although there are certain types of
non-perceptual cognition - e.g. cognition through analogy (upamiti),
cognition through verbal téstimony (sabda), and cognition through implica-
tion (arthapatti) — which are generally not treated as the cases of inferential
cognition, the fact of the matter is — and the Vaisesika and Buddhist systems
recognize it — that pramanas are of only two types, perceptual and inferen-
tial. As for the remaining types of non-perceptual pramana, they can all be
somehow treated as cases of inferential pramana - as has been done by the
two systems just referred to.

| ‘Whatever be the object of a piece of inferential cognition -and
whatever the type of probans causing it, it is definite that all such cognition
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must have a piece of perceptual cognition somewhere at its basis. For an
inferential cognition having no perceptual cognition somewhere at its basis
is an impossibility. Thus while perceptual cognition comes into existence
without at all depending on inferential cognition, inferential cognition
comes into existence only in dependence on perceptual cognition. It is this
idea that has been expressed by the Sage (rsi) Gotama through the phrase
“tatpitrvakam” (i.e. preceded by it, that is, by perceptual cognition) occur-
ring in the definition of inferential cognition given by him in Nyaya-siitra
(1.1.5).111 And the idea has been incorporated in the definition of inferential
cognition given in Sankhya-karika (k. 5) etc.

The philosophical development (darsanika vikasa) of the account
given of the nature, classification, etc. of inferential cognition can be best
followed if it (i.e. this development) is divided into three periods, viz. the
Vedicist Period, the Buddhist Period, and the Navya-Nyaya Period.

1. VEDICIST PERIOD

On consideration it appears that the task of defining inferential
cognition and of offering a systematic account (sdstriya nirtipana) thereof
was first undertaken in the Vedicist tradition, an undertaking variously
developed by the different branches of this tradition. When, where, and by
whom was the task first undertaken ? How much time was taken by its
initial development ? What were the fields covered by it ? — are the
questions which will, perhaps, ever remain unanswered. However, here
also it is definite that the initial stages of the development in question are
found recorded in the other (i.e. non-philosophical) ancient texts of the
Vedicist tradition.

This stage of development should be called Vedicist also because the
Jaina and Buddhist traditions not only had no part in the initiation of this

development but had, in the beginning, literally adopted from the Vedicist

111. Just as the phrase ‘tatpdrvakam’ is indicative of the relation of antecedence and
consequence (paurvdparya) between perception and inference, so also in the
Jaina tradition we come across the phrase ‘maipuvvam jena suyam’ (Nandisitra,
24) which is indicative of the relation of antecedende and consequence between
mati (standing for perceptual cognition) and sruta (standing for non-perceptual
cognition). See Visesavasyakabhasya, Gathas 86, 105, 106.
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tradition the systematic account under consideration. Two slightly different
accounts of inference — both belonging to the Vedicist period - are to be
found in two Vedicist traditions :

(i) The first is the tradition of the VaiSesika and Mimamsa systems.
The texts which are at present with us in the form of unmistaken (spasta)
representatives of this tradition are the two Bhdsyas of Prasastapada and
Sabara. Both these texts mention just two types of inference,!'? a mention
indicative of some identical tradition of thought (vicdra-parampara) being at
the root of the two. Personally speaking, I am also of the view that the
Mimamsa and Vaidesika traditions were initially identical (abhinna)!® and
that the two got separated into two different paths of development only in
the course of time.

(ii) The other Vedicist tradition includes the systems of Nyaya,
Sankhya, and Caraka; it mentions and describes three types of inference.!!
The words by which the Vaiesika and Mimamsa systems designate the two
types of inference accepted by the two are virtually identical, while the words
by which the three systems - viz. Nyaya, etc. — belonging to the other
tradition designate the three types of inference accepted by the three are
actually identical. However, the examples quoted by the different systems (by
way of elucidating the nature of the types of inference accepted by them) are
not identical.

In the Jaina tradition, the first mention of the three types of
inference is found in Anuyogadvarasiitra —a text belonging to the first
Century A. D.;!'3 and the words by which these three types are here

112. ‘tat tu dvividham — pratyaksato drstasambandham samanyato drstasambandhan.ca /-
Sabarabhdsya, 1.1.5; ‘tat fu dvividham ~ drstam samdnyato drstam ca /~Prasastapada-
bhasya, p. 205.

113. The Mimamsa system with “athdto dharmajijiasa” as its first aphorism starts with
an account of dharma and so also does the Vaidesika system with “athato
dharmam vyakhyasyamah’ as its first aphorism. Again, the aphorism “codanalaksano
rtho dharmah" (of the Mimamsa system) conveys the same idea as the aphorism
“tadvacanad amndyasya pramanyam” (of the Vaisesika system).

114. ‘parvavac chesavat samanyatodrstam ca /-NS, 1.1.5; Matharavrtti, k. 5;
Carakasamhita, Satrasthana, St 28-29.

115. ‘tivihe pannatte tam jahd — puvvavam, sesavam, ditthasahammavam /-Anuyogadvara,
p- 212A.
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designated are literally the same as in the Nyaya system. However, one
peculiarity of the examples quoted in Anuyogadvara of the three types of
inference is that through their division and subdivision they succeed in
incorporating also the Vaisesika-cum-Mimamsa tradition of accepting only
two types of inference.

The Buddhist tradition contains an account only of the three types
of inference accepted in Nyaya-stitra, an account so far found recorded in
just one text Upayahrdaya (p. 13). Even if Upayahrdaya is not a writing of
Nagarjuna - as is generally understood - it must be a pre-Dinnaga text.
Thus we see that as late as the 4th or 5th Century A. D. the Jaina and
Buddhist texts simply adopted the account of inference as given in the two
above-stated traditions of the Vedicist period; that is to say, uptil this
period the Buddhist and Jaina traditions simply follow the Vedicist ones on
the question of pramana in general and inference in particular.

II. BUDDHIST PERIOD

- The Buddhist period (in the development of the account of infer-
ence) starts with 5th Century A. D. We call it the Buddhist period because
the till now current treatment of inference — a treatment worked out on the
lines laid down by the Vedicist tradition — was most forcefully opposed by
Dinnaga who, in addition, offered a new definition — and a new classifica-
tion — of inference from his own Buddhist standpoint.!1® This new under-
standing (prasthana) of inference on the part of Dinnaga was accepted by
all later Buddhist teachers!!” who, following Dinnaga, refuted those very
definition, classification, etc. of inference recognized in the Vedicist tradi-
tions like Nyaya etc. which the eminent Buddhist logicians of the earlier
period had themselves adopted.!!® Now onwards, the Vedicist and Buddhist
logicians were arrayed in two hostile camps from where attacks were
hurled at the rival, and one's own position defended. Commentators and
subcommentators of Vatsydyana-bhasya, like Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimisra,
etc., vigorously refuted the definitions of inference offered by the Buddhist

116. PS, 2.1; Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, p. 236. ‘
117. ‘anumdnam lingdad arthadarsanam’-Nydyapravesa, p. 7; NB. 2. 3; TSN, k. 1362.
118. PS, pari. 2; TSN, k. 1442; Tatp. , p. 180.



372 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

logicians like Vasubandhu, Dinnaga, Dharmakirti, etc.,!!” a refutation
replied back by the Buddhist logicians who arose in succession.

The Buddhist period influenced the Jaina tradition as well. On
seeing that the definition, classification, etc. of inference recognized in the
Vedicist tradition were being assailed by the Buddhist logicians, the Jaina
logicians like Siddhasenal?® too offered an independent definition (of
inference) from their own standpoint. Bhattaraka Akalanka did not rest
content with that definition offered by Siddhasena, for he, following the
pattern set by the Buddhist logicians, also clearly initiated the process of
refuting the classification etc. (of inference) recognized in the Vedicist
tradition,’?! a process detailed and developed by the later Digambara
logicians like Vidyananda etc.122 A

There are two outstanding features of this new Buddhist period :
firstly, independent formulation of definition etc. of inference in the
Buddhist and Jaina traditions, and refutation by them of those very
definition etc. recognized in the Vedicist tradition which were once
adopted by the teachers belonging to these traditions themselves; second-
ly, refutation on the part of the Vedicist scholars of the: Buddhist account
of inference and defence on their part of the account offered by the earlier
teachers belonging to their own (i.e. Vedicist) tradition. About the second
feature one thing - though of minor importance - is noteworthy, and it is
that the definition of inference offered by a Vedicist scholar like Bhasarvajna
was to an extent influenced also by the Buddhist definition,!2? a character-
istic that was constantly marking the Jaina logician’s definition ever since
the beginning of the Buddhist period.1%*

III. NAVYA-NYAYA PERIOD
The Navya-Nyaya period starts with Upadhyaya Gangesa, who, while

119. NV, p. 49; Tatp., p. 180.
120. ‘sadhyavinabhiito lingdt sadhyaniscayakam smrtam / anumanam...’-NA, 5.
121. Nydyaviniscaya, 2. 171, 172. ‘

122. TSV, p. 205; PMK, p. 105.

123. ‘samyagavinabhdvena paroksanubhavasadhanam anumanam’-NSa, p. 5.
124. NA, 5; Nyayaviniscaya, 2.1; PPar, p. 70; PM, 3. 14.
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retaining the definition of inference offered by the earlier Vedicist teachers,
introduced in it such subtle refinements (sitksma pariskara)'?® as were
honoured in later times not by the Navya-Naiyayikas alone, but by all the
Vedicists who took to refining (the definition of inference). By the time of
this new refinement the Buddhist logicians had almost disappeared from the
Indian scene; hence there arises no question of this refinement being
accepted or rejected in the Buddhist texts. This was, however, not the case
with the Jaina tradition which has continued to flourish in India in the post-
NavyaNyaya period as in the earlier. Nor can it be said that there had been
no Jaina logician who had mastery over the vitals (marmajna) of (the
literature of) the Navya-Nyaya period; for the Jaina tradition has produced,
in the person of Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji (for example), an acute-minded
logician who was a keen student of the Navya-Nyaya texts like
Tattvacintamani, Aloka, etc. However, not even in Upadhyayajl's writings
like Tarkabhasa etc. do we come across an acceptance or refutation of the
refined definition of inference the Navya-Nyaya period offered. For
Tarkabhasa - Upadhyayaji’s chief work dealing with pramanas - retains the
same definition of inference as had been accepted by the earlier Svetimbara
and Digambara logicians. ,

The definition of inference offered by Ac. Hemacandra is the same as
was established and defended by the old Jaina logicians like Siddhasena
and Akalanka; he inserts no amendment in it, nor deletes anything from it,
nor adds anything to it. However, one thing is noteworthy about Ac.
Hemacandra’s account of inference. He omitted that passionate refutation
of the threefold classification of inference recognized in Vedicist tradition
which had become customary with all the earlier Jaina ligicians — not
excluding the Svetambaras like Abhayadeva, Vadidevasiri, etc.'26 We
cannot say whether Ac. Hemacandra did so because he wanted to be brief
or because he saw an inconsistency in such a refutation. At any rate, the
omission on Ac. Hemacandra’s part of the refutation of the threefold

titayor abhavat... kintu vyaptijnanam karanam paramarso vyaparah /-Tattvacinta-
mani, Paramarsa., pp. 536-50.
126. SMT, p. 559; SVR, p. 527.
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classification of inference recogized in the Vedicist tradition eliminated one
inconsistency that had cropped up in the Jaina texts — particularly in those
- belonging to the Svetambara tradition. The credit for eliminating this
inconsistency certainly goes to Ac. Hemacandra. And here was the inconsis-
tency. An author like Aryaraksita— supposed to be a Pirvadhara and an
Agamadhara (i.e. one well-versed in the scriptural texts called ‘Pirva’ and
‘Agama’) - had accepted and defended in great details the threefold classifi-
cation of inference recognized in the Nyaya system, while the same
classification was passionately refuted by the Svetambara logicians like
Abhayadeva etc. who were successors of the same Aryaraksita. The
Digambara tradition may be said to suffer from no such inconsistency, for
this tradition does not at all regard Aryaraksita’s Anuyogadvara as an
authoritative text. Hence if the Digambara logicians like Akalanka etc.
refuted the threefold classification of inference recognized in the Nyaya
system, they could not be charged with going counter to the path laid down
by their own earlier teachers. But this does not hold true of the $vetimbara
tradition. For the Svetambara logicians like Abhayadeva etc., who refuted
the threefold classification of inference recognized in the Nyaya system,
were the followers of Aryaraksita who had earlier defended the same
classification; hence this refutation on their part was glaringly out of tune
with that defence offered by their own earlier teacher.

Ac. Hemacandra perhaps realized that, as a result of following the
Digambara logicians like Akalanka etc., the Svetambara logicians had
invoved themselves in a contradiction with their own tradition. And this
realization seems to be responsible for the omission, in his Commentary,
of the refutation of the threefold classification of inference. Maybe, it was
in deference to this Hemacandrian elimination of inconsistency that
Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji did not undertake, in his Tarkabhasa, a refutation
of the threefold classification of ‘inference recognized in the Vedicist
tradition, even though he did undertake a refutation of the fivefold
characterization (of probans) (hetu-paficaripya) recognized in the Nyaya
system.

(PMT on stitra 1.2.7, pp. 138-42)
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18. IS TARKA A PRAMANA ? |

Centuries before the time of Lord Mahavira, Buddha, and Upanisads,
the verbal roots Uth’ (Rgveda, 10.131.10) and 'tarka' (Ramayana, 3.25.12) —
as also various formations derived therefrom — were current in Sanskrit and
Prakrit languages.'?” In the Agamas, Pitakas, and philosophical siitras these
words have been used in various contexts — and in various meanings that
slightly differ from one another.!?® However, one element is common to all
these meanings, and it is the element indicative of a cognitive process of the
form of ratiocination (vicaratmaka jaana-vyapara). In Jaimini’s aphorism and
in the commentaries of Sabara etc.1? thereon the idea is expressed by the
word ‘ttha’ and Jayanta in his Nyaya-marnjart (p. 588) refutes the same, taking
it to stand for inferential (anumanatmaka) or verbal (§abdatmaka) cognition.
Nyaya-sutra 1.1.40 offers a definition of tarka, which contains the word ‘ttha’,
and the purport of the definition is that ratiocination of the form of tarka is
not itself a pramana but merely a mental process (manovyapara) favourable
to pramana (pramananukula). Later Naiyayikas have attributed one fixed
meaning to the word “tarka” and have élucidated it. Their ruling (niraya) is
that traka is not a cognition of the nature of pramana but a temporarily
entertained cognition (aharya-jfiana) of the nature of “supposition of the
presence of a probans (which is actually absent) necessitating the supposition
of the presence of the probandum (whose présence is an obvious absurdity)”
(vyapyaropa-pturvaka-vyapakaropa-svartipa),'®® a cognition which, by remov-
ing the doubt that a proposed probans is irrelevant (aprayojakatva-sanka-
nirasa) or that a proposed relation of invariable concomitance is a case of
non-invariable concomitance (vyabhicara-sanka-nirasa), acts as an auxiliary
(sahakarin) and an aid (upayogin) in formulating a relation of invariable
concomitance (vyapti-nimaya) (Cintamani, Anumana, p. 210; Nyaya-siitra-

127. ‘upasargaddhrasva thateh / Paninisatra, 7.4.23; ‘naisa tarkena matir apaneya /
Kathopanisad, 2.9.

128. ‘takkd.jattha na vijjai /° Acarangasitra, 170; ‘vihimsa vitakka /° Majjhimanikdya,
Savvasavasutta, 2. 6; ‘tarkdapratisthanat /” Brahmasiitra, 2. 1. 11; NS, 1. 1. 40.

129. ‘trividhas ca dhah / mantrasamasamskdravisayah /* Sabarabhdsya, 9. 1. 1;
Jaimintyanydyamalavistara, Adhikarana 9. 1. 1.

130. Roughly speaking, tarka can be equated with reductio ad absurdum. Tr.
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vrtti, 1.1.40). Since old times the Nyaya system has refused to treat tarka as
a pramana. 3! And with the development of the system, plenty of clarification
has been offered as to the meaning of the word “tarka” and as to the utility of
tarka, a fact attested by the subtler and subtler texts that have been
composed on the subject ever since the time of Gangesa Upadhyaya.
Buddhist logicians (Hetubindutika, p. 17), too, though granting that
thought in the form of tarka (tarkatmaka vikalpagjiiana) is of value in
formulating a relation of invariable concomitance, do not treat tarka as a
pramana. Thus we have the Mimamsa tradition which treats tarka as a
pramana and the Nyaya-cum-Buddhist tradition which treats tarka as
apramana-though-an-aid-to-pramana (apramanariipa, pramananugrahaka).
In the Jaina tradition, the second among the types of matijiiana —
which is a pramana - is called Tha@ which, in fact, stands for ‘a cognitive
process of the form of consideration of the pros and cons’ (guna-dosa-
vicaratmaka jiiana-vyapara); and Umasvati has used the words “itha” and
“tarka” as synonyms for this “tha” (Tattvartha-siitra, 1.15). After the Jaina
tradition had assumed the task of offering definition, classification, etc. of
pramanas from the logicians’ standpoint, Akalanka seems to be the first to
determine the nature, object, and utility of tarka (Laghi., Auto-commen-
tary, 3. 2), and he has been followed by all later Jaina logicians. The Jaina
tradition is one with the Mimamsaka in treating tarka as a cognition of the
nature of pramana. According to the Jaina logicians, the word “tarka” or
“aha” stands for ‘cognition of a relation of invariable concomitance’
(vyaptiyjfiana). Thus the word “tha” or “tarka”, which was known to the
Aryan tradition (Aryaparampara) since long past, was attributed by Akalanka
to a subspecies of non-perceptual pramana (paroksa-pramana). Hence it is
that while the Naiyayikas like Vacaspatimisra'®? sometimes suggest that the
‘cognition of invariable concomitance’ (vyaptijiiana) is a mental perception
(manasa pratyaksa), sometimes that it is an ordinary perception (laukika-
pratyaksa), sometimes that it is an inferential cognition (anumiti), and so
on and so forth, the Jaina logicians always urged that ‘cognition of
invariable concomitance’ is of but one nature and that this nature is grasped

131. NS, 1. 2. 1.
132. Tatp. pp. 159-67; NM, p. 123.
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by what they call “tarka.” Ac. Hemacandra simply endorses this old

tradition.
(PMT on sutra 1. 2. 5, pp. 76-77)

19. THE NATURE OF VYAPTI
(i.e. RELATION OF INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE)

In Pramana-mimamsa 1.2.10 is offered a definition of avinabhava
(i.e. non-presence [of probans] in the absence of [probandum]). Now the
question arises why Ac. Hemacandra, after having defined tarka, seeks to
define vyapti which was (in the course of discussion on tarka) given out as
the object to be grasped by tarka (tarka-visaya). The answer to this
question is as follows. In his commentary on Hetubindu, Arcata, in order to
bring into prominence certain particular aspects of the problem, gives a
very attractive account of what he calls ‘vyapti understood as a character of
the probans’ (vyapya-dharmartipa vyapti) and ‘vyapti understood as a
character of the probandum’ (vyapaka-dharmariipa-vyapti). And Ac.
Hemacandra, with an eye to making handsome selection from all possible
sources (cakora-drsti), could not resist the temptation of assimilating this
account of Arcata. As a result, we find him incorporating it verbatim in his
aphorism and the commentary thereon.

The question before Arcata was : If vyapti is, like conjunction
(samyoga), a relation obtaining between two entities (dvistha-sambandha),
why is it not the case that just as the proposition ‘X is in conjunction with Y’
is not different from ‘Y is in conjunction with X' the proposition X is the
probans and Y its probandum’ is not different from ‘Y is the probans and X
its probandum’, that is to say, in case X is a probans and Y its probandum
why is it also not the case that Y is a probans and X its probandum ? Arcata
tells us that this question was raised by some logician having “Acarya” for
his pen-name. And Arcata answers it by maintaining that vyapti is not a
symmetrical relation (ekariipa sambanbha) but a non-symmetrical relation
where the relata concerned, viz. vyapya (i.e. probans) and vyapaka (i.e.
probandum) exhibit two mutually different types of characteristics (vibhinna
svarupa), which, in turn, explains why we can infer from the existence of
probans — the possessor of one particular type of characteristic — the
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existence of probandum — the possessor of ‘another particular type of
characteristic, but not vice versa. In other words, the relation of probéns and
probandum (gamyagamakabhava) is not always symmetrical (sarvatra
aniyata), just as the relation of substratum and superstratum
(adharadheyabhava) is not.133 '

In those olden days, the contingency of the relation of probans and
probandum turning out to be a symmetrical relation was sought to be
obviated by logicians like Arcata, through maintaining that vyapti is of two
sorts (i.e. that vydpti characterizing the probans is of a different sort from '
that characterizing the probandum). But with the maturing of the science of
Logic, another — and more satisfactory — manner of meeting the contingen-
cy in question was found out. Gangesa, the founder of Navya-Nyaya, has
considered in his Cintamani (Gadadhari, pp. 141-390) a number of
definitions — prima facie as' well as final — of vyapti. The prima facie
definitions (parvapaksa-vydpti) seek to present, in a refined form, the
nature of avyabhicaritatva (i.e. absence of absence-of-invariable-concomi-
. tance)* which is but another name for avinabhdva or for what Arcata calls
‘yapti understood as a character of the probans’ (vyapya-dharmariipa
vyapti). On the other hand, the final definition of vyapti (siddhanta-vyapti)
presents, in a refined form, the ‘typical charateristic of a probandum
(vyapakatva),'35 a characteristic which Arcata calls “vyapti understood as a
character of the probandum” (i.e. vyapakadharmariipa vyapti). That is to
say, while Arcata granted that vyapti can be understood as a (typical)
characteristic of the probandum, though he went on to add that the
existence of the entity characterized by vyapti of this sort, i.e. the existence
of the probandum, cannot enable us to infer the existence of something else
(say, of the probans), Gangesa, refusing to attribute the name “vyapti’ to the
typical characteristic of a probandum, calls this characteristic Jjust ‘vyapakatva’

133. Here the words “symmetrical” and “non-symimetrical” mean roughly the same thing
as they do in Russell and his school of Mathematical Logic. Tr. _

134. ‘na tavad avyabhicaritatvam taddhi na sadhyabhavavadavrtcitvam,- sadhyavad-
bhinnasadhyabhavavadavrttitvam... sadhyavadanyavrttitva mva /" Cintamani-Gadadhari,
p. 141. _ o o

135. ‘prati_yogyasamdn&dhikarar_za_yatsamdnddhikaran&tyantdbhdvaprati_yogit’dvaccheda-
kavacchinnam yan na bhavati /° Gadadhari, p. 391.
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and goes on to add that ‘vydpti’ stands for “coexistence (samanddhikararya)
(of the probans) with an entity characterized by vyapakatva thus under-
stood”.13¢ This account offered by Gangesa is particularly subtle. And had
Ac. Hemacandra come across the account of vyapakatva, avyabhicaritatva,
etc. offered by the logicians like Ganges$a, he must have made use of it in
the present context.
In the texts on Logic “vyapti”, “avinabhava”, and “niyatasdhacarya”
(i.e. invariable concomitance) are well known as synonymous words. The
nature of vyapti-understood-as-avinabhava has been treated by the entire
lot of Jaina logicians like Manikyanandin (PM, 3.17,18) etc., but the new
idea suggested by Arcata has been incorporated, perhaps, in no other Jaina
text on Logic.
(PMT on sutra 1.2.6, pp. 78-79)

20. THE NUMBER OF STEPS (avayava)
IN AN INFERENCE-FOR-OTHERS (pararthanumdna)

There is diversity of views as to the technique of presenting
(prayoga-paripati) an inference-for-the-sake-of-others (pararthanumana).
Thus Sankhya logicians are of the view that an inference-for-others requires
just three steps in the form of pratijfia (i.e. statement of the thesis sought to
be established), hetu (i.e. showing that the subject of the thesis is possessed
of the probans concerned), and drstana (i.e. formulating the concerned
relation-of-invariable-concomitance or vyapti and illustrating the same).
The Mimamsakas too, according to Vadidevastiri, (SVR, p. 559) admit the
necessity of just three steps, but Ac. Hemacandra and Anantavirya tell us
that the Mimamsakas admit the necessity of four steps (Prameyaratnamala,
3.37). $alikandtha — the follower of Prabhakara— in his Prakaranaparicika
(pp. 83-85) and Parthasarathimira in his commentary on Slokavartika
(Anumana, SL. 54) make mention of just three steps. Thus the statement of
Vadideva accords - and that of Ac. Hemacandra and Anantavirya does not
with what $alikanatha and Parthasarathi say. Hence if the statement of Ac.
Hemacandra and Anantavirya as to the Mimamsaka’s acceptance of four
steps is not a mis-statement, we have to understand that they had before

136. ‘tena samam tasya samanddhikaranyam vyaptih /° Gadadhart, p. 391.



380 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

them — and hence mentioned it — some Mimamsa tradition which accepted
four steps. The Naiyayikas admit the necessity of five steps (NS, 1.1.32).
According to the Buddhist logicians, the maximum number of steps is two -
viz. hetu and drstanta — (PV, 1.28; SVR, p. 559) while the minimum
necessary step is hetu (PV, 1.28). In the midst of this diversity of views, the
Jaina logicians have, since the time of Niryuktis, 137 adopted on this question
— as on many others — a position that is in conformity with their non-
absolutistic standpoint. All Jaina teachers — Digambara as well as Svetambara
— are of the view that the number of steps (requisite in an inference-for-
others) is not fixed but may be more or less according as the hearer
concerned is less or more competent.

Manikyanandin recognizes (PM, 3.37-46) pratijfia and hetu as the
two minimum necessary steps, but he concedes that one or more of the
remaining three steps — viz. drstanta, upanaya (i.e. pointing out that the case
under consideration is a case falling under the vyapti formulated in
‘drstanta), and nigamana (i.e. reiteration of the thesis as conclusively
established) — may also be required in dealing with certain types of hearers.
The words of Ac. Hemacandra’s present aphorisms and of his commentary
thereon go to indicate that the view expressed in Manikyanandin’s aphorism
and in its commentary by Prabhacandra etc. is also his view, that is to say,
Ac. Hemacandra too is of the view that pratijiid and hetu are two minimum
necessary steps while three, four, or five steps may be required in special
cases. However, Vadideva’s vietv is different, for he, in his own commentary
on the text touching upon the subject (SVR, p. 548), goes to the extent of
granting that in dealing with a particular type of hearers one single step, viz.
hetu, might alone suffice, a position already granted by Buddhists. As for the
remaining types of hearers, Vadideva says that some of them may require
two steps, viz. pratijia and hetu, some three, viz. . pratijiia, hetu, and
drstanta, some four, viz. pratijiia, hetu, drstanta, and upanaya, and some
five, viz. pratijiia, hetu, drstanta, upanaya, and nigamana (SVR, p. 564).

137. Yjinavayanam siddham ceva bhannae katthat udaharanam / dsajja u soyaram heu vi
kahirici bhannejja // katthai paficavayavam dasahda va savvaha na padisiddham / na
ya puna savwam bhannai hamdi saviaramakkhayam / Dasavaikilika-niryukti,
Gathas 49, 50.
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Here one historically important speciality of the Svetambara tradi-
tion as distinct from the Digambara is worth noting. No Digambara teacher
has even taken note of the ten steps!3® — different from the ten steps spoken
of by Vatsyayana!3® — which are mentioned and described in that Niryukti
ascribed to the very ancient Bhadrabahu, while, on the other hand, all
Svetambara logicians (SVR, p. 556), having granted that in certain particu-
lar cases even more than five steps may be required, go on to name and
describe the ten steps precisely after the manner of the Niryukti in question.
The root of this divergence seems to lie in the rejection on the part of the
Digambara tradition of the ancient literature like Agama etc.

Manikyanandin says in his aphorism one thing that seems remark-
able. Thus he tells us that two steps and five steps are required in two
different types of spheres, that is to say, two is the number of steps to be
employed in the course of a debate (vada-pradesa) but either two or five
steps may be employed (keeping in view the competence of the hearer
concerned) in the course of a systematic exposition ($astra-pradesa). And
what is to be remembered about Vadideva’s stand is that he, like Buddhists,
grants that hetu is the only step requlred when the hearer happens to be
specially learned (visista vidvan) (i.e. expert in the subject-matter under
consideration). But to neither of these effects has Ac. Hemacandra made
any clear mention. .

(PMT on siitras 2.1.9-10, pp: 94-96)

21. THE ASPECTS OF THE NATURE OF A PROBANS (]ietu-rﬁpa)‘

As to the aspects of the nature of a probans the folIowmg four
traditions are current among philosophers :
(1) the Valseslka cum-Sankhya-cum-Buddhist tradition, (2) the Nyaya
tradition, (3) one anonymous tradition, and (4) the Jaina tradition. -
According to the first tradition, the nature of a probans has got three
aspects, viz. (i) presence in the subject (of the thesis sought to be

138. ‘te u painnavibhatti heuvibhatti vivakkhapadiseho ditthato asarkd tappadiseho niga-
manam ca //° Dasavaikalika, G. 137.

139. ‘dasavayavan eke Naiydyika vakye saficaksate — jijfidsa samsayah sakyapraptih
prayojanam samsayavyuddsa iti /° NBh. 1.1.32.
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established), (paksa-sattva), (ii) presence in a homologue (sapaksa-sattva),
and (iii) absence from heterologues (vipaksa-vyavrtti). The adherents of
this tradition are the Vaisesikas, Sankhyas, and Buddhists, of whom the
VaiSesikas and Sankhyas seem to be older. The Buddhist logicians are
obviously influenced by Kanada’s twofold division of pramanas (pramana-
dvaividhya) into perception and inference, and it appears that they have
likewise been influenced by the VaiSesika thesis of the threefold nature of a
probans (hetu-trairipya).'* In the course of his account of the nature of a
probans, Prasastapada himself quotes a kdrika which mentions the doctrine
of the threefold nature of a probans as the doctrine upheld by Kasyapa.!4!
The same three aspects of the nature of a probans are mentioned by
Mathara in his Vrtti (Mdatharavrtti, k. 5). The Buddhist texts like
Abhidharmakosa, Pramanasamuccaya, Nydyapravesa (p. 1), Nyayabindu
(2.5 ff), Hetubindu (p. 4), Tattvasangraha (k. 1362), etc. have all taken
these three aspects. to constitute the definition of probans and have
accordingly defended the doctrine of the threefold nature of a probans. The
delineation of the three aspects of the nature of a probans and the defence
of the doctrine of the threefold nature along with a refutation of the rival
doctrines have been undertaken in the Buddhist texts on a much larger
scale than in any exclusively Vaidesika or Sankhya text.

The Naiyayikas admit, in addition to the above three, two more
aspects of the nature of a probans, viz. (i) absence of cancellation-of-the-
thesis(-on-the-part-of-another-pramana) (abadhitavisayatva) and (ii) ab-
sence of a counterbalancing probans (asatpratipaksatva); they thus advo-
cate the doctrine of the fivefold nature. It cannot be said with certainty as
to who first started this advocacy, but may be Uddyotakara is the
person - (NV, 1.1.5). Arcata, the commentator of Hetubindu (p. 205), and

140. Prof. Stcherbatsky is, however, of the view that it is the Vai$esikas who have been
influenced by the Buddhists in their acceptance of the doctrine of the threefold
nature of a probans. See Buddhist Logic, Vol. 1, p. 244.

141. ‘yad anumeyena sambaddham prasiddham ca tadanvite / tadabhdve ca nasty eva
tallingam anumapakam // viparitam ato yat syad ekena dvitayena va / viruddhd-
siddhasandigdham alifgam Kasyapo ‘bravit //° —Prasastapadabhasya, p. 200; Kand,
p. 203.



Pt. Sukhlalji's Philosophical Notes | 383

Sridhara, the follower of Prasastapada, have sought to cover within (the
scope of) the doctrine of the threefold nature (the scope of) the doctrine of
the fivefold nature. And though this doctrine of the fivefold nature has been
described and defended by all later Naiyayikas like Vacaspati (Tatp., 1.1.5),
Jayanta (NM, p. 110), etc., it has not remained static (sthira) like a dead
organism (mrtaka-musti; lit. the fist of a corpse). For Naiyayikas like
Gadadhara, through their stand - laid down in the texts on Avayava etc, —
that vyapti (i.e. its invarible concomitance with the probandum) and paksa-
dharmata (i.e. its characterizing the subject of the thesis) are the two
features needed by a probans in order to enable us to infer the probandum
concerned (gamakatopayogi-ritpa), have implicitly suggested (samsiicana)
that the essential aspects of the nature of a probans are but three (rather
than five). Thus the early Naiyayika’'s rigid insistence in favour of the
fivefold nature got loosened so as to permit an acceptance of the doctrine of
the threefold nature.

Besides the tradition which accepted the doctrine of the fivefold
nature, there was also a tradition - mentioned and refuted by Arcata!#? and
attributed by him, in a general fashion, to “Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas, etc.” —
which accepted the doctrine of the sixfold nature, that is, a tradition which
accepted an additional aspect in the form of “knownness” (fatatva). The old
Nyaya view that a probans- as-bemg-known (ifiayamana linga) is the instru-
mental cause (karana) of inferential cognition (anumiti) - a view sought to be
refuted in the later Nyaya texts (jfidyamanam lingam tu karanam nahi’ —
Muktavali, k. 67) —was perhaps rooted in this tradition upholding the
doctrine of the sixfold nature.

The Jaina tradition maintains that a probans has but unitary nature,
viz. ‘absence in the absence of the probandum’ (avinabhava). This tradition

142.'sadlaksano hetur ity apare Naiyayika-Mimamsakadayo manyante / kani punah sadripani
* hetos tair isyante ity dha...trini caitdni paksadharmanvayavyatirekakhyani, tatha
abadhitavisayatvamcaturthamripam,...tatha vivaksitaikasarikhyatvam riapantaram —
eka sankhya yasya hetudravyasya tad ekasarikhyam...yady ekasankhyavacchinnaydam
pratiheturahitayam hetuvyaktau hetutvam bhavati tada gamakatvam na tu
pratihetusahitayam api dvitvasarikhyayuktayam...tatha jiiatatvam ca jiianavisayatvam

ca, na hy ajiiato hetuh svasattamdtrena gamako yukta iti /~Hetubindutikd, p. 205.
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does not say that the three or five or any number of aspects pointed out by
others are (always) non-existent (asat) there in a probans, but it submits
that since it is sometimes possible to draw a finally conclusive inference
(nirvivada sadanumdna) even in the absence of these aspects numbering
three, five, etc., it is not easy to determine the common nature of all
probantia except by admitting that they are all absent in the absence of
their respective probanda. Thus the three or five aspects are but details
(prapanicamatra) of certain possible cases of ‘absence in the absence of the
probandum.” Though Siddhasena in his Nyayavatara has characterized
probans as ‘absent in the absence of the probandum’ (sadhyavinabhavin),
Patrasvamin is, perhaps, the first defender of the position that ‘absence in
the absence of the probandum’ is the sole nature (ekamatra riipa) of a
probans. This Jaina position that ‘absence in the absence of the probandum’
is the sole nature of a probans has been presented - and refuted - as
Patrasvamin’s position by Santaraksita in Tattvasanigraha.'*3 It appears that
Jaina logicians of the earlier period simply maintained that the nature of a
probans consists in ‘absence in the absence of the probandum’, while the
logical defence of the position along with a refutation of the Buddhist
doctrine of the threefold nature came, first of all, from Patrasvamin.

The following karikd refutative of the Buddhist doctrine of the
threefold nature has been quoted by Akalanka (Nyayaviniscaya, p. 177),
Vidyananda (P.Par, p. 72), etc. :

anyathanupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim /

nanyathanupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim //,
and this ought to” be Patrasvamin’s composition. It is the refutation of the
rival doctrine of the threefold nature which Patrasvamin first undertook in
the Jaina tradition that has become model for all subsequent Jaina
logicians — $vetambara as well as Digambara - like Akalanka (Pramana-
sdﬁgraha, p. 66A) etc. In due course, a refutation of the doctrine of the
fivefold nature was added to this refutation of the doctrine of the threefold
nature. Thus we find in the later Digambara and Svetambara texts on
Logic—e.g. in the writings of Vidyananda (P.Par, p. 72), Prabhacandra

143. ‘anyathetyadind Patrasvamimatam dsarnikate - nanyathanupapannatvam yatra tatra
trayena kim / anyathanupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim //° TSN, ks. 1364-69,
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(PKM, p. 103), Vadidevasiiri (SVR, p. 521), etc — a detailed refutation of the
doctrine of the threefold nature as well as of the doctrine of the fivefold
nature,

Following this tradition (of the earlier Jaina logicians), Ac.
Hemacandra refutes the doctrine of the threefold nature as also the
doctrine of the fivefold nature. So far as its content is concerned, Ac.
Hemacandra’s refutation is similar to that of the earlier teachers like
Vidyananda etc., but verbally it stands particularly closer to the one we find
in Prameyaratnamala of Anantavirya. Here also — as in many other cases — Ac.
Hemacandra betrays a feature which, in a way, distinguishes him from the
preceding Jaina logicians; the feature consists in merely acquainting
(sangrahakamatra) ~ however briefly - the Jaina tradition with a new (i.e.
non-Jaina) idea. Thus we see that while presenting the prima facie Buddhist
case in support of the doctrine of the threefold nature, Ac. Hemacandra
quotes a lengthy passage from Dharmottara’s commentary on Nyayabindu,
a quotation not to be found in another eariler text on Jaina Logic. Though
the passage in question is from a Buddhist logician, students of Jaina Logic
ought to pay particular attention to it—even if in the form of the
presentation of a prima facie view.

The karika “anyathanupapannatvam etc.” quoted above is doubtless
valid and is therefore (deservedly) honoured in the entire Jaina tradition —
so much so that Vidyananda has, in imitation, composed another karika
containing only a slight variation and seeking to refute #he doctrine of the
fivefold nature (P.Par, p. 72). Now this karikd ought to have been
honoured only on logical grounds and only in the field of Logic, but its non-
logician devotees (atdrkika bhakta) were so much overwhelmed by it that
they sought to enhance its prestige with the help of sheer cock-and-bull-
stories. And this tendency grew so wildly that even authors on Logic
became its victim. Some said that the original author (kartd) and bestower
(data) of the karika was the Tirthankara named Simandharasvamin; others
said that the goddess named Padmavati brought it from Simandharasvamin
and handed it over to Patrakesarisvamin. Thus a karika which is fully
capable of coming from the mouth of any logically-minded person had to be
born, on account of the attitude of blind worship (andha-bhakﬁ)‘developed
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towards it, in the mouth of Simandharasvamin — (SMT, p. 569). Be that as
it may, Ac. Hemacandra makes use of the kdrika. However, it seems almost
certain that Patrasvamin, the probable author of this kdrika, belonged to
the Digambara tradition; for those cock-and-bull stories concerning it -
stories concocted out cf an attitude of blind worship — are current only
within the Digambara tradition.

(PMT on ‘nanu cdsiddha’ in 1.2.32, pp. 80-83)

22 TYPES (prdk&ra) Of PROBANS

In the Jaina tradition we find Akalanka’s writings (Pramanasangraha,
pp. 67-68) to contain an account of the types of probantia, but a clear-cut
classification of probantia — classfication based on the consideration whether
a probans enables us to infer a positive entity (vidhisadhaka) or it enables us
to infer an absence (nisedhasadhaka) - is to be found only in the writings of
(the later authors like) Manikyanandin, Vidyananda, etc. Particularly worthy
of note is the classification undertaken by Manikyanandin, Vidyananda,
Devasiri, and Ac. Hemacandra. The classification of probantia into types
that we find in the Jaina texts is mainly based on Vaisesikasiitra (9.2.1) and
Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu (2.12). In VaiSesikasiitra a clear mention is made
of five types of probantia, viz. probans that is an effect (of the probandum)
(karya), one that is a cause (of the probanldum)‘(kdrar_la), one that is in
conjunction (with the probandum) (samyogin), one that resides-by-samavaya-
relation (in the probandum) (samavayin), and one that is contradictory (of
the probandum - rather of that whose absence is the probandum (virodhin).
In Nyayabindu (2.12) probantia are said to be of three types, viz. probans
that is a subrclass - or an equivalent class - (of the probandum) (svabhava),
one that is an effect (of the probandum) (kdrya), and one that is non-
cognition (of the probandum — rather of that whose absence is the
probandum) (anupalabdhi); again, non-cognition is here subdivided into
eleven types,!* but each is treated as capable of enabling us to infer an

144, “svabhavanupalabdhir yatha ndtra dhiima upalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupalabdher iti /
karyanupalabdhir yatha nehapratibaddhasimarthyani dhumakaranani santi dha-
mabhdavat / vyapakanupalabdhir yatha natra simsapa vrksabhavat / svabhavaviruddho-
palabdhir yathd ndtra Sitasparso ‘gner iti / viruddhakaryopalabdhir yatha natra
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absence and none as capable of enabling us to infer a positive entity.
Akalanka and Manikyanandin accepted this ‘non-cognition’ posited in
Nyayabindu, but they introduced much amendment and addition in the idea.
By “non-cognition” Dharmakirti understood all such non-cognitions
(anupalabdhi) and cognitions (upalabdhi) as enable us to infer an absence -
and it alone; but non-cognition, according to Manikyanandin, enables us to
infer an absence as well as a positive entity. Not only that, Manikyanandin is
also of the view that even cognition enables us to infer an absence as well as
a positive entity.!#> Vidyananda’s classification is based on VaiSesikasttra.
For in VaiSesikasiitra we are told that either (i) an absence (abhiita) enables
us to infer a positive entity (bhiita), or (ii) a positive entity (bhuta) enables
us to infer an absence (abhiita), or (iii) a positive entity (bhiita) enables us
to infer another positive entity (bhiita).!*® To these three Vidyananda adds
the fourth alternative, viz. an absence (abhiita) enables us to infer another
absence (abhiita) , and thus he gives us an exhaustive catalogue of the non-
cognitions as well as cognitions which enable us to infer a positive entity as
also of those which enable us to infer an absence—(P.Par, pp. 72-74). After
thus making the Vaisesika classification exhaustive, Vidyananda goes on to
determine the exact number of types and subtypes of probantia, and in this
connection he has quoted a set of mnemonic karikas'#’ attributed to certain
earlier teachers; thus Vidyananda seems to suggest that in his present

sttasparso dhamad iti / viruddhavyaptopalabdhir yatha na dhruvabhavi bhatasyapi
bhavasya vinaso hetvantarapeksanat / karyaviruddhopalabdhir yatha nehapratibaddha-
samarthyani Sitakaranani santi agner iti / vyapakaviruddhopalabdhir yatha natra
tusarasparso ‘gner iti / karananupalabdhir yatha natra dhiimo ‘gnyabhavat /
karanaviruddhopalabdhir yatha ndasya romaharsadivisesah sannihitadahanavisesatvad
iti / karanaviruddhakaryopalabdhir yatha na romaharsadivisesayuktapurusavan ayam
pradeso dhiimad iti /"~-NBT, 2. 32-42.

145. PM, 3.57-59, 78, 86

146. ‘virodhyabhiatam bhatasya / bhitam abhatasya / bhito ‘bhatasya/-VS, 3. 11.-13.

147. ‘atra sangrahaslokah ~ syat karyam karanavyapyam praksahottaracari ca / lingam
tallaksanavyapter bhiatam bhatasya sadhakam // sodha viruddhakdryadi saksad
evopavarnitam / lingam bhatam abhitasya lingalaksanayogatah // paramparyat tu
karyam syat karanam vyapyam eva ca / sahacari ca nirdistam pratyekam tac
caturvidham / kdaranad dvisthakaryadibhedenodahrtam purd / yatha sodasabhedam
syat dvavimsatividham tatah // lingam samuditam jiieyam anyathanupapattimat /
tatha bhatam abhdtasydpy thyam anyad apidrsam // abhittarn bhutam unnitam
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classification he has based himself not only on Vaisesikasiitra but also either
on some Jaina logician like Akalanka and Manikyanandin or on some
Buddhist logician.

Devasuri seems to have based his classification on that of
Pariksamukha, but he has introduced the following changes :

While according to Partksamukha six types of cognition (3. 59) and
three types of non-cognition (3. 86) enable us to infer positive entities,
according to Pramananayatattvaloka six types of cognition (3. 64) and five
types of non-cognition (3.99) do the same; again, while according to
Pariksamukha, six types of cognition (3. 71) and seven types of non-
cognition (3.78) enable us to infer absences, according to
Pramananayatattvaloka, seven types of cogrutlon (3.79) and seven types of
non-cognition (3.90) do the same.

Like Vidyananda, Ac. Hemacandra bases his classification on both
VaiSesikasutra and Nyayabindu, but in one respect he differs from the
former. Ac. Hemacandra does not treat a non-cognition as capable of
enabling us to infer positive entities, that is to say, he accepts the
Nyayabindu position that a non-cognition enables us to infer only absences.
However, these various classifications, even though they somehow differ
from one another and even though the resulting number of the types and
subtypes of probantia is different in different cases, do not differ as to their
essentials. Vacaspatimisra (Tdtp., pp. 158-64) has refuted not only the
classification accepted by the Buddhists but also the one accepted in
Vaisesikasiitra. |

(PMT on sutra 1.2.12, pp. 83-85)

23. WHETHER EFFECT ALONE OR CAUSE ALSO IS A PROPER
PROBANS AND SOME ALLIED PROBLEMS

All logicians are a'greed that an effect is a proper probans (for inferring
the cause concerned) (karyalingaka anumdna), but they differ as to whether a
cause is a proper probans (for inferring the effect concerned) (karanalingaka

bhiitasyanekadha budhaih / tatha 'bhatam abhitasya yathayogyam udaharet //
bahudhapy evam akhyatam sariksepena caturvidham / atisariksepato dvedhopalambha-
nupalambhabhrt //° PPar, pp. 74-75.
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anumana). Buddhist logicians — particularly Dharmakirti — nowhere concede
the possibility of an inference-with-a-cause-as-probans (karanalingaka
anumana), but the VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas have always been of the view
that such an inference is possible. Ac. Hemacandra, following in the footsteps
of the earlier Jaina logicians, defends, with a good amount of fanfare, the
possibility of an inference-with-a-cause-as-probans. By means of the epithet
“Nyayavadin” Ac. Hemacandra here refers to Dharmakirti, and though he
refutes the view upheld by the latter he has great regard for him, a regard
expressed through the phrase ‘“even by so subtle an observer
(sttksmadarsinapi) (as Nyayavadin).”

As to the possibility of an inference-with-an-effect-as-probans
(karyalingaka anumadna), there is no difference of opinion. But there is
difference of opinion as to the admissibility of certain instances of it. Thus
the proposed inference “A living body possesses an atman, because it
possesses life etc.” (jivacchariram satmakam pranadimattvat) is treated by
Buddhists not as a valid inference (sadanumana) but as an invalid one
(mithyanumana); that is why “life etc.” (occurring as probans in the
inference in question) is quoted by them as a case of pseudo-probans
(hetvabhasa) (NB, 3.99). Unlike other philosophers, Buddhists do not
believe in an eternal atman residing in a living body; hence in their eyes it is
not valid to infer the existence of atman from the existence of life etc. On the
other hand, philosophers like Vaidesikas, Naiyayikas, Jainas etc., that is, all
those philosophers who believe in the exitence of a separate (and eternal)
atman, are of the view that it is valid to infer the existence of atman from
the existence of life etc. Hence it is that philosophers believing in the
existence of atman do not consider “sapaksavrttitva” (i.e. presence in a
homologue) to be an indispensable aspect of the nature (anivarya ripa) of a
valid probans. Thus according to these philosophers, a probans, which is just
absent from all heterologues (kevalavyatirekin) is a valid probans — irrespec-
tive of whether it is or is not also present in a homologue; on this
understanding, life etc. become a valid probans for inferring atman.#® This

148. ‘kevalavyatirekinam tv tdrsam atmadiprasidhane paramam astram upeksitum na
Saknuma ity ayathabhasyam api vyakhyanam sreyah /-NM, p. 578; Tatp., p. 283;
Kand., p. 204.
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position has been defended in great details by the Nalyaylkas and Jaina
logicians alike. . ,
Ac. Hemacandra follows the same procedure and argues that since a
probans can possibly remain a'valid probans even in the absence of “presence
in a homologue” “presence in a homologue” is not an (indispensable) aspect
of the nature of a (valid) probans. Thus while refuting the Buddhist
thesis - particularly as presented by Dharmakirti — that doubt as to whether a
proposed probans is or is not present in a homologue (anvayasandeha) makes
this probans a pseudo-probans of the anaikantika typa, Ac. Hemacandra says
that pseudo-probantia of both the anaikantika and viruddha types are due
only to “absence of absence-in-all-heterologues” (vyatirekabhava) (i.e. neither
is due to “absence of presence-in-a-homologue” (anvayabhava)).
Nyayabindu Dharmakirti has maintained that a pseudo-probans of the
anaikantika type may be due either to “absence of absence-in-all-
heterologues” (vyatirekabhava) or to “doubt as to presence-in-a-homologue”
(anvayasandeha),'* a position Ac. Hemacandra seeks to refute. But contrary
to what Ac. Hemacandra tells us, Dharmakirti nowhere maintains that
pseudo-probantia of both the anaikantika and viruddha types and of the
anatkantika type in both its subspecies are due only to “absence of absence-
in-all-heterologues.” Thus Ac. Hemacandra’s contention “Nyayavadinapi
vyatirekabhdavad eva hetvabhdsav uktau” stands contradicted. Under these
conditions, until we come across a passage in Dharmakirti which corroborates
Ac. Hemacandra’s report, we are forced to stretch a bit the meaning of the
Acarya’s words and make them to mean : ‘Even though Nyayavadin too
recognizes the two types of pseudo-probantia, what the two are due to is
“absence of absence-in-all-heterologues” as is admitted by us Jainas, that is to
say, both these types of pseudo-probantia ought to be regarded as being due
o “absence of absence-in—all-heteroldgues” about which there is no dispute
among the logicians and neither should be regarded as being due to “doubt as
to presence-in-a-homologue” (about which there is a difference of opinion).’
In this connection let us make one point clear. While defending their
thesis on the threefold nature of a probans, the Buddhists treat “presence-
in-a-homologue” as one of the three aspects of the nature of a probans, for

149. ‘anayor eva dvayo ripayoh sandehe ’naikantikah /-NB, 3.98.
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they think that you cannot say “this probans is absent from all heterologues”
unless you at the same time say “this probans is present only in homo-
-logues”. Thus on their showing, it is only on account of “presence-in-
homologues” that “absence-in-all-heterologues” can be ascertained, be the
heterologue concerned with something real (vastu) or imaginary (avastu);
hence in case it is impossible to speak of “presence-in-a homologue” it is
equally impossible to speak of “absence-in-all-heterologues”. But even
while “presence-in-a-homologue” and “absence-in-all-heterologues” are so
closely dependent on one another they are, according to Buddhists,
mutually different; hence it is that they lay equal emphasis on the two.
This, however, is not the view accepted in the Jaina tradition; for according
to this tradition, the essential nature of a probans consists in “absence-in-
all-heterologues” (vipaksavyavrtti), of which nature ‘anvaya’ and ‘vyatireka’
are but two names. Following this line of thought, Ac. Hemacandra finally
submits that if anvaya means “presence only in the homologues” (sapakse
eva sattvam) it is but another name for vyatireka which the Jaina describes
as “inexplicability otherwise” (anyathanupapatti) (i.e. absence unless the
~ probandum is present). In short, what the Buddhist logicians view as two
different though mutually dependent aspects of the nature of a probans, the
Jaina logicians view as but (the negative aspect) ‘inexplicability otherwise’
or ‘absénce-in-all-heterologues’, thus ignoring the positive aspect (viz.
‘presence-in-homologues’).
(PMT on ‘suksmadarsinapi’ in 1.2.42 and also on ‘tatha cetanarn
vind’ in 1.2.46, pp. 85-87)

24. THE NATURE OF PAKSA

In connection with paksa, four questions deserve consideration : (1)
What is the difinition ~ i.e. essence - of paksa™? (2) What do the different
adjectives occurring in the definition seek to exclude from the purview of
this definition ? (3) What are the forms (akara) of paksa ? and (4) What are
the types (prakara) of paksa ?

(1) In the field of speculation it was almost established long since as
to what the nature of paksa is, but a clear picture of the concept was
offered by Prasastapada in the course of his definition of pratijia (i. e.
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thesis sought to be established through inference).!>%

In Nyayapravesa'®! and Nyayabindu'®? the language of the definition
was so much well established that all subsequent Jaina logicians —
Svetambara and Digambara — have adopted in their texts the Buddhist
definition without any variation whatsoever and in those very words (or
their verbal equivalents).

(2) The three adjectives — viz. desired (ista), hitherto unestablished
(asiddha), and uncontradicted (abadhita) - have not been, all of them,
interpreted either in Prasastapada or in Nyayapravesa, but these texts
clearly state as to what the word ‘abadhita’ (i.e. uncontradicted) seeks to
exclude from the purview of the definition in question.!*® Nyayabindu does
the same for all the three adjectives.’®* The Jaina texts, likewise, tell us as

150. ‘pratipipadayisitadharmavisistasya dharmino 'pddes’aviga_)'am apadayitum uddesamatram
pratijiia..... avirodhigrahanat pratyaksanumanabhyupagatasvasastrasvavacanavirodhino
nirasta bhavanti /° Prasastapadabhasya, p. 234.

151. ‘tatra paksah prasiddho dharmi prasiddhavisesena visistataya svayam sadh_)'arvenepsua /
pratyaksadyaviruddha iti vakyasesah / tadyatha nityah sabdo ‘'nityo veti /~Nydya-
pravesa, p. 1.

152. ‘svaripenaiva svayam isto ‘nirakrtah paksa iti /~NB, 3. 40.

153. ‘yathd 'nusno ‘gnir iti pratyaksavirodhi, ghanam ambaram iti anumanavirodhi, Brah-
manena surd peyety agamavirodhi, Vaisesikasya satkaryam iti bruvatah svasastravi-
rodhi, na sabdo ’rthapratydyaka iti svavacanavirodht.-Prasastapadabhasya, p. 234;
‘sadhayitum isto 'pi pratyaksadiviruddhah paksabhasah / tadyatha — pratya-
ksaviruddhah, anumanaviruddhah, agamaviruddhah, lokaviruddhah, svavacanaviru-
ddhal, aprasiddhavisesanal, aprasiddhavisesyal, aprasiddhobhayah, aprasiddhasam-
bandhas ceti /~Nyayapravesa, p. 2.

154. ‘svarapeneti sadhyatvenestah / svaripenaiveti sadhyatvenesto na sadhanatvenapi /
yathda sabdasyanityatve sidhye caksusatvam hetul, sabde ’siddhatvat sadhyam, na
punas tad iha sadhyatvenestam sadhanatvenapy abhidhandt / svayam iti vadina / yas
tadd sidhanam dha / etena yady api kvacic chdstre sthitah sidhanam dha, tac
chdastrakarena tasmin dharminy anekadharmabhyupagame ’pi, yas tada tena vadina,
dharmal svayam sadhayitum istalh sa eva sadhyo netara ity uktam bhavati / ista iti
yatrarthe vivadena sadhanam upanyastam tasya siddhim icchata so 'nukto 'pi vacanena
sadhyah / tadadhikaranatvad vivadasya / yatha pararthas caksuradayah sanghatatvac
chayanasanadivad iti, atratmartha ity anuktav apy dtmarthata sadhya, anena
noktamatram eva sadhyam ity uktam bhavati / anirakrta iti etallaksanayoge ‘pi yah
sadhayitum isto 'py arthah pratyaksanumanapratitisvavacanair nirakriyate na sa
paksa iti pradarsanartham /~-NBT, 3. 41-50.
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to what these three words seek to exclude from the purview of the
definition. The only difference is that while Manikyanandin (PM, 3.20) and
Devastiri (PNT, 3.14-17) mention all the three adjectives in the aphorism
itself, Ac. Hemacandra mentions abadhitatva in the aphorism and the
remaining two in the Commentary. Prasastapada has enumerated the
following five types of contradicted theses (badhita paksa) : (i) that which
goes against a perception (pratyaksa-viruddha), (ii) that which goes against
an inference (anumana-viruddha), (iii) that which goes against Scriptures
(agama-viruddha), (iv) that which goes against one’s own system of
philosophy (svasastra-viruddha), and (v) that which goes against one’s own
utterance (svavacana-viruddha). Nyayapravesa too speaks of the five types
of contradicted theses, but it replaces “svasastra-viruddha” by “loka-viruddha”
(i.e. that which goes against the established social convention). In Nyayabindu
there occurs neither the adjective “agama-viruddha” nor “loka-viruddha”
and the two are replaced by “pratitiviruddha” (i.e. that which goes against
the established convention concerning the meaning of a word); thus
Nyayabindu admits, in all, four types of contradicted theses, viz. pratyaksa-
viruddha, anumana-viruddha, svavacana-viruddha, and pratiti-viruddha. It
seems that Dharmakirti has eliminated the adjective “agama-viruddha”
keeping in view the fact that the Buddhist tradition does not recognize
‘agama’ (i.e. Scriptures) as a pramana. On this question, Manikyanandin
has followed not Nyayabindu but Nyayapravesa whose fivefold classification
has been accepted also by Devastiri. However, even while following
Nyayapravesa and Manikyanandin, Devasuri inserted the word etc. “(adi)”
in his aphorism (PNT, 6.40), an insertion which enabled him to speak in
Ratnakara of two additional types of contradicted theses, viz. smarana-
viruddha (i.e. that which goes against memory) and tarka-viruddha (i.e.
that which goes against tarka as understood in Jaina Logic). Ac. Hemacandra
accepts in his aphorism the adjective ‘pratiti-viruddha’ occurring in
Nyayabindu and the remaining five occurring in Nyayapravesa and
Manikyanandin, thus making the total six. Mathara - who is probably older
than Nyayapravesa — says (k.5) that pseudo-paksas (paksabhasa) are of nine
types but he gives no instances of these types while Nyayapravesa mentions
and illustrates the nine types of pseudo-paksas.
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- (3) Ac. Hemacandra informs us - as was already done by
Manikyanandin (PM, 3. 25, 26, 32) and Devastiri (3.16-18) — that paksa is
of two possible forms (akara), viz. the object possessing the characteristic-
- acting-as-probandum (sadhyadharmavisista dharmin) and merely the char-
acteristic-acting-as-probandum (sadhyadharmamatra). In his aphorism (2.8)
Dharmakirti speaks of just one form of paksa, but Dharmottara, in his
commentary on this aphorism, enumerates three forms, viz. merely the
object (denoted by the subject of the thesis concerned) (kevala dharmin),
merely the characteristic-acting-as-probandum (kevala dharma), and a
combination of the object and the characteristic-acting-as-probandum
(dharma-dharmi-samudaya). Dharmottara also describes as to what are the
different occasions for employing these three different forms of paksa, a
description which is unprecedented (apirva). Vatsyayana (NBh, 1.1.36) no
boubt speaks of “object possessing the characteristic” (dharmavisista dharmin)
and “characteristic possessed by the object” (dharmivisista dharma) as two
possible forms of paksa but no text earlier than Dharmottara’s commentary
in question, details the different occasions when the different forms of
paksa are to be employed. Dharmottara’s present account was incorporated
by Manikyanandin — and later on by Devasiiri - in the aphorism itself. Ac.
Hemacandra follows these two earlier teachers, but incorporates the
account in question in the Commentary rather than aphorism.
(Pramanamimamsa, 1.2.13-17). :

(4) Like other Jaina logicians Ac. Hemacandra accepts three types of
paksa (understood as the object denoted by the subject of the thesis
concerned), viz. that which is established through a pramana (pramana-
siddha), that which is imagined (vikalpa-siddha),'%> and that which is partly
established through a pramana and partly imagined (ubhaya-siddha). There
is no difference of opinion about the first type, but there is no unanimity
about the remaining two. So far as our information goes, Dharmakirti
seems to be the first logician to have raised objection against the imagined
and the partly imagined paksas. It cannot be said with certainty as to
whether Dharmakirti’s objection was directed against the Mimamsaka or
against the Jaina or against both. But one thing is certain. The detailed
155. By “imagined paksa” is meant paksa whose claim for reality is under dispute.-Tr.
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answer to Dharmakirti’s objection is to be found in Jaina texts on Logic and
nowhere else, and in the course of their answer all these texts quote that
verse (PV, 1.192) from Dharmakirti where the objection in question is set
forth.

It was physically impossible for Ac. Hemacandra to incorporate in his
discussion that final and subtlest account of paksata which was offered by
Gangesa, the author of Mani (Manikara); *>° but a comparative study of the
various old and new definitions of paksa certainly justifies the assertion that
the refined concept of Gangesa is present — even though in an old
terminololgy and in an old fashion - in all the Nyaya, Buddhist, and Jaina
texts of the earlier period.

(PMT on sutras 1.2.13-17, pp. 87-90)

25. NATURE OF DRSTANTA

In connection with drstanta the following questions deserve consider-
ation : 1. Is it a part and parcel of inference (anumanangatva) ? 2. What is
its definition (laksana) ? and 3. What is the occasion for its use (upayoga) ?

1. Dharmakirti includes drstanta (i.e. the offering of an instance by
way of illustrating the concerned relation of invariable concomitance) in the
process called “pointing out the three aspects of the nature of the probans”
(hetutrairiipya-kathana) - a process also known as “substantiation of the
probans” (hetu-samarthana). Hence insofar as drstanta is a part and parcel
of “hetusamarthana” it is a part and parcel of inference (hetusamarthana
being a part and parcel of inference); however, it is so only for a novice
(avidvan) while experts (vidvdn) do not require a drstanta because they do
not at all require hetusamarthana, which, in turn, is because they follow the
inference as soon as the probans is merely stated (PV, 1.28). Thus drstanta is
not a part and parcel of inference for experts (though it is so for a novice).
Now Manikyanandin (3.37-42), Devasuri (PNT, 3. 28, 34-38), and Ac.

156. ucyate - sisadhayisavirahasahakrtasidhakapramanabhavo yatrasti sa paksah, tena
sisadhayisavirahasahakrtam sadhakapramanam yatrasti sa na paksal, yatra sidhaka- -
pramane saty asati va sisadhayisa yatra vobhayabhavas tatra visistabhavat paksatvam /
- Anumanagadadhari, pp. 431-32.
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Hemacandra (Pramanamimamsa, 1.2.18) are all of the view that drstanta is
not a part of inference, and they have urged various difficulties against its
being regarded as useful in an inference; however, at the same time, they all
concede (PNT, 3.42; PM, 3.46) that drstanta serves as a reminder-of-the-
vyapti (vyapti-smaraka) for the dull-witted disciples to whom an inference is
being offered. Hence the question arises as to what these teachers mean
when they deny that drstanta is a part of inference. And the only possible
_ answer is that they merely seek to suggest that drstanta is not a part of all
inference whatsoever (that is to say, they do not seek to suggest that
drstanta is not a part of any inference whatsoever). It is this idea that
Siddhasena briefly expresses (NA, 20). Thus on reflection there appears to
be no material difference between the Buddhist and Jaina stands on the
question. : :
2. A general définition of drstanta is given in Nyayasutra (1.1.25)
but in no Buddhist text. Manikyanandin too, like Siddhasena, offered no
general definition of drstanta, but Devasiri (PNT, 3.40) and Ac. Hemacandra
do so. The Nyaya definition of drstanta is so wide that it applies even to
the dealings of a general type (samanya vyavahara) and not to inference
alone; on the other hand, the Jaina definition of drstanta applies only to
the cases of inference. The twofold classification of drstantas into those
based on similarity (sadharmya-drstanta) and those based on dissimilarity
(vaidharmya-drstanta) — along with a definition of each of these classes —
is to be found in an identical form in the old texts like Nyayapravesa (pp.
1,2) and Nyayavatara (ks. 17, 18) and the later texts like Partksamukha
(3. 47 ff.) and Pramananayatattvaloka (3. 41).

3. As to the occasion for the use of drstanta, the Jaina stand is not
absolutistic (aikantika). For Jaina logicians are of the view that in the case
of inference-for-others (pararthanumana) drstanta is of use only when the
hearer is a non-expert (avyutpanna) while in the ‘case of inference-for-
oneself (svarthanumana) it is of use only when the cognizer concerned had
forgotten the vyapti and needs a reminder (SVR, 3.42).

' (PMT on sutras 1.2. 18-23, pp. 90-91)
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26. THE NATURE OF PSEUDO-PROBANS (hetvabhasa)
[1]

As to the general classification of pseudo-probantia logicians hold
divergent views. Aksapada'®’ admits and gives an account of five types of
pseudo-probantia. Kanada's aphorism!®® makes clear mention of three
. types, but Prasastapada,’®® while laying bare the idea underlying this
aphorism, makes a fourfold classification. Asiddha, viruddha, and anaikantika
are the types.included also among the five admitted by Aksapada, but
anadhyavasita - the fourth type recognized by Prasastapada — is not to be
found in Nyayasiitra. Bhasarvajfia,'® who follows both Aksapada and
Kanada enumerates six types which consititute a set consisting all the types
accepted by the old Nyaya tradition as also all those accepted by the old
Vaisesika tradition.

Nydyapravesa'®! — a text attributed to Dihnaga - makes mention of
just three types of pseudo-probantia, viz asiddha, viruddha, and anaikantika,
a position endorsed and elucidated by all subsequent Buddhist logicians like
Dharmakirti etc. The old Sankhya teacher Mathara,6? too, makes express
mention of these very three types. On the question of the number of types -
of pseudo-probantia Sankhya and Kanada seem to have followed an
- identical tradition.

The Jaina tradition in fact admits just three types of pseudo-
probantia - as do the traditions of Kanada, Sankhya, and Buddhists. Thus
Siddhasenal®® and Vadideva (PNT, 6. 47) give an account of all the three
types, viz. asiddha etc., and Ac. Hemacandra follows their example. Ac.
Hemacandra refutes the two additional types, viz. kalatita and prakarana-
sama, recognized in Nyayasutra, but he does not refute the additional type,

157. NS, 1. 2. 4.

158. ‘aprasiddho ‘napadeso ‘san sandigdhas canapadesalh /-VS, 3. 1. 15.

159. ‘etenasiddhaviruddhasandigdhanadhyavasitavacandnam anapadesatvam uktam bhavati /
~Prasastapdda., p. 238.

160. ‘asiddhaviruddhanaikantikanadhyavasitakalatyaydapadistaprakaranasamal /-NSa, p. 7.

161. ‘asiddhanaikantikaviruddha hetvabhdsah /~-Nyayapravesa, p. 3. :

162. ‘anye hetvabhasah caturdasa asiddhanaikantikaviruddhadayah /~Matharavrtti, 5.

163. ‘asiddhas tv apratito yo yo 'nyathaivopapadyate / viruddho yo ’nyathdapy atra yukto
‘natkantikah sa tu //-NA, k. 23. oo
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viz. anadhyavasita, recognized by Prasastapada and Bhasarvajfia. On this
point there is a divergence of opinion in the Jaina tradition, and it is as
follows. Akalanka and the Digambara logicians like Manikyanandin etc.
who follow him admit four types of pseudo-probantia,!® of which three are
those asiddha etc. and the fourth a new type called ‘akificitkara’, a type
mentioned nowhere else. But here we should recall that Jayantal®® has
mentioned a prima facie view according to which “aprayojaka” (also called
“anyathasiddha”™) is an additional type of pseudo-probans, and the view
seems to be older than Jayanta. “Aprayojaka” and “akificitkara” are no
doubt two different words, but it appears as if their meaning is the same.
However, aprayojaka as explained by Jayanta is quite different from
akificitkara as explained by Prabhacandra, % the follower of Manikyanandin;
it is therefore not easy to say that ‘aprayojaka’ and ‘akificitkara’ are the
expressions of a basically idéntical idea. Even then one question arises :
When no earlier text on Logic — either Buddhist or Jaina — even mentigns
‘akificitkara’ where does Akalanka bring it from ? The possibility is that it
was on the basis of some older text on Logic which accepted aprayojaka or
anyathasiddha as an additional type of pseudo-probans that Akalanka
proposed, in his own fashion, an altogether new type of pseudo-probahs
called ‘akificitkara’. A refutation of this type called “akificitkara” occurs orly
in Vadidevastiri’s autocommentary on his aphorism (SVR, p. 1230).

Now these various traditions as to the number of the types of
pseudo-probantia differ from one another only on the question of their
number and not on that of the essence of a pseudo-probans. Thus if one
tradition gives a particular name to the probantia suffering from a

164. ‘asiddhas cdaksusatvadihh sabdanityatvasidhane / anyathasambhavabhavabhedat sa
bahudha smrtah // viruddhasiddhasandigdhair akificitkaravistaraili //-Nydyavini-
Scaya, 2. 195-96; PM, 6. 21.

165. ‘anye tu anyathdsiddhatvam nama tadbhedam uddharanti yasya hetor dharmini
vretir bhavanty api sadhyadharmaprayukta na bhavati so ‘nyathasiddho, yatha
anitya manahparamanavo martatvad ghatavad iti... sa catra prayojyaprayojakabhavo
nastity ata evayam anyathasiddho ‘prayojaka iti kathyate / katham punar
asyaprayojakatvam avagatam ?-NM, p. 607.

166. ‘siddhe nirnite pramanantarat sadhye pratyaksadibddhite ca hetur na kificitkarcti iti
akificitkaro 'narthakah /° PKM, p. 193A.
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particular type of defect and if another tradition is convinced that these
probantia are really defective, this latter tradition will not refuse to treat
the inferences concerned as cases of invalid inference; all that it might
possibly do is that it will either include these cases under another type (or
subtype) of pseudo-probantia recognized by itself, or it will treat them as
cases of pseudo-paksa etc. (rather than those of pseudo-probans).

Ac. Hemacandra points out (Pramanamimamsa, 2.1.16) the impropri-
ety of the employment of the word “hetvabhasa” but defends its employment
in the sense of “sadhanabhasa”.1” He thus kills two birds in one shot, for
while seeing the wisdom of following the older teachers he at the same time
points out a mistake committed by these teachers. The same sort of wisdom
was displayed by Manikyanandin. Again, Ac. Hemacandra gave an account of
the type called ‘akificitkara’ which Akalanka — whom he held in esteem — had
accepted, but when he saw no reason for treating it as an independent type
he composed an aphorism that would lend support to the type in question
but would at the same time indicate the impropriety of treating it as an
independent type. (laksana evasau doso vyutpanna-prayogasya paksadosenaiva
dustatvat’ (PM, 6. 39)..

[2] .
I. ASIDDHA HETVABHASA

In Nyayastitra (1.2.8) the name for ‘asiddha’ is “sadhyasama”. And
Nyayasiitra differs from other texts not only on the question of name but
also in some other respect. Thus while other texts give an account of a
greater or fewer number of subtypes of asiddha, Nyayasiitra and its Bhasya
rest content simply with a definition of asiddha in general.

Prasastapada and Nyayapravesa give a clear — and almost similar —
account of four subtypes of asiddha.!®® Mathara (k. 5) too speaks of four

167. There is asubtle distinction involved here. “Sadhana” stands for the thing acting as probans,
while “hetu” for the word expressing this thing. And itis Ac. Hemacandra’s contention that
a defective probans is in fact a sadhanabhasa rather than hetvabhasa. Tr.

168. ‘ubhayasiddho 'nyatarasiddhah tadbhavasiddho numeyasiddhas ceti /~-Prasastapada.,
p. 238; ‘ubhayasiddho ‘nyatarasiddhah sandigdhasiddah dsrayasiddhas ceti /~Nyaya-
pravesa, p. 3.
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subtypes of asiddha, and he probably had in mind these very four subtypes.
Dharmakirti, in Nyayabindu, describes the four subtypes accepted by
Prasastapada etc., but, instead of following Prasastapada and Nyayapravesa
~in quoting just one instance of asrayasiddha, he quotes two instances
thereof, thus further classifying into two the fourth subtype (viz.
asrayasiddha). Really speaking, Dharmakirti's description is but a slightly
amended version of the account given in Prasastapada and Nyayapravesa
(NB, 3. 58-67).

Nyayasara (p. 8) mentions and illustrates fourteen subtypes of
asiddha, and Nyayamafijart (p. 606) formulates a number of subtypes in a
similar fashion. In his account of asiddha Manikyanandin (PM, 6. 22-28)
simply follows Dharmakirti, though he changes the latter’s terminology. In
his commentary Martanda -(p. 191A) on Pariksamukha, Prabhacandra
mentions and illustrates a number of such subtypes of asiddha as do not
occur in the original aphorism, but all of these are taken from Nyayasara.
Ac. Hemacandra’s aphorism on asiddha follows Nyayabindu and
Pariksamukha, and his series of illustrations literally follows Nyayasdra.
Vadideva's general definition of asiddha (PNT, 6.49), since it does not
follow Dharmakirti and Partksamukha literally, appears to be more refined
than that of Ac. Hemacandra. The series of illustrations given in the
commentary Ratndkaravatarika on Vadideva's aphorisms in question is a
literal collection of the illustrations occurring in Nyayasdra and Nyaya-
marijari; however in some of these illustrations the arrangement (vastu-
vinyasa) is Vadideva's own.

II. VIRUDDHA HETVABHASA

Just as Prasastapada contains only a general account of viruddha and
does not divide it into subtypes, so also do Nydyasiitra and the Bhasya
thereon. But in spite of this much similarity, the fact remains that the
account and illustrations given in Prasastapada are clearly different from
those given in Nydyasiitra and its Bhdsya.'® It appears that on the question

169. ‘siddhantam abhyupetya tadvirodht viruddhah /~NS, 1. 2. 6; ‘yatha so ’yam vikdro
vyakter apaiti nityatvapratisedhat, apeto 'py asti vinasapratisedhdt, na nityo vikara
upapadyate ity evam hetuh - “vyakter apeto 'pi vikaro 'sti” ity anena svasiddhantena
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of viruddha, Prasastapada and Nyayastitra do not follow one common
tradition. '

Nyayapravesa (p.5) mentions and illustrates four subtypes of viruddha,
and Mathara (k. 5) seems to accept these very four. Nyayabindu (3. 83-88)
exhausts'its division of viruddha in just two illustrations; afterwards (3. 89-
94), it seeks to remove the doubt that “istavighatakrt” might possibly be an
additional, i.e. third, subtype of viruddha, and this it does by showing that
the alleged cases of “istavighatakrt’ are covered by the two subtypes already
recognized. The name ‘istavighatakrt’ does not occur in Nydyapravesa, but
the instance quoted in Nydyabindu (3.90) as illustrating it does occur there
(p.5). It appears that the subtype of viruddha which in Nyayapravesa is
illustrated by “pararthdh caksuradayah” and which is there called
‘dharmavisesaviruddha’ was given the name ‘istavighatakrt’ by certain
circles; it is this latter convention that- Dharmakirti takes note of while
seeking to bring the subtype in question under other subtypes. Jayanta
(NM, pp. 600-1) in the course of commenting on Gautama’s aphorism
clearly refutes a view which subdivides viruddha into dharmavisesaviruddha
and dharmivisesaviruddha, a refutation which seems to be directed against
that tradition of Nydyapravesa. The most exhaustive and most complicated
subdvision of viruddha occurs in Nydyasara (p. 9); there we get eight
subtypes, four covering the cases where a homologue exists and four
covering those where no homologue exists, and these very eight subtypes
(along with their respective illustrations) which occur in Nyayasara also
occur in the commentary on Pramananayatattvaloka (PNT, 652-53). In the
commentary Martanda on Pariksamukha (p. 192A), again, there occur
these very eight subtypes recognized in Nydyasdara, but the illustrations
given here are in some cases slightly different. Ac. Hemacandra, following
the practice adopted in the commentary on Pramananayatattvaloka, literal-
ly adopted the account of the subtypes in question (along with their

virudhyate / yad asti na tad atmalabhat pracyavate, astitvam catmalabhat pracyutir
iti viruddhav etau dharmau na saha samnbhavata iti / so ‘yain hetur yam
siddhd@ntam asritya pravartate tam eva vyahanti iti /° NBh, 1.2.6; yo hy anumeye
vidyamano pi tatsam&haj&t(ye sarvasmin nasti tadviparite cdsti sa viparita-
sddhandd viruddhal yatha@ yasmdd visant tasmdd asva iti.-Prasastapada., p. 238.
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respective illustrations) as given in Nyayasara. He is also convinced by the
arguments - offered in Nyayamafijari and Nyayasara - in support of the
position that four of these subtypes fall under viruddha as well as asiddha.

III. ANAIKANTIKA HETVABHASA

About the name of that type of pseudo-probans which later on came
to be known as ‘anaikantika’ there are two old traditions, one that of
Gautama and the other that of Kanada. What Gautama in his Nyaya
aphorism (1.2.5) calls ‘savyabhicara’ Kanada in his Vaidesika aphorism
(3.1.15) calls ‘sandigdha’. That this difference in nomenclature is somewhat
significant becomes clear from later commentaries. This is how matters
stand. According to one (i.e. Gautama's) tradition the ‘anaikantikata’ (i.e.
anaikantika-ship) of a pseudo-probans lies in its “coexistence with the
probandum as well as with the absence of probandum” (sadhya-tadabhava-
sahacaritatva) and not in its giving rise to a doubt (samsayajanakatva),
while according to the other (i.e. Kanada's) tradition, the ‘anaikantikata’ of
a pseudo-probans lies in its giving rise to a doubt and not in its “coexistence
with the probandum as well as with the absence of probandum”. This
difference of opinion as to the determinant (niyamaka) of anaikantikata
results in a difference of opinion as to the illustrations (i.e. classification) of
the anaikantika type of pseudo-probantia. For example, in Gautama's
tradition there can be no place for the subtypes “asidharana” and
“viruddhavyabhicarin”, for a pseudo-probans belonging to either of these
subtypes does not coexist with the absence of probandum. These two
viewpoints which originally gave two significantly different names for the
type of pseudo-probans in question, continued even in later times, but in all
subsequent literature on Logic — be it Vedicist, Buddhist, or Jaina — the
name that was adopted (for this type) was “anaikantika”- a name originat-
ing in Gautama's tradition — while the name “sandigdha” proposed by
Kanada went completely out of use. '

As for Prasastapada and Nydyapravesa, it has not yet been finally
decided as to which of them is earlier; as a result, it is difficult to be certain
as to which of them has influenced the other. However, one thing is worthy
of note, and it is that Prasastapada and Nyayapravesa pursue an identical
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line of thought but differ on the question of attaching relative importance
to the various subtypes of the type in question. In Nydyapravesa the type in
question is called “anaikantika” ~and not “sandigdha” (as it is in
Pradastapada), but the determinant of anaikantikata is, according to
Nyayapravesa — as it is according to Prasastapada - the generation of a
doubt (on the part of a pseudo-probans) (samsayajanakatva). Thus while
classifying the type anaikantika into six subtypes, the author of Nyayapravesa
makes it quite clear that ‘generation of a doubt’ is the common function of
all these subtypes.'70 Prasastapada, like Nydyapravesa, considers ‘genera-
tion of a doubt’ to be the determinant of anaikantikata, but he refuses to
treat as cases of sandigdha two subtypes, viz. asadharana and
viruddhavyabhicarin, recognized in Nyayapravesa; and his objection is
based on the ground that the subtypes in question are generative of no
doubt.!”! Until we are in possession of such a pre-Prasastapada Vaisesika
text or a pre-Prasastapada Buddhist text other than Nyayapravesa as
maintains the position here criticised by Prasastapada, we are, perhaps,
justified in saying that Prasastapada is here criticizing Nydyapravesa. In any
case, it is quite certain that Prasastapada has refused to treat asadhdrana
and viruddhavyabhicarin as subtypes of sandigdha or anaikantika. But then
arises the question : “Are asadharana and viruddhavyabhicarin no pseudo-
probantia ?”, and to this Prasastapada's answer is highly intelligent. For he
says that asadhdrana is no doubt a pseudo-probans but that since it is
generative of no doubt it is not a subtype of anaikantika but an indepen-
dent type called ‘anadhyavasita’; as for viruddhavyabhicarin, he says that it
should be treated either as a case of anadhyavasita (which is Prasastapada's
equivalent for asadhdrana) or as a subtype of viruddha - (ayam tu
viruddhabheda eva — Prasastapadabhdsya, p. 239). Thus even while

170. ‘tatra sadharanah — sabdalh prameyatvan nitya iti / taddhi nitydnityapaksayoh
sadharanatvad anaikantikam / kim ghatavat prameyatvad anityah sabdah dhosvid
akasavat prameyatvan nitya iti /° etc. Nyayapravesa, p. 3.

171. ‘asadharanal - sravanatvan nitya iti / taddhi nityanityapaksabhyam vyavrttatvan
nityanityavinirmuktasya canyasydsambhavat samsayahetul kimbhiitasydsya
sravanatvam iti / ... viruddhavyabhicari yatha anityah sabdah krtakatvat ghatavac;
nityah sabdah sravanatvat sabdatvavad iti / ubhayoh samsayahetutvat dvav apy etav
eko ‘naikantikah samuditdv eva /~Nyayapravesa, pp. 3, 4. ‘ekasmims ca dvayor hetvor



404 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

refusing to grant that asadharana and viruddhavyabhicarin are generative
of a doubt, Prasastapada does bring them under some type of pseudo-
probans or other. In connection with this discussion two more points are
noteworthy in Prasastapada : firstly, that he posits an independent type of
pseudo-probans in the form of anadhyavasita, and, secondly, that while
entering into the controversy as to whether viruddhavyabhicarin is or is not
generative of a doubt he considers illustrations which do not occur in
Nyayapravesa. As for the first point, it cannot be said with certainty
whether the word ‘ariadhyavasita’ — absent in Kanada - was first employed
by Prasastapada or was even earlier in vogue in the Aénse of an indepen-
dent type of pseudo-probans. As for the second point, let us note that the
illustration of viruddhavyabhicarin given in Nyayapravesa is “nityah sabdah
Sravanatvat, sabdatvavat; anityah sabdah krtakatvat, ghatavat” (i. e. Word
is eternal, because it is grasped through auditory perception, like word-
ness; Word is transient, because it is a produced entity, like a jar), while
the one given in Prasastapada is “manah miirtam kriyavattvat; manah
amitrtam asparsavattvat” (i.e. Manas is a mirta entity, because it under-
takes motion; Manas is an amiirta entity, because it is not grasped through
touch). Now Prasastapada's illustration is certainly based on Vaisesika
(ontological) positions, but it is surprising that the illustration given in a
Buddhist text like Nyayapravesa is based not on Buddhist (ontological)
positions but on a position which is in a way Vedicist (not Buddhist); for
Buddhist philosophers do not at all consider $abdatva (i.e. word-ness) to be
an eternal universal (jati) as do the Vedicist philosophers like Vaisesika etc.
Be that as it may, the controversy continued even in later times. _

The master logician (tarkikapravara) Dharmakirti based his investi-
gation into pseudo-probontia on the Buddhist doctrine of the threefold
nature of a probans (hetutrairiipya),'’? a procedure not to be found in any

yathoktalaksanayor viruddhayoh sannipate sati samsayadarsanad ayam anyah sandigdha
iti kecit, yatha martatvamirtatvam prati manasah kriyavattvasparsavattvayor iti /
nanv ayam asddhdrana evacaksusatvapratyaksatvavat samhatayor anyatarapaksa-
sambhavat tatas canadhyavasita iti vaksydmah /- Prasastapdda., pp. 238, 239.

172. ‘tatra trayanam riupandam ekasyapi rupasyanuktau sadhanabhasah / uktav apy asi-
ddhau sande!re va pratipadyapratipadakayoh / ekasya ripasya’ ...etc.—NBT, 3.57 ff.
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Buddhist text of the earlier period. Dharmakirti appears to have always had
in his mind Prasastapada's criticism on the question of anaikantika. He
defended Nydyapravesa by answering Prasastapada's criticism. With
Dharmakirti the determinant of anaikantikata was vyabhicara (i.e. coexist-
ence of the probans with the probandum as well as with the absence of
probandum) as it was with the author of Nyayasutra, but he also granted
the position — exclusively maintained by Prasastapada and Nyayapravesa —
that ‘generation of a doubt’ is a determinant of anaikantikatd. The
Nyayapravesa position that asadhdrana is a subtype of anaikantika was
criticized by Prasastapada on the ground that asadhdrana is generative of
no doubt; Dharmakirti answered this criticism by offering an illustration
different from that given in Nyayapravesa and by pointing out that the
probans in this (new) illustration is generative of a doubt, thus concluding
that asadharana is a subtype of anaikantika.'’® Dharmakirti did not rest
content with this much but made another attempt to redeem the prestige of
the tradition of Dinnaga whom he held in esteem. While accepting the
argument advanced by Prasastapada by way of criticizing viruddhavyabhicarin
Dharmakirti met the criticism in question and defended viruddha-
vyabhicarin - in such a manner that Prasastapada was answered and
Dinnaga's honour saved. In the course of doing so, Dharmakirti offered an
illustration which is different from both that of Nyayapravesa and that of
Prasastapada, but since it is based on VaiSesika (ontological) positions it
cannot be unacceptable to Pra$astapada.}’® This prolonged discussion
between the Buddhist and Vedicist logicians seems to have culminated in
Jayanta's Nyayamafijari. Jayanta sided with the earlier teachers belonging

}73. ‘anayor eva dvayo rupayoh sandehe 'naikantikah / yatha satmakam jivac chariram
pranadimatevad iti / ... ata evanvayavyatirekayoh- sandehad anaikantikah / sadhye-
tarayor ato niscayabhavat /° NBT, 3. 98-110.

174. viruddhavyabhicary api samsayahetur uktah / sa iha kasman noktah /...atrodaharanam
yat sarvadesavasthitaih svasambandhibhir yugapad abhisambadhyate tat sarvagatam
yatha "kasam, abhisambadhyate sarvadesavasthitaih svasambandhibhir yugapat
samanyam iti / ... dvittyo ‘pi prayogo yad upalabdhilaksanapraptam san nopalabhyate na
tat tacrasti / tadyatha kvacid avidyamadno ghatah / nopalabhyate copalabdhilaksana-
praptam samanyam vyaktyantaralesv iti / ayam anupalambhaprayogah svabhavas ca
parasparaviruddharthasadhandad ekatra samsayam janayatal /~NBT, 3. 112-121.
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to his own camp and faced Nyayapravesa and Dharmakirti's Nyayabindu. He
defended in great details Prasastapada's view that asadhdrana and
viruddhavyabhicarin are no subtypes of anaikantika, but he at the same
time refuses to treat ‘generation of a doubt’ as the determinant of
anaikantikata (a refusal that goes against Prasastapada).!7s

Bhasarvajfia takes no note of the controversy going on between the
Buddhist and Vedicist logicians, but simply offers eight illustrations (i.e.
subtypes) of the type anaikantika (NSa, p. 10). Again, he nowhere speaks of
‘generation of a doubt’ and seems to be a follower of Gautama's tradition.

In the Jaina tradition there occur both the names ‘anaikantika’ and
‘sandigdha’. Akalanka (Nydyaviniscaya, 2.196) employs the word ‘sandigdha’
while ‘anaikantika’ is the word employed by the other Jaina logicians like
Siddhasena (NA, 23) etc. Manikyanandin's aphorism on anaikantika — like
Ac. Hemacandra's aphorism on the same — is in fact a miniature version
(sanksipta praticchaya) of the corresponding Nydyabindu aphorism. In this
connection, the wording of Vadideva's aphorism does not appear to be so
refined as that of the aphorisms of Manikyanandin and Ac. Hemacandra;
for the word “sandihyate” occurring in Vadideva's aphorism is redundant.
Be that as it may, the procedure adopted by Prabhicandra, Vadideva, and
Ac. Hemacandra is identical insofar as they all adopt in their respective
works Bhasarvajfia's eightfold classification of the type anaikantika and
seek to bring the eight subtypes in question under anaikdntika as
understood by themselves. The others have taken even their illustrations
from Nyayasara, but Prabhacandra (PKM, p. 192) changes some of them.

Here we should remember that no Jaina teacher has taken upthe
question - discussed in Buddhist and Vaisesika writings - as to whether
‘generation of a doubt’ or ‘coexistence of the probans with the probandum
as well as with the absence of probandum’ is the determinant of
anaikantikata.

(PMT on 2.1.34-47, pp. 96-103)

175. ‘asadharanaviruddhavyabhicdrinau tu na samsta eva hetvabhasav iti na vyakhyayete / ...
api ca samsayajananam anaikantikalaksanam ucyate cet kamam asadhdaranasya
viruddhavyabhicdrino va yatha tathd samsayahetutdm adhiropya kathyatam anaikanti-
kata na tu samsayajanakatvam tallaksanam,... api tu paksadvayavrttitvam
anaikantikalaksanam.....'-NM, pp. 598-99.
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27. THE NATURE OF PSEUDO-DRSTANTA (drstantabhasa)

In connection with inference-for-others (pararthanumana) the nature
of pseudo-probans (hetvabhasa) has been discussed since very old time; thus
a clear and detailed discussion on the subject occurs in Kanadasiitra (3.1.15)
as well as Nyayastitra (1.2.4-9). But discussion on the nature of pseudo-
drstanta does not appear to be that much old; for had this discussion been as
old as that on pseudo-probans it must have found at least some mention in
Kanadasiitra or Nyayasiitra. At any rate, it is clear that the concepts of
pseudo-drstanta, pseudo-paksa, etc. were formulated — and became topics
for discussion - in later times after the analogy of the concept of pseudo-
probans. Whether Vedicist or Buddhist logicians started discussion on these
new concepts cannot be said with certainty.

In Nyayapravesa - attributed to Dinnaga - there are mentioned, in
all, ten types of pseudo-drstantas, five types where illustration is grounded
in a similarity (sadharmya), five where it is grounded in a dissimilarity
(vaidharmya).}”® But since the type called ‘ubhayasiddha’ is there further
classified into two subtypes, we there really have twelve types of pseudo-
drstantas, six where illustration is grounded in a similarity, six where it is
grounded in a dissimilarity. Prasastapada too gives an account of these very
twleve types, six in each group.!”” The account and classification of pseudo-
drstanta occurring in Nyayapravesa are identical with those occurring in
Prasastapada, but the two texts give two different names to the defect in
question. Thus Prasastapada uses the word ‘nidar§anabhasa’ instead of

176. drstantabhaso dvividhah sadharmyena vaidharmyena ca...tatra sadharmyena...
tadyatha sadhanadharmasiddhah sadhyadharmasiddhah ubhayadharmasiddhah
ananvayah viparitanvayas ceti /...vaidharmyendpi drstantabhasah paficaprakarah
tadyatha sadhyavyavrttah sadhanavyavrttah ubhaydvyavrttah avyatirekah
viparitavyatirekas ceti..../~Nydyapravesa, pp. 5-6.

177. ‘anena nidarsandbhdsa nirastd bhavanti / tadytha nityah sabdo 'mirtatvat yad amiirtam
drstam tan nityam yatha paramanur yatha karma yatha sthalt yatha tamah ambaravad
iti yad dravyam tat kriyavad drstam iti ca linganumeyobha-
yasrayasiddhananugataviparitanugatah sadharmyanidarsanabhasah / yad anityam tan
murtam drstam yatha karma yatha paramanur yathakasam yatha tamah ghatavat
yan niskriyam tad adravyam ceti linganumeyobhayavyavrttasrayasiddhavyavrtta-
viparttavyavrtta vaidharmyanidarsanabhasa iti /~Prasastapada... p. 247.
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‘drstantabhasa’, and it is so because that step (avayava) in an inference-for-
others which is elsewhere called “drstanta” is called “nidarsana” in
Prasastapada. Just as the names occurring in Nyayapravesa and Prasastapada
for drstanta in general are but synonyms, so also are the names occurring in
these two texts for the various types of pseudo-drstanta. Mathara (k. 5) too
prefers the word ‘nidarsanabhdsa’, and he seems to be a follower (on this
question) of Prasastapada. Though the total number of types of pseudo-
drstanta recognized by Prasastapada is twelve and that of those recognized
by Mathara ten, the reason for this discrepancy is simple, viz. that Mathara
does not admit asraydsiddha (of two types, one belonging to the first group
and the other to the second) as a separate type of pseudo-drstanta.
Jayanta (NM, p. 580), while commenting on the relevant Nyaya
aphorism, realized the deficiency resulting from the absence of an
account of pseudo-drstanta in Nydyasiitra — an account present in the
texts of Buddhists, Vaidesikas, etc.; he therefore accepted the types of
pseudo-drstantas occurring in Nyayapravesa and thus eliminated the
deficiency vitiating the Master's (manya rsi) account — in that spirit of
devotion (bhakti) which is so typical .of the Indian commentator-disciples
(tikakara Sisya). In Nyayasara (p. 13) we get - under the title
‘udaharanabhasa’ - those very twelve types, six in each group, which we
do in Prasastapada. Besides, Nyayasdra enumerates eight types of doubt-
ful (sandigdha) pseudo-drstantas, four where similarity is in doubt and
four where dissimilarity is in doubt.'”® The concept of ‘doubtful pseudo-
drstanta’ seems to be of a later origin than Nyayapravesa and Prasastapada.
Dharmakirti has given a detailed account of eighteen types of pseudo-
drstantas, nine belonging to each group. It seems that Dharmakirti
amended some earlier tradition of admitting eight types of doubtful
pseudo—drstantas - a tradition followed in Nyayasara — and replaced it by
his admission of six types of doubtful pseudo-drstantas, three belonging
to each group. As to the number of types of pseudo-drstantas, their

178. ‘anye tu sandehadvarenaparan astav uddharanabhdsan varnayanti / sandigdhasadhyal...
sandigdhasadhanah...sandigdhobhayal...sandigdhasrayah... sandigdhasa-
dhyavyavrttall...sandigdhasadhandvyavrttal... sandigdhobhayavyavrttah... sandigdha-
srayal.../~NSa, pp. 13-14. ’
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illustrations (some of them exhibiting a sectarian bias), etc., various
gradually developing views continued to be held even after Dharmakirti.

In the Jaina tradition Siddhasena is the first to give an account of
pseudo-drstantas. He adopts the word “drstantabhdsa” of the Buddhist and
not the word “nidarsanabhasa” or “udaharanabhasa” of the Vedicist tradi-
tion. Though in his brief account Siddhasena'’® makes no mention of the
total number (of the types of pseudo-drstantas) he seems to maintain, like
Dharmakirti, that there are eighteen types of pseudo-drstantas, nine
belonging to each group. Manikyanandin (PM, 6.40-45) abbreviated all the
earlier traditions and recognized just eight types of pseudo-drstantas, four
belonging to each group; he also replaces some old illustrations by new
ones. Vadidevastri, though following Manikyanandin on the question of
illustrations, literally accepts Dharmakirti's classification, names, etc. of the
types of pseudo-drstantas. However, Vadideva did one new thing in this
connection. Dharmakirti had, in some of his illustrations, belittled the
Vedicist rsis and Jaina Tirthankaras, and Vadideva paid Dharmakirti in his
own coin by belittling Tathagata Buddha in alternative illustrations. Vadideva
could not stand the attack made by Dharmakirti — in the course of his
treatment of Logic — on the personalities whom he (i.e. Vadideva) held in
esteem; he therefore came out with a retort against Dharmakirti in the
course of a treatise on Logic itself.180

179. ‘sadharmyenatra drstantadosa nydyavidiritah / apalaksanahetitthalh sadhyadivikala-
dayah // vaidharmyendatra drstantadosa nyayavidiritalh / sadhyasadhanayuginanam
anivrttes ca samsayat //~-NA. 24-25.

180. ‘yatha nityah sabdo ’mdartatvat, karmavat paramanuvad ghatavad iti
sadhyasadhanadharmobhayavikalah / tathd sandigdhasadhyadharmadayas ca, yathd
ragadiman ayam vacanad rathyapurusavat, maranadharmo yam puruso ragadimactvad
rathyapurusavat, asarvajiio yam rdagadimattvad rathyapurusavat iti / ananvayo
‘pradarsitanvayas ca, yatha yo vakta sa rdagadiman istapurusavat, anityah sabdah
krtakatvad ghatavat iti / tatha viparitanvayah, yad anityam tat krtakam iti / sadharm-
Yyena / vaidharmyenapi, paramanuvat karmavad akasavad iti sadhyddyavyatirekinal /
tatha sandigdhasadhyavyatirekadayah, yatha ‘sarvajiiah Kapiladayo 'napta va, avidya-
manasarvajiiataptacalingabhitapramanatisayasasanatvad iti, atra vaidharmyodaha-
ranam, yah sarvajiiah dpto vd sa jyotirjiianadikam upadistavan, tadyatha
RsabhaVardhamanadir iti tatrasarvajiatanaptatayoh sadhyadharmayoh sandigdho
vyatirekah / sandigdhasadhanavyatireko yathd na trayivida Brahmanena gralyavacanal
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Ac. Hemacandra prefers the name ‘drstantabhasa’ to ‘udaharanabhasa’-

and also offers a logical justification for his preference.!8! There are three

181.

kascit puruso ragadimattvad iti, atra vaidharmyoddharanam ye graliyavacana na te
ragadimantah tadyathd Gautamddayo dharmasastranam pranetara iti, Gautamadibhyo
ragadimattvasya sadhanadharmasya vyavrttih sandigdha / sandigdhobhayavyatireko
yatha, avitaragah Kapiladayah parigrahagrahayogad iti, atra vaidharmyodaharanam, yo
vitarago na tasya parigrahagraho yatha Rsabhader iti, Rsabhader avitaragatvaparigraha-
grahayogayol sadhyasadhanadharmayoh sandigdho vyatirekah / avyatireko yatha,
avitarago vaktrevat, vaidharmyodaharanam, yatravitaragatvam nasti na sa vakta,
yathopalakhanda iti, yady apy upalakhandad ubhayam vyavrttam yo sarvo vitarago na
vakteti vyaptya vyatirekasiddher avyatirekal / apradarsitavyatireko yatha, anityah
sabdah krtakatvad dkdasavad iti / viparitavyatireko yatha, yad akrtakam tan nityam
bhavatiti /~NBT. 3. 125-36.

‘tatrapauruseyah sabdo 'mirtatvad duhkhavad iti sadhyadharmavikala iti / tasyam eva
ubhayadharmavikala iti / ragadirnan ayam vaktrtvat Devadattavad iti sandigdhasadhya-
dharmeti / maranadharmo ’yam ragadimattvan Maitravad iti sandigdhasadhana-
dharmeti / na’yam sarvadarst saragatvan munivisesavad it sandigdhobhayadharmeti /
ragadiman vivaksitah puruso vaktrtvad istapurusavad iti ananvayah / anityah sabdal
krtakatvad ghatavad ity apradarsitanvaya iti / anityah sabdah krtakatvad yad anityam
tat krtakam ghatavad iti viparitanvaya iti / vaidharmyenapi ...tesu bhrantam anumanam
pramanatvat yat punar bhrantam na bhavati na tat pramdnam, yatha svapnajiianam ity
asiddhasadhyavyatirekah svapnajiianat bhrantatvasyanivrtter iti / nirvikalpakam
pratyaksam pramanatvat, yat tu savikalpakam na tat pramanam, yatha lairigikam ity
asiddhasadhanavyatirekah laingikdt pramanatvasyanivrtteh / nityanityah sabdah sattvat
Yyas tu na nityanityah sa na san tadyatha stambha ity asiddhobhayavyatirekah, stambhan
nityanityatvasya cavyavrtter iti / asarvajiio ‘napto va Kapilah aksanikaikantavaditvat,
yah sarvajiia apto va sa ksanikaikantavadi yatha Sugata iti sandigdhasadhyavyatirekah
Sugate ‘sarvajiatanaptatayol sadhyadharmayor vyavrtteh sandehad iti /
anadeyavacanah kascid vivaksitah puruso ragadimattvat yah punar adeyavacanah sa
vitaragall tadyatha Sauddhodanir iti sandigdhasidhanavyatirekah Sauddhodane
ragadimattvasya nivrtteh samsayad iti / na vitaragah Kapilah karunaspadesv api
paramakrpaya ‘narpitanijapisitasakalatvat, yas tu vitaragal sa karunaspadesu parama-
krpaya samarpitanijapisitasakalas tadyatha tapanabandhur iti sandigdhobhayavyatireka
iti tapanabandhau vitaragatvabhavasya karunaspadesv api paramakrpayd ‘narpitanija-
pisitasakalatvasya ca vyavrtteh sandehad iti / na vitaragah kascid vivaksital puruso
vaktrtvat, yah punar vitarago na sa vakta yathopalakhanda ity avyatireka iti / anityah
sabdah krtakatvad akasavad ity apradrsitavyatireka iti / anityah sabdah krtakatvdt yad
akrtakam tan nityam yathdkasam iti viparitavyatireka iti /~PNT, 6. 60-79.
pararthanumdnaprastavad udaharanadosa evaite drstantaprabhavatvat tu drstantadosa
ity ucyante /~Pramana-mimamsa, 2. 1. 22.
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noteworthy features - all indicative of the author's genius - in Ac.
Hemacandra's account of pseudo-drstanta : (i) Though in the wording of his
aphorism and in his illustrations etc. Dharmakirti is his model, Ac.
Hemacandra, unlike Vadideva, does not blindly follow Dharmakirti and
introduces a slight but intelligent change in the latter's account. Thus Ac.
Hemacandra rejects the two (out of the eighteen) types of pseudo—drstantas,
viz. ananvaya and avyatireka, recognized by Dharmakirti, and maintains that
the eight types of pseudo-drstantas belonging to the first group are all of
them the cases of ananvaya while the eight types belonging to the second
group are all of them the cases of avyatireka. And Ac. Hemacandra is in the
right. (i) Ac. Hemacandra accepted Dharmakirti's names ‘apradarsitanvaya’
and ‘apradarsitavyatireka’ for two of his sixteen types of pseudo-drstantas
(2.1.27), but he gave further consideration to — and amended - the
illustrations of the same. Dharmakirti had borrowed the two types ananvaya
and avyatireka from Nyayapravesa etc.'82 but gave them new — and
significant — titles ‘apradarsitanvaya’ and ‘apradarsitavyatireka’; 13 however,
Dharmakirti also retained the titles ‘ananvaya’ and ‘avyatireka’ for two
independent types of pseudo-drstantas, and formulated for these types
appropriate illustrations'®* that would suit their respective titles but were
absent in Nyayapravesa etc. Adopting the reformist's standpoint — as was
done by Dharmakirti — Ac. Hemacandra told the earlier teachers like
Dinnaga, Prasastapada, and even Dharmakirti that the fault with the two
types of pseudo-drstantas, viz. apradarsitanvaya and apradarsitavyatireka, is
that they altogether lack a valid vyapi and not that the words ‘yat’ and ‘tat’
are not repeated in the vydpti or any such thing; that is to say, according to

182. ‘ananvayo yatra vinanvayena sadhyasadhanayoh sahabhavah pradarsyate / yatha
ghate krtakatvam anityatvam ca drstam iti / avyatireko yatra vina sadhyasadhanani-
vrttyd tadvipaksabhavo nidarsyate / yatha ghate miirtatvam anityatvamn ca drstam iti /
" -Nyayapravesa, pp. 6-7. ‘nityah sabdo ’martatvat...ambaravad iti... ananugata
...ghatavat ...avyavrtta...’-Prasastapada., p. 247.

183. ‘apradarsitanvayal... anityah sabdah krtakatvat ghatavat iti / apradarsitavyatireko
yatha anityalh sabdah krtakatvad akdasavad iti /~NBT, 3. 127, 135.

184. ‘ananvayo...yatha yo vakta sa ragadiman istapurusavat / avyatireko yathd avitarago
vaktrtvat, vaidharmyodaharanam, yatravitaragatvam ndasti na sa vaktd,
yathopalakhanda iti /~NBT, 3. 127, 134. . .
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Ac. Hemacandra, the determinant (niyamaka) of these two types of
pseudo—drstantas is non-formulation of vyapti (drstanta-apradarsana) and
not non-repetition (of the words ‘yat’ and ‘tat’) etc. All the earlier teachers
were of the view that in the case of these two types of pseudo-drstantas an
instance - -e.g. “like akasa”, “like a jar” — must be quoted, but Ac.
Hemacandra denies the necessity of any such offering of an instance
(expressed in Sanskrit by the suffix vat’ added to the word standing for a
homologue or a heterologue — as the case may be). It is this idea that Ac.
Hemacandra expresses in the following words of his Commentary (2.1.27) :
“etau ca pramdanasya anupadarsanad bhavato na tu vipsasarvavadharana-
padanam aprayogat, satsv api tesv asati pramane tayor asiddher iti.” (iii) The
third noteworthy feature of Ac. Hemacandra's account is important in many
respects. In those days of sectarianism (saimpraddyikata) when Dharmakirti
had acutely hurt the sentiments of the Vedicists and Jainas and when
Vadideva — whom Ac. Hemacandra himself held in esteem - had adopted in
relation to Dharmakirti the policy of ‘tit for tat’, Ac. Hemacandra displayed
intelligent liberalism and sought to mitigate the evil of sectarianism. This
seems to be the result of Ac. Hemacandra's liberal desire to make his work
on Logic ~ as he had already sought to make his work on Grammar - a
‘favourite of all''® (sarva-parsada). Realizing that the type of taunts
Dharmakirti had hurled against Rsabha, Vardhamana, etc. and the type of
counter-taunts Vadideva had hurled against Sugata are highly improper-in
Logic and are in extremely bad taste, Ac. Hemacandra formulated such
illustrations!8¢ as would serve the purpose (of Logic) but would hurt none.

In this connection, another point — of historical importance - also
deserves notice. Dharmakirti illustrates some of his types of pseudo-
drstantas by — and considers the nature of probans occurring in — inferences
where Kapila etc. are sought to be proved to be lacking in omniscience and
authoritativeness; this indicates that Dharmakirti must have had before him
some texts of the nature of Siddhasena's Sanmati and Samantabhadra's

185. ‘sarvaparsadatvac ca sabdanusasanasya sakaladarsanasamiliatmakasyadvadasama-
Srayanam atiramaniyam /-Haimasabdanusasana, 1. 1. 2.
186. Pramana-mimamsa, 2. 1. 25.
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Aptamimamsa where Jaina logicians sought to refute omniscience and

authoritativeness in the case of Kapila etc.
(PMT on Sutras 2.1.22-27, pp. 103-8)

(iv) On Metaphysical Problems

28. THE OBJECT (visaya) OF A PRAMANA

Speculation as to the nature of the universe is older even than
Rgveda.’¥” As a result of this speculation there came into existence and
developed a number of philosophical systems which can broadly be divided
into five classes, viz. (1) Doctrine of Absolute Permanence (kevalanitya-
tvavada), (2) Doctrine of Absolute Change (kevala-anityatvavada), (3) Doc-
trine of a Changing Permanent (parinaminityatvavada), (4) Doctrine of the
Changing and the Permanent (nityanitya-ubhayavada), and (5) Doctrine of
Permanence-Coupled-With-Change (nityanityatmakavada). The Brahmavadin
Vedantists alone represent first doctrine, for according to them, all change
(anityatva) is but apparent (abhasamatra).

The Buddhists, since they are momentarists (ksanikavadin), repre-
sent the second doctrine. Systems like Sankhya, Yoga, etc., since they
maintain that everything apart from conscious elements is a changing
permanent, represent the third doctrine. The Nyaya-VaiSesika etc., since
according to them certain entities are absolutely permanent and certain
others absolutely changing, represent the fourth doctrine. The Jaina
system, since according to it everything whatsoever is permanent-as-well-
as-changing, represents the f{ifth doctrine.!®® These various philosophical
views on permanence and change are found clearly described even in the
respective Scriptural texts of the philosophers concerned, texts which also
contain some amount of refutation of the rival views - See Sitrakrtanga-
sttra, 1. 1. 15-18. Thus even before the Age of Logic, various views as to

187. ‘ekam sad vipra bahudhd vadanti.’-Rgveda, 2. 3. 23. 46.; Nasadiyasiikta, Rgveda 10.
129; Hiranyagarbhasukta, Rgveda 10. 12i.

188. There is no difference between the third and fifth groups on the question of
permanence and change — except that the former treats soul as an exception o the
general rule. This is why in the Note after next we ger just four groups.-Tr.
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the nature of the universe had come into being and a relation of mutual
antagonism established among them.

Ever since the advent of the Age of Logic, that is, for the last two
thousand years, the various philosophical systems, basing themselves on
the positions and counter-positions adopted in the earlier period (i.e. in the
Age of Scriptures), have been defending their respective positions and
refuting those of their rivals with the help of logical arguments. As a result
of this battle in the field of Logic, it has become necessary for a philosopher
to make clear, after giving an account of pramanas, as to what according to
him constitutes the object of a pramana, that is to say, it has become
necessary for him first to offer a criterion of objectivity, then to demon-
strate that this criterion applies to his own view of reality which is therefore
a valid view, and finally to demonstrate that the criterion in question does
not apply to the rival views of reality which are therefore invalid views.

Following this procedure current in the Age of Logic, Ac. Hemacandra,
in four aphorisms (1.1.30-33), first gives out as the nature of the object of
a pramana what the Jaina considers to be the nature of the universe (i.e.
reality) in general, then offers a criterion of reality, and finally demon-
strates that this criterion is satisfied only if we accept the Jaina view of
reality in general. That a real entity is of the form of a substance and its
modes (dravyaparyayatmaka), of the form of something permanent as well
as changing (nityanityatmaka), of the form of something existent as well as
non-existent (sadasaddatmaka), etc. is asserted in Agamas but without
adducing any particular arguments and without offering a criterion of
reality; Ac. Hemacandra makes the same assertion on the basis of logic and
arguments. In the Age of Logic, there were current several criteria of
reality - e.g. the Nyaya criterion of ‘association with existent-ness’ (satta-
yoga), the Sankhya criterion of ‘being an object of pramana’ (pramana-
visayatva), the Buddhist criterion of ‘capacity to perform a function’
(arthakriyakaritva); of these, Ac. Hemacandra accepts the criterion of
‘capacity to perform a function’, a criterion that seems to have been first
formulated by Buddhist logicians (PV, 3. 3). The same criterion of ‘capacity
to perform a function’ applying which the Buddhists had proved the
momentary character of every real entity and had refuted — on the basis of
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a massive consideration of the logical pros and cons - the doctrine of
absolute permanence (TSN, k. 394 ff.) as well as the Jaina doctrine of
permanence-coupled-with-change (TSN, k. 1738 ff.) was applied by Ac.
Hemacandra with a view to logically defending his own Jaina doctrine of
permanence-coupled-with-change, that is, the doctrine of a substance and
its modes; and it was with the help of this very criterion that the Acarya
sharply criticized the doctrine of absolute permanence upheld by Vedanta
etc., as well as the doctrine of absolute change upheld by Buddhists.

(PMT on Sittras 1. 1. 30-33, pp. 53-54)

29. DRAVYA (SUBSTANCE), GUNA (QUALITY),
AND PARYAYA (MODE)

The Prakrit-Pali word “dabba” and its Sanskrit equivalent “dravya” are
very old. And the various meanings in which the word is used in everyday
parlance, in poetry, in grammatical texts, in medical texts, in philosophical
texts, etc. appear to have been conventionally fixed long, long ago. This
extensive employment of the word has led Panini to assign it a place in his
Astadhyayi and offer a twofold etymological derivation of the same, a
procedure followed by all subsequent grammarians. Apart from the two
aphorisms of the ‘Taddhita Section’ (5.3.104; 4.3.161) where the formation
of the word “dravya” is explained, Panini has composed a third aphorism in
the ‘Krt Section’ in order to explain the same formation once again. The first
derivation according to the Taddhita explanation is : dru (i.e. a tree or a
piece of wood) + ya = a modification (vikara) or a constituent-element
(avayava) of a tree or of a piece of wood; the second derivation is : dru (i.e.
a piece of wood) + ya = like a piece of wood, the meaning being that just as
a straight and clean piece of wood can be given, with an effort, any desirable
form, so also a prince or the like, when subjected to education etc., becomes
possessed of any number of good qualities, that is to say, the prince or the
like, who is capable of becoming possessed of good qualities is to be
characterized as ‘dravya’; [on a similar explanation, money is to be called
“dravya” because it is capable of doing you a number of good things (just as
a piece of wood is capable of being given any desirable form)]. According to
the Krdanta explanation the word “dravya” is formed by adding the suffix-
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denoing-object (karmadrthaka pratyaya) ‘ya’ to the root ‘dri’ (meaning
motion or attainment); thus on this explanation, “dravya” means ‘capable of
attaining’, 1. e. ‘that which is capable of attaining various states’. These three
derivations offered by the grammarian enable the word somehow to cover
almost all the meanings in which it is employed in everyday parlance or in
systematic treatizes.

Though even in the Jaina literature the word “dravya” is used in
almost those very meanings which are enumerated above, there are many
respects in which the Jaina usage of the word is different from that found in
the other systems. For example, when the Jaina divides ‘niksepas’ into
‘nama’, ‘sthapand', ‘dravya’, ‘bhdava’, etc. (Tattvarthasiitra, 1.5), when he
speaks of aspects like ‘dravya’, ‘ksetrd’, ‘kala’, ‘bhava’, etc. (Bhagavatisiitra,
3.19), when he divides ‘nayas’ into ‘dravyarthika’ and ‘paryayarthika’
(Tattvarthastitra, 5.31), when he speaks of ‘dravyacarya’, ‘bhavacarya’, etc.
(Paricasaka, 6), and when he speaks of ‘dravyakarma’, ‘bhavakarmda’, etc., he
uses the word “dravya” in a different sense in each different case; however,
the sense is in all cases very near to the one yielded by that Taddhita
explanation according to which a dravya is ‘that which is capable of
becoming this or that’ (bhavya), that is to say, the different senses of the
word ‘dravya’ are but different ways of conveying the idea of ‘capacity to
become this or that’. In Jaina philosophy, the word ‘dravya’ is also used in
the sense of basic types of entities (maulika padartha) found in the universe’
- e.g. when it is said that Yjiva’, ‘pudgal@’, etc. are six dravyas.

In Vaisesika philosophy (VS, 1.1.15), the word ‘dravya’ stands for the
‘substratumn of qualities and actions’ (guna-karma-adhara); thus earth etc. are
nine dravyas according to the system. When the old Agamas like
Uttard.dhyayana (28.6) put forward the Jaina thesis on six dravyas they too
understand the word ‘dravya’ in this very sense. Patafijali, the author of the
Mahabhasya, has, at several different occasions (e.g. Mahabhasya, p. 58),
spoken of the meaning of the word ‘dravya’. Thus at one place he says : “We
can break a jar and make a bowl instead, or vice versa, and we can break a
bangle and make an ear-ring instead, or vice versa. But in the first case what
persists in the midst of the changing forms like jar, bowl, etc. is clay, and in
the second case what persists in the midst of the changing forms like bangle,



Pt. Sukhlalji's Philosophical Notes ' 417

ear-ring etc. is gold. It is what persists in the midst of change, that is, clay in
the first case and gold in the second, that is called ‘dravya’. This interpreta-
tion of the word ‘dravya’ occurs in an identical fashion in Vyasa's commentary
on Yoga-sutra (3.13) and it has been adopted also by Kumarila (SV,
Vanavada, SI. 21-22). At some other places (Mahabhasya, 4.1.3, 5.1.119)
Patafijali understands the word ‘dravya’ to mean an aggregate of qualities
(guna-samudaya) or a stream of qualities (guna-sandrava); this interpreta-
tion is particularly suited to the Buddhist line of thought. “That whose basical
character (maulikatva) remains unimpaired even in the midst of the emer-
gence of newer and newer qualities (gunas - or, as Jainas will technically put
it, paryayas)” - this brief definition of the word ‘dravya is also given in
Patanjali’s Mahabhasya (5.1.119). All these interpretations of the word
‘dravya’ - interpretations first made current by Patarijala Mahabhasya and
later on adopted by Vyasabhdsya, Slokavartika, etc. — are, for the first time,
gathered together in the Jaina tradition by Umasvati in his aphorisms (5.29,
30, 37) and the commentary thereon. Jinabhadra Ksamasramana, in his
Bhasya (Visesavasyaka, Gatha 28), has made a veritable catalogue of all the
interpretations of the word ‘dravya’ that had become current by his time and
has thus explained the etymology of the word.

Ac. Hemacandra, while enunciating  the nature of ‘object of a
pramana’ in the words of Akalanka (Laghi., 2.1), employs the word
‘dravya’ in the sense of something permanent or static (dhruva, $asvata,
sthira), a sense also given to it by the Agamas, the grammatical texts, and
the texts of other philosophical systems. And the etymological derivation
which he suggests in this connection is the one that has been offered in the
Krt Section’, viz. ‘dru’ + the suffix ya' - (Pramana-mitmamsa, 1.1.30).

In connection with the enunciation of the nature of ‘object of a
pramana’ the word ‘parydya’ is also used along with the, word ‘dr avya’. The
word ‘parydya’ is very old and quite well-known to the scriptural languages
(Sastriya bhasa) like Sanskrit, Prakrit, and Pali, but the technical meaning
attributed to this word in the Jaina system of philosophy is to be found in
no other system.

Those properties (dharma), peculiarities (visesa), and states (avasthd)
of a substance which originate and perish, emerge and vanish are called in
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the Jaina system of philosophy “parydyas” or “parinamas”, for which the
equivalent word in the systems like Nyaya-VaiSesika etc. is “guna”. Ac.
Hemacandra uses the word “paryaya” in the sense of all the properties like
qualities, actions, etc of a substance. :

In the comparatively older Agamas like Bhagavati etc., both the words
‘guna’ and ‘paryaya’ are used. In the Uttaradhyayana (28.13) the two words
have clearly distinct meanings; Kundakunda, Umasvati (Tattvarthasitra.
5.37), and Pujyapada adopt these very meanings and defend this adoption
of meaning on their part. Vidyananda offers logical arguments in support of
the distinction in question, but Akalanka, who preceded him, maintains that
there is an identity-as-well-as-distinction (bhedabheda) between the mean-
ings of the words “guna” and “paryaya”, a position followed by Amrtacandra
as also by Siddhasena in his commentary on Tattvarthabhasya. On this
question, a new line of thinking was initiated by Siddhasena Divakara who
maintained that the two words ‘guna’ and ‘paryaya’ are but synonyms, that
is, they have one and the same meaning; Divakara's argument in support of
his position is that had there been a difference of meaning between the
words ‘guna’ and ‘paryayd’, Lord Mahavira would have spoken of a third
standpoint, viz. “gunarthika” standpoint, along with the two well-known
standpoints, viz. “dravyarthika” and “paryayarthika” standpoints. This argu-
ment seems to have influenced Haribhadra who too accepted the thesis of
identity (of meaning between the words ‘guna’ and ‘paryaya’). And though
Devasuri (PNT, 5.7, 8) has tried to make out a distinction between the
meanings of the two words ‘guna’ and ‘parydya’ he also seems to be under
the influence of the thesis of identity. Ac. Hemacandra did not at all insert
the word ‘gund’ in his aphorism on ‘object of a pramana’, nor did he raise the
discussion as to whether the words ‘guna’ and ‘parydaya’ are identical or
different in meaning. From this his own position on the question becomes
clear, for it means that he too accepts the thesis of identity. The same thesis
is accepted also by Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji. On the basis of this prolonged
history it can at any rate be said that in the old Age of Scriptures both the
words ‘guna’ and ‘parydaya’ were used while with the advent of the Age of
Logic there started a discussion as to whether the two words are identical or
different in meaning, and the discussion went on. As a result, different
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teachers adopted and defended different standpoints on the question.!®’
Like the discussion as to whether the words ‘guna’ and ‘paryaya’ are
identical or different in meaning, the discussion as to whether guna and
paryaya on the one hand and dravya on the other are identical with or
different from one another also deserves notice. The systems like Nyaya-
Vaisesika etc. are, since the very beginning, advocates of difference
(bhedavadin), and hence they are of the view that the qualities and actions
of a substance are different from this substance; on the other hand, the
advocates of identity (abhedavadin) like Sankhya, Vedanta, etc. are of the
view that the qualities and actions of a substance are identical with this
substance. These ‘doctrine of identity’ and ‘doctrine of difference’ are very
old, for even Patafijali, the author of the Mahabhasya, carries on an
interesting and detailed discussion on the question. Thus he raises the
question whether a dravya is identical with or different from the qualities
like sound, touch, etc.; and after elucidating the two rival standpoints on
the question he finally supports the thesis of identity-cum-difference.!*°
There is also another particularly noteworthy point. That very thesis
of identity-cum-difference between guna and dravya or between guna and
paryaya which was so strenuously sought to be established by the Jaina
logicians like Siddhasena, Samantabhadra, etc. was also defended by
Kumarila - that titan among the Mimamsakas — most clearly and most
logically. (SV, Akrti., Sl 4-64; Vana., SI. 21-80).
189. For the entire array of arguments on this question, see Sanmatitika, p. 631, Foot-note 4.
190. kim punar dravyam ke punah gunah / sabdasparsariparasagandha gunas tato ‘nyad
dravyam / kim punar anyac chabdadibhyo dravyam dhosvid ananyat / gunasyayam
bhavat dravye sabdanivesam kurvan khyapayaty anyac chabdadibhyo dravyam iti /
ananyac chabdadibhyo dravyam / na hy anyad upalabhyate / pasoh khalv api visasitasya
parnasate nyastasya nanyac chabdadibhya upalabhyate / anyac chabdadibhyo dravyam /
tat tv anumanagamyam / tadyatha / osadhivanaspatinam vrddhihrasau / jyotisamn gatir
iti / ko 'sav anumanall / iha samdane varsmani parinahe ca anyat tulagram bhavati
lohasya anyat karpasanam yatkrto visesas tad dravyam / tathda kascid ekenaiva
prahadrena vyapavargam karoti kascid dvabhyam api na karoti / yatkrto visesas tad
dravyam / athava yasya gunantaresv api pradurbhavatsu tattvain na vihanyate tad
dravyam / ki punas tattvam ? tadbhdvas tattvam / tadyatha / amalakddinam
phalanam raktadayah pitadayas ca gunah pradurbhavanti / amalakam badaram ity eva

bhavati / anvartham khalu nirvacanam - gunasandravo dravyam iti.-Pataiijala
Mahabhasya. 5. 1. 119.




420 Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ o}' Knowledge

Ac. Hemacandra, like the other Jaina teachers, supports the thesis of

identity-cum-difference between dravya and paryaya.
(PMT on ‘dravati’ in 1.1.118, pp. 54-57)

30. THE CRITERION OF REALITY (vastutva)

The four doctrines of Indian philosophy - viz. (1) the doctrine of
absolute permanence (kevala-nityatvavada), (2) the doctrine of absolute
change (kevala-anityatvavada), (3) the doctrine of both (absolute) perma-
nence and (absolute) change (nityanitya-ubhayavada), and (4) the doctrine
of permanence-in-change (parinaminityatvavada) — are to be detected in a
rudimentary form even in the period preceding Lords Mahavira and
Buddha; however, a clear-cut formulation of these doctrines and a logical
defence of this formulation are not present there in the literature of that
much old period. The idea of impermanence — an idea already in vogue -
was so much emphasized by Buddha that it gave rise to two developments
in the field of philosophical speculation. Firstly, all the rival doctrines rose
against the doctrine of impermanence (or momentarism) which they all
vigorously sought to refute by establishing their respective positions in their
respective manners. Secondly, in the Buddhist tradition itself, the idea of
momentarism - which was originally an idea conducive to detachment
(vairagya-posaka bhavana) and hence an ethical or moral idea — developed
into an all-comprehensive metaphysical doctrine; thus the idea of momen-
tariness became, in the eyes of its defenders as well as of its critics, one
among the topics of metaphysical speculations.

For centuries after the time of Buddha and Mahavira, we find that, in
the field of philosophical speculation, the only criterion for judging the
validity of a doctrine has been its capacity to account for (transcendental)
bondage and release (bandha-moksa-vyavastha) and for the mechanism of
an action yielding its fruit to the actor concerned (kartrtva-phala-bhoktrtva-
vyavastha).’*! Buddhists - the advocates of the doctrine of absolute
impermanence — defended their position by arguing that in case atman is

191. ‘tadevam sattvabhede krtahanam akrtabhyagamah prasajyate - sati ca sattvotpade
sattvanirodhe ca akarmanimittah sattvasargah prapnoti tatra muktyartho brahma-
caryavdso na syat /~NBh. 3. 1. 4.
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regarded ‘as permanent it becomes impossible either to account for (tran-
scendental) bondage and release or to demonstrate how the doer of action
is also the enjoyer of the fruit of this action. And the same was the criticism
levelled against the Buddhist by the advocates of absolute permanence like
Upanisadists etc. (Brahmasiitra Sankarabhdsya, 2.2.19). Similarly, Jainas,
the advocates of permanence-in-change, urged against both the doctrine of
absolute permanence and the doctrine of absolute impermanence that, on
either of these doctrines, it becomes impossible to explain how
(transcedental) bondage and release take place, how the doer of an action
(and nobody else) enjoys the fruit of this action, how peformance of
meritorious acts like charity etc. and resort to ceremonies like initiation
(diksopadana) etc. are means to transcendental release.!®?

All rise (utthana) of metaphysical speculation (tattvika cinta) on the
part of Indian systems of philosophy — and more particularly, the nourish-
ment (posana) and development (vikasa) of this speculation - has been due
to (a belief in) the doctrine of karma and to a desire (bhavana) to get rid of
the transmigratory cycle (samsara-nivrtti) and thus attain (transcendental)
release. It was therefore but natural that, in the initial stages, every system of
philosophy should argue, in support of its position and against those of his
rivals, in the name of these very “doctrine of karma” etc. But when tendency
to logical argumentation (tarkavada) started gaining greater and greater
prominence in this basically spiritual field of philosophical speculation
(adhyatmamiilaka darsanika-ksetra) — a phenomenon which, in a way,
ultimately rendered spiritualism secondary in relation to the tendency to pure
logical argumentation — the criterion for judging the validity of the ‘doctrine
of absolute permanence’ etc. became different (from what it was in the pre-
Logic period). Logic asserted that nothing else but only that thing can be real
which is capable of performing a function (arthakriydkarin). It seems that the
credit for advancing this logical criterion of ‘capacity to perform a function’

192. ‘davvatthiyassa jo ceva kunai so ceva veyae niyama /
anno karei anno paribhumjai pajjayanayassa //~Sanmati. 1. 52 :
‘na bandhamoksau ksanikatkasamsthau na samvrtil sapi mrsasvabhava /
mukhyad rte gaunavidhir na drsto vibhrantadrstis tava drstito 'nya //'-Yuktyanusasana,
k. 15.
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goes to the Buddhist tradition; it was therefore but natural that the Buddhists
should apply this criterion with a view to establishing the doctrine of
momentariness and refuting the rival doctrines, and this is what we actually
find to have happened. Buddhists argued that nothing that is not momentary
can perform a function while nothing that cannot perform a function is real
(sat, paramarthika); basing themselves on this sort of vyapti (i.e. relation of
invariable concomitance between the probans and the probandum), these
Buddhists sought to prove that a permanent entity (i.e. an entity lasting for
more than one moment) cannot perform a function and hence cannot be real;
and with this end in view they considered — and refuted - in a highly
elaborate fashion, the two possible alternatives, viz. (i) that a permanent
entity can perform a function all at once (yugapad arthakriyakarin), and (ii)
that a permanent entity can perform a function in the course of several
moments (kramasah arthakriyakarin)-(Vadanyaya, p. 6). The same criterion
of ‘capacity to perform a function’ - ie. a criterion with whose help the
doctrine of absolute permanence was thus refuted (TSN, k. 394) — was
employed by the Buddhists also to refute the Jaina doctrine of permanence-
in-change, i.e. the ‘doctrine of substance and modes’ or ‘doctrine of the
twofold nature of a real entity’ (TSN, k. 1738). For Buddhists argued that one
and the same thing cannot be-both real and unreal because the same thing
cannot be both performer of a function and performer of no function. Thus
the philosophical systems rival to the Buddhist may be divided into two
camps, viz. Vedicist and Jaina.

The first Vedicist philosophers to refute the Buddhist criterion of
‘capacity to perform a function’ seem to be Vacaspatimiéra and Jayanta.
Though the final objective of both Vacaspati and Jayanta is the same, viz. to
demonstrate the reality of non-momentary and permanent entities, they
adopt different lines of argumentation by way of showing that the Buddhist
criterion of ‘capacity to perform a function’ - a criterion with whose help
the Buddhist had refuted the doctrine of absolute permanence — does not
apply to a momentary entity itself (i.e. on the Buddhist's own criterion, a
momentary entity ought to be unreal). That a momentary entity is unreal is
proved by Vacaspati (Tatp, pp. 354-56) after considering the two alterna-
tives, viz. that a momentary entity can perform a function without
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depending on anything else and that a momentary entity can perform a
function depending on other things (sapeksa-anapeksa vikalpa); Jayanta
(NM, pp. 453, 564) does the same after considering the two alternatives —
suggested by the Buddhist himself — viz. that a momentary entity can
perform a function all at once and that a momentary entity can perform a
function in the course of several moments (kramayaugapadyavikalpa).
Likewise, Bhadanta Yogasena, mentioned as a rival by Kamalasila in
Tattvasangrahapafijikda, seeks to refute the Buddhist doctrine of momentarism
by considering the two alternatives - suggested by Buddhist himself - viz.
that a momentary entity can perform a function all at once, and that a
momentary entity can perform a function in the course of several moments
(TSN, k. 428 ff). Here the title ‘Bhadanta’ tends to suggest that this
Yogasena was a Buddhist, but until we have a definite proof that somebody
within the Buddhist tradition supported the doctrine of permanence
(nityatva, sthiratva)!®3, it will be more proper to surmise that our Yogasena
was either a Jaina, or an Ajivaka, or a Sankhya mendicant. At any rate, it is
certain that the Buddhist doctrine of momentarism was sought to be
refuted by the Vedicist philosophers on the basis of the Buddhist's own
criterion of ‘capacity to perform a function’.

The other staunch opponents of momentarism were Jainas. In the Age
of Logic, they too refuted the doctrine of momentrism by basing themselves
on the logical criterion advanced by the Buddhist himself. So far as our
knowledge goes, in the Jaina tradition Akalanka!®* is the first to refute
momentarism on the basis of this criterion. On the basis of this criterion
Akalanka has refuted the Vedicist doctrine of absolute permanence precisely
as did the Buddhists, but at the same time, he has applied this criterion to

193. We know that thinkers of the Buddhist Sarvastivada schoo!l accepted some sort of
permanence; study the four theories propounded by sarvdstivadin thinkers - bhavdnya-
thatvavada by Bhadanta Dharmatrata, laksananyathdtvavada by Bhadanta Ghosaka,
avasthanyathatvavada by Bhadanta Vasumitra and anyathdnyathikatvavada by
Bhadanta Buddhadeva. One may compare these four theories with Sankhya
parindmavada, particularly with Yogabhasyakara Vyasa's threefold parinama, viz.
dharinaparinama, laksanaparinama and avasthaparinama. (3. 13). Editor

194. ‘arthakriya na yujyeta nityaksanikapaksayol /
kramakramabhyam bhavanam sa laksanataya mata //’-Laght. 2. 1.
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refute the Buddhist doctrine of absolute momentarism precisely as did
Bhadanta Yogasena and Jayanta. In this connection we should remember that
though in the Age of Logic the criterion of ‘capacity to perform a function’
(along with the various accompanying altematives) came to be accepted as
the criterion for refuting and for supporting the doctrines like momentarism
etc., the old criterion for doing so —i.e., the criterion of ‘capacity to account for
(transcendental) bondage and release’ etc. — was not altogether discarded but
only became secondary in importance.

The doctrine of the twofold nature of a real entity, that is, the doctrine
that a real entity is a substance as well as its modes, something existent as
well as non-existent, something permanent as well as transient — a doctrine
accepted by Jainas, Jaimini-ites etc. — was refuted by Buddhists (TSN, ks. 222,
311, 312), and Jaina teachers like Akalanka etc. answered back this refutation
basing themselves on the consideration of the criterion of ‘capacity to perform
a function’ and of the various alternatives resulting from the application of this
criterion, a procedure followed by all subsequent Jaina logicians. Ac.
Hemacandra does the same by first refuting the doctrine of absolute perma-
nence in the words of Buddhists, and then refuting the doctrine of absolute
momentarism in the words of Bhadanta Yogasena, Jayanta, etc.; at the same
time, he applies the very criterion of ‘capacity to perform a function’ in order
to prove the Jaina doctrine of substance-and-modes, and he does so by
showing that a real entity as conceived by the Jaina is alone capable of
performing a function.

(PMT on ‘tatra dravyaikartipo’ in 1.1.124, pp. 57-60)
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conceptual construction, 121

conclusion, definition of, 217

concomitance, difference between state-
ments of positive and negative concom-
itance merely formal, 208-209, simulta-
neous statement of both unnecessary,
208-209

confutaﬁon, defined as the exposure of falla-
cies inherent in an argument, 237

consciouselement, in Jaina, Nyaya, Vaidesika,
Sankhya, Yoga, Visistadvaitaand Vedanta
systems, 20

consciousness, ultimate principle of, 8n

continuous cognition, problem of its
pramanaship, 325-328, Nyaya-Vaisesika
thinkers accept and defend its pramana-
ship, 325, Kumdrilites and Prabhakarites
defend its pramanaship but their lines of
defence different, 325-326, Buddhists re-
jectits pramanaship but for Arcata yogin’s
pramina and ordinary man’s apramana,
326-327, two Jaina traditions regarding
its pramanaship, 327-328
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contradicted probans, definition and illus-
tration of, 219-220, subsumed under
defects of thesis, 219-220

contradiction, six types of, 194-195

contradictory pseudo-probans, definition of,
225, varieties of, 226-227

countervailed probans, impossible, 219-220

criteria of reality, offered by different sys-
tems of Indian philosophy, 414

dars$ana, and $raddha, xxiin

Dasavaikalika, 99, 100

Dasavaikalika-niryukti, 214, 215, 332

Debiprasad Chattopadhyay, xxxv

defeat (in debate), definition of, 257

definability, theory of, 24-25, 32

definition, 52, 54, a case of purely negative
inference, 54 .

definitive cognition, 54

dependent origination, theory of, 11-12,
15-16

Desinamamala, xxxiv

determinate perception (avagraha), defini-
tion of, 113-114, and indeterminate per-
ception (dar$ana), 114, not mental con-
struction, 114-115

Devacandrasiiri, xxxiii

Dharmakirti, xxv, xxvi, xxxii, 50, 73, 111,
112, 129, 198, 212, 283-285, 311-313,

319, 325, 364-366, 372, 386, 387, 389,

390, 393-395, 397, 400, 401, 405, 408,
409, 411, 412

Dharmatrata, Bhadanta, 423n

Dharmottara, 319, 321, 326, 364, 385, 394

Digambara Jaina tradition, on continuous
cognition, 327, its view differs from that of
$vetambara Jaina tradition, 328

Digambara Jainas, on the locus of dravya
manas, 358, their view differs from that
of $vetambara Jainas, 358

Dinnaga (Dignaga), xxv, xxvi, 310, 311, 319,
364,365,367,371,372,397, 405,407,411
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disputation (jalpa), 252-254, not an approved
form of debate, 253-254

doctrine, of absolute absence in cause, 33, of
absolute presence of eftect in cause, 33,
of an altogether novel composition (of
atoms), 34, of avoidance of extremes, 38,
of ‘mere conglomeration of atoms’, 34, of
manifold judgement, 37-38, of Non-Ab-
solutism, 38, 'of sevenfold judgement,
38, of novel creation, 11, 12, 13, of real
modification, 11, 12, 13-15, of depen-
dentorigination, 11, 12, 15-16, of illuso-
ry modification, 12, 16-17

doctrine of absolute change (momentarism),
its advocates Buddhists, 420, originally
an idea conducive to detachment and
ethical idea developed into all-compre-
hensive metaphysical doctrine, 420, Bud-
dhists established that only momentary
entity has ‘capacity to perform function’,
422, in refutation shown that it cannot
account for bondage-release as also for
the mechanism of an action yielding its
fruit to the actor concerned, 421, ‘capac-
ity to perform function’, criterion of real-
ity, not applicable to absolute momen-
tary entity, 422-423

doctrine of absolute permanence, 420, its
advocates Upanisadists and Sankarite
Vedanta, 421, in refutation Buddhists
say that it cannot account for bondage-
release as also for the mechanism of an
action yielding its fruit to the actor con-
cerned, 421, ‘capacity to perform func-
tion’, criterion of reality, not applicable
to absolute permanent entity, 422

doctrine of permanence-in-change, its advo-
cates Jainas and Jaimini-ites, 424, Jainas
refuted both absolute momentarism and
absolute permanence, 421, 423-424, Bud-
dhist refutation of this Jaina doctrine of
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permanence-in-change, 424, Jaina logi-
cians answered back the refutation, 424,
Jainas established an entity permanent-
in-change as capable of performing func-
tion, 424

doctrine of partial truths, as the basis of the
doctrine of sevenfold judgement, 37-38,
as a corollary to the doctrine of Non-
Absolutism, 21 '

doubt, definition of, 62, definition explained
and implications clarified, 63

dravya, etymological meaning of, 126-127,
various meanings of, 415, Vaisesika
meaning of, 416-417, Buddhist mean-
ing of, 417, senses in which the term
used in Jainaliterature, 416, Hemacandra
uses the term in the sense of something
permanent or static, 417

drsti-srstivada, 5, meaning of, Sir

effect acting as a proper probans, all Indian
logicians accept, 388-389, difference of
opinion on the acceptance of certain
cases of it, 389-391,

effect, and cause, 33

effect (resultant), of organof knowledge, 142-
145, 317-321, identical or non-identical
with organ of knowledge ?, 318-321

empirical perception, definition of, 96, con-
dition of, 96, varieties of, 96-97-

enumeration, 52

equal importance to analysis and synthesis,
cause of absence of change from realism
into idealism, 6-7

equipollence, 175n

error, definition of, 63-64, fourexamplesof, 64

eternalism, versus momentarism, 30-32

evolutionism, 16

examination, 52-53

example, nature of, 395-396, part and parcel
of inference ?, 395-396, not a factor
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(condition) of inference, 200, definition
of, 201, 396, use of, 200, occasion for the
use of, 396, divisions of, 202-203

exclusive pluralism, standpoint of, cause of
doctrines based on distinctions, 23-24

extreme analysis, cause of Buddhist ideal-
ism, 5-7

extreme synthesis, cause of Sankarite ideal-
ism, 6-7

Fate versus human endeavour, 25, 33
five members (of syllogism), their inter-
relation, 217-218, their corroborative
" statements, 214-215, 217-218
four spiritual steps, xxvii, xxviin, xxviii
fundamental standpoints, two, 21

Gadadhara, 383

Gadadharapramanyavada, 316

Gadadhart, 378

Ganadharas, 331

Gange$a, xxv, 347, 372, 376, 378, 379, 395

Gautama, xxiiin, xxxiv, 332, 369, 401,
402, 406

Ghosaka, Bhadanta, 423n

God, 9-10, 110, historical fact about Nyaya-
Vai$esika conception of, 336-337, and
eternal perception, 336

Haribhadra, 44, 418

Hemacandra, 43-46, 281n, 282n, 293n, 297,
312, 313, 321, 324, 328, 332, 336, 351,
353, 355, 356, 360-362, 365-368, 373,
374, 377, 379-381, 385, 386, 388-390,
393-397, 399-401, 406, 410-412, 414,
415, 417, 418, 420, 424, Prof. Buhler and
Prof. Jacobi on, xxxiii-xxxiv, his incentive
for writing Pramanamimamsa, 44-45

Hetubindu, 178, 211, 326, 382

Hetubindutika, 376, 377

History of Indian Logic, xxv

human endeavour, versus Fate, 25, 33

hypothetical reasoning, Xxvi, Xxviii, xxxi, oxii
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I. H. Jhaveri, Dr., xoxv

idealistic systems of Indian philosophy, 4,
characteristics of, 3-4

illusory modification, theory of, 12, 16-17

illustration, definition of, 216

immediacy-cum-lucidity, explanation of,
79-80 .

inconclusive pseudo-probans, definition of,
227, varieties of, 228-230

indecision, definition of, 63

indefinability, theory of, 24-25

indeterminate cognition, incapable of gen-
erating pragmatic consequences, 64,
Buddhist view that its validity is deter-
mined by its capacity to generate prag-
matically efficientdeterminate cognition
inits wake, 69, Buddhist view refuted, 69

indeterminate perception, itsexistence, 343-
344, its division into the empirical and
the transcendental, 344-345, nature of
its object, 345, its exclusively perceptual
character, 345-346, its causal aggregate,
347, its pramanaship, 347-351

India, reason for its being regarded as a
spiritualist country, 11, 11n

Indian Logic, xxiii-xxiv, 46, 303-304, schools
of, xxiv-xxvi

Indian philosophers, hostile towards Logic,
XXiv

Indian philosophical systems, two mainclass-
es of, 3-4

Indian philosophy, doctrines universally
accepted in, 11, and Western philosophy,
11, and Western scholars, 300-301

Indian Psychology : Perception, 339n, 344n

Indian Studies : Past & Present (Journal),
XXXV

Indian writers, and originality of thought
and language, 43-44

indriya, etymological meaning of, 98, ety-
mological derivation of, 352-354
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inductive reasoning, 152, definition of, 162-
163, meahing and function of, 375-377,
whether or not an organ of knowledge,
375-377, grounds for establishing it as
an organ yielding knowledge of univer-
sal concomitance, 163-167, universal
concomitance as its distinctive object,
167, identical with reductio ad absurdum,
180, 375n

inference, xxvi, xxviii, xxxi, 8, defined and
explained, 170-171, nature of, 368-369,
history of its treatment in Iindian Logic,
369-374, relation of antecedence and
consequence between perception and,
368-369, 369n, two kinds of, 171-172,
cases of indirect, 193n, of negation,
192n

Ingals, Prof., and his marvellous analytical
method in presenting material for the
study of Navya-Nyaya logic, 300

internal organ, a view thatit is the sole organ
of true knowledge, 8

invalidity of cognition, extrinsic or intrinsic ?,
315-316

[$varakrsna, 367-368

Jacobij, Prof., xxxiv, and researches in Jaina
scriptures, 300

Jaimini, 99, 366, 367, 375

Jaimini-ites, 424

Jaiminlyas, 122

Jaiminiyastutra, 122

Jaina, xxiii, xxiiin, xxv, 222, 306, 311, 312,
314, 316, 318, 320, 322, 329, 338-340,
344-346, 348-357, 360, 361, 363, 365,
367,369-372, 376, 380, 383, 384, 389,
391, 392, 394, 395, 397, 413, 416, 417,
422-424

Jaina Agamas, Xxxi

Jaina classification of knowledge, 331-336,
Agamic classification and logical classi-
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fication, 331-332, Agamic classification
fivefold, mati, etc., 331, logical classifi-
cation twofold perception (pratyaksa
pramana) and non-perception (paroksa
pramana), 332-334, Aryaraksita adopt-
ed fourfold classification of Gautama,
332, five subspecies of non-perception
(paroksa pramina), 335-336

Jaina classification of pramanas, xot-xxi

Jaina logic, three phases of, xxx

Jaina logicians, 324, 330, 341, survey of
post-Akalanka, xxtii-xotiii

Jaina realistic standpoint, unchanging char-
acter of, 4-7

Jaina school of Indian Logic, xxvi

Jaina scriptures, 343

Jaina standpoint, nature of, 3-4

Jaina synthesis of opposite views, 26-39

Jaina systen, ascribes equal importance to
modes and substance, i.e. analysis and
synthesis, 6-7

Jaina Tarkabhdsa, xxxiii

Jaina theory of causation, harmoneous syn-
thesis of theory of novel creation and
theory of real modification, 19

Jaina theory of knowledge, origins of, xxvi-
XXX

Jaina theory of real modification, its differ-
ence from Sankhya-Yoga and Bhartrpra-
paiica’s theories of real modification, 19,
19n

Jainatheoryof‘three jewels’, and the scheme
of four spiritual steps, xxviin

Jaina tradition in Navya-Nyaya period, 373

Jainism, xxiv, xxvi, xxviin

Jayanta, xxv, 45, 62, 119n, 255, 323, 325,
330, 355, 365, 367, 368, 375, 383, 398,
401, 405, 408, 422, 424

Jayara$i, 10

Jinabhadragani Ksamasramana, 334, 417

Jhanabindu, xxxiii
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Judges (prasnikah), qualifications of, 251-
252

K. K. Dixit, Dr., xxxv

kalpana, 121, various interpretations of
kalpana occurring in Buddhist definition
of perception, 365-366

Kamalasila, 319, 365, 423

Kanada, 50, 128, 136, 137, 309, 310, 382,
397, 402, 404

Kanada 128, 135

Kanadasitra, 339, 407

Kandali, 323, 347, 365

Karikavali, 347, 348

Kasyapa 382

Kavyalaikdra, 365

Kdvyanusasana, xxxiii

kevalajiidna, xxvi-xxviii, xxx, xxxi, 80-93

kevalijianas, xxviii

knowable sphere, total extent of, 10-20

‘knowledge’, Indian philosophers’ word for,
302-303

knowledge, xxiii, deternunant of validity or
invalidity of, xxx, empirical, xxiii, xxiv,
five types of, xxvi, xxvii, Supra-empirical,
XXiii, xxiiin, Xxiv, xxvii, verbal, xxvi, ver-
sus action, 26

knowledge-obscuring karmas, 10-20, 82-83

knowledge of universal concomitance, can
never be secured by perception, 163-165,
can never be secured by inference, 163-
164, Vaidesika view that it is secured by
reflective thought criticised, 165, Nyaya
view that it is secured by percéption aided
by inductive reasoning criticised, 165-
166, Jainaview thatit is secured by induc-
tive reasoning established, 165-166

Kumarapala, xxxiii

Kumarila, xxiv, xxvi, 77, 89, 122, 161, 220,
221, 307-311, 315, 319, 321, 360, 361,
363, 365-367, 417-419

Kumarilite, 325, 326
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Laghiyastraya, xocxi, xocxii, 83, 84, 158, 342,
376, 417

legjtimate discourse (vada), definition of,
250-251, definition explained, 251-252,
four factors of, 251-252, and disputation
(jalpa), 255-256

Logic, xxiii, Indian, xxiii, xxiv, schools of
Indian, xxiv-xxvi, versus scripture, 25, 33

logician, xxiii

Madhavacarya, 315

Madhva, 344

Mahabhasya, 416, 417, 419

Mahavira, 360, 375, 418, 420

Mahendrakumar, xxvin

Majjhima-nikdya, xxviin

manahparyayajiidna, Xxvi, Xxviii, xxx, a vari-
ety of transcendental perception, 94, its
explanation, 94, its difference from
avadhi, 94-96 '

manana (reflection), xxix

manas (mind), 9, definition of, 107, nature of,
357-358, two kinds of, 108, size of, 357,
material cause of, 357, cognitional or
material ?, 357, eternal or non-eternal ?,
357, function of, 357-358, attributes
(qualities) of, 357-358, locus of, 358

Manikyanandin, xxxii, 312, 313, 320, 327,
379-381, 386-388, 393-395, 398-400,
406, 409 )

Manusmrti, 322

materialism, subtle and gross, 11n

Mathara, 382, 393, 397, 399, 401, 408

Matharavrtti, 353, 383

matijiana, xxvi, xxx, four stages of, xxix, and
manana, xxviin, xxviii, arguments for
identifying it with manana, xxviii-xxix,
and $rutajfiana, xxix

memory (recollection), xxvi, xxviii, 3ooxi, xxii,
152, definition of, 153, definition ex-
plained, 154, controversy over its
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pramanaship, 322-325, root of this contro-
versy, 322, thinkers rejecting its
pramanaship, 322, reasons for the rejec-
tion of its pramanaship, 323-324,
Jayanta’s reason for rejecting itasanorgan
ofknowledge, 62, Jainalogiciansestablish
its pramanaship, 155-156, 324-325

~mental trace, 116, a species of cognition,

117, Vaisesika view of, 117

Middle Path, 38 s

‘mimamsa’, meaning of, 52, special meaning
of, 53, its meaning different from that of
‘pariksd, 53

Mimamsa, xxiv, xxv, 6, 9,310,312, 314, 318,
320, 322-324, 330, 340, 366, 370, 376,
380, school of Indian Logic, xxiv, xxvi

Mimamsaka, xxiii, xxiiin, 213, 310, 313,
314, 315, 323, 325, 327, 328, 331, 336-
338, 361, 379, 394

Mimamsasttra, 366

mithya-darsana, xxx

modes, 6, 7, standpointof, 36-37, see paryaya

monism, versus pluralism, 27-30

monist, 173

momentarism, versus eternalism, 30-32

Muktavali, 341, 356, 383

Nagarjuna, 371, extremist analyser, 6

naigama-naya, meaning of, 36, 36n

Naiyayikas, xxiii, xxv, 39, 70, 110,-118, 119,
160, 166,213, 224, 225, 230,314,330, 331,
336, 357, 367, 375, 376, 380, 382, 389

Nandisiitra, 333, 334

Nathmal, Tatia, xooxv

Navya-Naiyayikas, 373

Navya-Nyaya, 378

Navya-Nyiya period, history of the treat-
ment of inference in, 372-374

Nayadhammakahdo, xxix

necessary concomitance, definition of, 167,
definition and its implications explained,
167-170
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negation, not an organ of knowledge and the
reason forthat, 75-76, ground for Mimam-
sist's acceptance of it as an organ of knowl-
edge, 76-77, Jaina refutation of Mimamsa
position, 77-78

negativistic systems, 3

Neo-Nyaya, xxv

Neo-Saikarite Vedanta, 339

nididhyasana, xxviii

Niryukti, 380-381

non-absolutist standpoint, 27-39, natural
corollaries of, 38

Non-absolutism (Syadvada), defects of, 138-
139, defects shown unreal, 139-140

Non-Advaita Vedantic systems, xxiv

non-cognition, competent or not to enable
us to infer positive entities, 388

non-existent pseudo-probans, definition of,
220-221, varieties of, 221-224

non-perceptual organ of knowledge, defini-

- tion of, 152, subdivisions of, 152

non-sensuous organs, sole competence of, 7-
8, advocates of the sole competence of, 8

non-sensuous organs and sense-organs, their
equal competence, 7-8, advocatesof their
equal competence, 9

novel creation, theory of, 11-13

number of organs of knowledge, different
views upheld by Carvaka, Vaisesika,
Sankhya, Naiyayikas, Prabhakaras,
Bhattas, Buddhists, 70-78

Nyiya, xxiv, 320, 323, 324, 329, 330, 332,
343, 357, 358, 370, 371, 374, 376, 397,
414

Nydyabhdsya, 194, 260, 261, 394, 399, 400

Nyayabindu, 70, 121, 311, 321, 364-366,
382, 385, 386, 388, 389, 390, 392, 393,
400, 401, 406

Nyaya-cum-Buddhist, 376

Nyayakumudacandra, xxxii
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Nyayamafhjart, 62,119n, 133, 134,156, 157,
185, 186, 255, 365, 367, 375, 383, 400-
402, 405, 408, 423

Nydyapravesa, 364, 382, 392, 393, 396, 397,
399-408, 411

Nydyaratndkaratika, 366

Nydyasara, 68, 339, 340, 400-402, 406, 408

Nyayasutra, xxiiin, 211, 214, 252-254,
258-260, 263, 275, 279-283, 292, 293,
331, 332, 354, 356, 357, 365, 369, 371,
375, 376, 396, 397, 399-402, 405, 407,
408

Nyayavadin (used for Buddhist logician
Dharmakirti), 184, 188, 389, 390

Nyaya-Vaidesika, xxiii, 3-6, 9, 10, 20, 38,
148, 307, 309, 310, 314, 318, 319, 325,
326, 333, 336, 337, 339, 340, 343-345,
347, 348, 354, 356, 358, 360, 363, 364,
413, 418, 419

Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine of atomic-as‘well-
as-ubiquitous substances, 23

Nyaya-Vaisesika logicians, xxv

Nyaya-Vaisesika school of Indian Logic, xxv-
XxXvi

Nyayavartika, 260, 261, 365, 367, 382

Nyayavatara, xxvi, xxxi, 56, 37, 145, 208,
209, 320, 331, 334, 341, 361, 365, 384,
396, 406

Nydyavatdravartikavreti, xxxiii

Nyayaviniscaya, xxxi, 367, 384, 406

Nyayaviniscayavivarana, xxvin, xxxii

object, threefold, 55

object of organ of knowledge (or object of
knowledge), 126-127, 413-415, previ-
ously uncognised or not ?, 60-62, posi-
tions of Sankhya, Buddhist, Kanada and
Aksapada on, 128

old traditional style of teaching and studying
Indian philosophy, advantages and dis-
advantages of, 297-299
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omniscience, xxvii, 80-83, Mimamsa view of
its impossibility, 84, Mimamsa view refut-
ed and omniscience established, 85-93

opposition, indirect, 192 n

organ, of empirical introspection, 8n, of tran-
scendental realisation, 8n

organ of knowledge, 52, general definition
of, 54, Naiyayika’s two definitions
criticised, 67-68, Buddhist definition
criticised, 68-69, number of, 70-78, of
two kinds perceptual and non-perceptu-
al only according to Jainas, 69-70, tran-
scendental and empirical, 3, non-percep-
tual, 152, object of, 126-127, 413-415,
resultant of, 142-145, 317-321, Jaina
view of identity-cum-difference between
an organ and its resultant, 144, 147-148,
148n, Nyaya-Vaisesika view of the rela-
tion of coinherence between an organ
and its resultant untenable, 148, sphere
of application of, 7-10

organs, the view of incompetence of all, 7,
10, advocates of the view, 10, internal, 8

organs of knowledge, their competence de-
terminant of the extent of knowable
sphere, 10-11

organs of knowledge other than perception,
grounds for their acceptance, 71-74

originality of thought and language, and
Indian writers, 43-44

Padmavati, 385

Pancasaka, 416

Panini, 50, 352, 353, 415

Paninisttra, 353

Paramarsi, 127

Pariksamukhasiitra, xoxii, xooxiii, 34, 316,
320, 379, 380, 388, 393, 394, 396, 399,
400, 401, 409

parinama, threefold, 423n
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Parinamavada (theory of real moditication),
11-15, 19, Pradhana-, 13-14, 17, Brah-
ma-, 14-15, 17, difference between
Pradhana- and Brahma-, 15

Parthasarathimisra, 32, 319, 379

‘paryaya’, meaning of the term, 417-418,
etymological meaning of, 127, nieaning
of paryaya identical with or different
from that of guna ?, 418-419, dravya
identical with or different from paryaya
and guna ?, 419, identity-cum-difference
between guna and dravya as also be-
tween guna and paryaya strongly de-
fended by Kumarila, 419, thesis of iden-
tity-cum-difference betweern dravya and
paryayaasalsobetween gunaand paryaya
established by Jaina logicians, 419-420

Patanjala-Mahabhasya, 130, 131

Pataijali (author of Mahabhasya), 352, 416,
417, 419

Patrakesarisvamin (Patrasvamin), 384,
385

perception, xxxv, for Carvaka the only organ
of knowledge, 71, Hemacandra’s defini-
tion of, 78, Hemacandra’s statement and
examination of Nydya, Buddhist,
Mimarns3, old Sankhya and [ $varakrsna’s
definitions of, 119-126, Mimamsa defini-
tion of, 366-367, Sankhya definition of,
367-368, in Sankhyatradition three ways
of defining, 367, tradition of refuting
Sankhyadefinition of, 367-368, Buddhist
definition of, 364-366, in Buddhist ivgic
twe traditions of defining, 364-365, var-
ious interpretations of ‘kalpana occur-
ring in Buddhist definition of, 365-366,
twofold division of, 80, empirical and
transcendental, xxiiin, xxxi, 80, 81, 337,
338, transcendental perception exclu-
sively indeterminate or exclusively de-
terminate or both ? 338-339, determi-
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nant of perceptionship of, 339-340, gen-
erated and eternal types of, 340, defini-
tion common to generated and eternal
types of, 340-341, elimination of defects
in the common definition of, 341-342, all
ancient definitions of perception meant
to be applicable to the cases of generat-
ed/empirical perception alone, 336-337,
thread of unity through four stages of,
118-119, not the seniormost of all organs
of knowledge, 70

permanence and change, philosophical views
on, 313-315

permanence-in-change, 17-18

permanence-without-change, 17-18, theory
of, 24

Pingala, 50

Pischel, xxxiv

Pitaka, 317, 333, 375

pluralism, versus monism, 23-30

positivistic systens, 3

Prabhacandra, xxxii, 44, 45, 321, 327, 328,
384, 398, 400, 406

Prabhakara, xxiv, xxvi, 308, 310, 341, 363,
366

Prabhakaras, 70

Prabhakarite Mimamsakas, 306, 325

Prakaranaparicika, 308, 341, 357, 365, 379

pramana (organ of knowledge), etymological
meaning of, 52, logical tradition of defin-
ing, 309-313, Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition of
defining, 309-310, Mimamsa tradition of
defining, 310, Buddhist tradition of defin-
ing, 310-311, Jaina tradition of defining,
311-313, object of 413-415, resultant
(phala) of, 142-145, 317-321

Pramanapariksd, 53, 321, 384, 385

Pramdanamimdamsa, xxvi, Xxxiii-xxxv, 293n,
297, 324, 336, 340, 351, 365, 377, 394,
396, 399, and originality of thought and
language, 43-44, incentive for Hema-
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candra to write, 44-45, its position in
philosophical literature of India, 43-46,
subject-matter of, 51 _

Pramananayatattvaloka, xxxiii, 316, 320,
342, 343, 361, 393-397, 400, 401, 418

Pramananirnaya, xxxii

Pramanasamuccaya, 70, 364, 367, 382

Pramanasangraha, xxxi, xxxiii, 384, 386

Pramanavartika, 68, 110, 111, 129, 184-
187, 198, 213, 304n, 380, 395

Prameyakamalamartanda, xocxii, 321, 385,
400, 401, 406

Prameyaratnamala, xxxiin, xxxiii, 379, 385

Prasastapada, xxvi, 323, 370, 382, 383, 391-
393, 397-408, 411

Prasastapadabhasya, 339, 370, 403

Pratityasamutpadavada (theory of Depen-
dent Origination), 11, 15-17, 19, 20, its
difference from Pradhanaparinamavada
and Bralimaparinamavada, 16

pratyaksa, etymoiogical meaning of, 71

pre-existence, doctrine of, 24, 24n

pre-nonexistence, doctrine of, 24, 24n

prime virtues, Xxviin

probandum, 195-196, 196n, definition of,
192

probans, types of, 181-191, 386-388, subject
functioning as a, 54

pseudo-confutation or sophism (jati), defini-
tion of, 237-238, occasion for itsemploy-
ment, 238, its twenty-four typesenumer-
ated, defined and illustrated, 238-248,
solution of all the types, 248-249

pseudo-examples, types and subtypes ex-
plained with illustrations, 230-237, 407-
413

pseudo-probans, three types of, 219, diver-
gent views about the general classifica-
tion of, 397-399, Asiddha and its sub-
types, 399-400, Viruddha and its sub-
types, 400-402, two old traditions re-



436

garding the nature of Anaikantika, 402,
Anaikantika sub-types, 403-406
Piijyapada, xxviii, 333, 355, 418
purusa, reason for its not being an organ of
knowledge in Sankhya-Yoga, 9n
Purva-mimamsa, 3, 4, 343-345, 356, 357

Rahula Sankrityayana, 304n

Rajavartika, 335

Ramanuja, 339, 339n

Ramanujite Vedanta, 363

Ramayana, 375

Ratndkaravatarika, 400

real modification, theory of, 11-15

real modification of Brahman, theory of,
13-15

real modification of Pradhana, theory of,
13-14

real, the nature of, 126-127

realist systems of Indian philosophy, 3, char-

~ acteristics of, 3

reality, criterion of, 420-424

recognition, xxvi, xxviii, i, xxii, 152,
definition of 156, Buddhist view that
recognition is a combination of two piec-
es of cognition, viz. memory and percep-
tion hence not pramana, 329, Buddhist
view refuted, 159-160, Vedicist view that
recognition is a variety of perception,
329-330, Vedicist view refuted, 160-161,
Jaina view that it is a species of non-
perceptual pramana and mental cogni-
tion of sui generis type, 330, the Jaina
view established, 162, Jayanta’s thesis
on mental cognition akin to the Jaina
view of recognition, 330

recollection, see memory

reason (logical), definition of, 215

reasoning, inductive (or hypothetical), xxvi,
xxviii, xxxi, xxxii, see inductive reason-
ing
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reflection {(manana), xxviii, and inatijiiana,
xxviii-xxix, and four stages of imatijfiina,
Xxix

relation of cognition and cognitum, determi-
nant of, 111-112

relation between organ of knowledge and its
resultant, not of cause-effect but of de-
terminant-determined, 143, 144, 31%n

retention, definition of, 116, as mental trace,
116-117, as absence of lapse,
117-118

Rgveda, 375

S.K. Mookerjee, Prof., xxxv

Sabara, 124, 366, 370, 375

Sabarabhasya, 86, 124, 366, 370

S’abdﬁnus’&sana, ST »

Saddarsanasamuccaya, 185, 186

$alikanatha, 308, 325, 341, 365, 379

Samantabhadra, 311, 313, 320, 321,
412, 419

Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa - Critique of
an Authority, xxxiin

samsaya (doubt), etymological meaning
of, 63

samvyavaharika, etymological meaning
of, 97

éaﬁkarécérya, extremist synthesiser, 6

Sankarite Vedanta, 8, 9, 339, 347, 363

Sankhya, xxiv, xxx, 24, 70, 101, 193, 213,
222, 224, 225, 315, 318, 323, 343, 354,
355, 360, 363, 367, 370, 379, 381, 382,
397, 413, 414, 419, 423

Sankhya doctrine of prakrti and purusa, 23

Sankhyakarika, 125, 355, 367

Sankhyasutra, 367

Sankhya-Yoga, 3, 4, 6, 9, 9n, 20, 307, 337,
340, 343-345, 348, 357, 358, 360

Sanmati, xxxii, 128, 312, 349, 350, 412

Sanmatitika, 350, 367

Sanskrit, xxiv, xxv
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Santaraksita, 311, 315, 316, 319, 321, 364-
367, 384

Santyacarya, xxxiii

Sarvadarsanasangraha, 315

Sarvarthasiddhi, 333, 335, 340

Sarvastivada school, 423n

Sastradipika, 308

Saugata, 118, 121, 153, 176, 196, 213, 283,
315

Sautrantika, xxiv, xxv, 3, 9, 319, 321

sciences, without beginning in time, 50

scientific work, procedure of, 52

scriptures, Plirva-mimams3 view of, 9, sole
competence of, 7, 9, advocates of sole
competence of, 9, versus logic, 25, 33

self-cognition, 55, established, 57-59, not a
variety of perception, 97

sense-perception, xxviii, xxxi, 4, sole organ
of knowledge, 8, see perception

sense-organs, topics discussed under the head
of, 352, defined and enumerated, 98,
types of, 98-99, etymological derivation of
the word ‘indriya’ and observations on it,
352-354, materjal cause of, 354, loci of
visible, 354, sense-organs proper super-
sensuous, 354-355, number of, 355, rea-
son for rejecting Sankhyaview of ten, 101,
respective objects of, 98, 103, 355-356,
competence of all sense-organs to grasp
substance discussed, 356, their (sense-
organs’) mutual distinction or non-dis-
tinctiondiscussed, 102, 356, their identity
or non-identity with self discussed, 103,
classification of living beings on the basis
of number of sense-organs possessed by
them, 100-101, 356, sole competence of,
7-8, the view considering sense-organs to
be cripple and deceptive, 8

sense-organs and non-sensuous organs, doc-
trine of their equal competence and its
advocates, 8
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sense qua attainment, 105-106

sense qua conscious activity, 106

sense qua function, 105, two kinds of,
105-107

sense qua substance, 104-105

sham simulant, definition of, 218

Siddhahema-Vydkarana, xxxiii

Siddharaja Jayasimha, xxxiii

Siddharsi, 44

Siddhasena (Divakara), xxvi. xxxi, Xxxii, 44,
311-313, 320, 321, 341, 361, 365, 372,
373,384,396,397,406,409,412,418,419

Siddhasena (Gandhahasti), 349, 418

Siddhiviniscaya, xxxi, xxxiii, 85, 86

Simandharasvamin, 385, 386

Slokavirtika, 76, 77, 84, 90, 91, 122, 123,
160, 161, 319, 331, 360, 361, 366, 379,
417, 419

Smyrti, 322

soul (self), 359-364, of the nature of variable
constant, 83, 149-151, its self-luminous
nature established, 81, obscuration and its
removal, 82-83, causal factor responsible
for transmigration and its relation with,
359-360, absolutely permanent or abso-
lutely momentary or permanent-cum-
changing ?, 360-361, self-revelatory or
not-selfrevelatory ?, 361-364, size of, 361

speculation (1hd), defined and illustrated,
115, its difference from reasoning (iha),
115-116

spirit of non-absolutism, and systems of In-
dian philosophy, 38-39

$raddh3, and dars$ana, xxvii

Sribhasya, 308

Sridhara, 323, 325, 347, 383

$rutajiidna, xxvi, xxx, and matijiiana, xxix,
and $ravana, xxviin, xxviii

standpoints, factors determining, 34, expla-
nation of seven, 35-36, pairs of opposite,
21-26, 32, Jaina philosophical synthesis
of opposite, 26-40 ‘
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standpoint of generalization/generality, 21-
22, based exclusively on synthesis, 22,
philosophical doctrines that sprang from,
23-25

standpoint of particularization/particu-
larity, 21-22, based exclusively on anal-
ysis, 22, philosophical doctrines that
sprang from, 23-25

Stcherbatsky, Prof., 382n, and Buddhist Log-
ic, 300, 303

steps in an inference for-others, number of,
213-215, 379-381, various views, 213-
215, Sankhya view, 379, Mimamsa view,
379-380, Nyayaview, 380, Buddhistview,
380, Jaina view, 381

Sthandnga, 331, 332

subject (dharmin), logical, 196-200, 196n

subject (pramatr), 148-151

substance, 6, 7, 16, 126-133, 415-420, stand-
point of, 36-37

Sukhlalji, Pt., xxxv, 47

$ukladhyana, xxvii

Stinyavada, xxiv, 4, 8, 10

Stinyavadins, xxv

Sutrakrtangasitra, 413

Svetdmbara Jainas, on the locus of dravya
manas (mind), 358, their view differs
from that of Digambara Jainas, 358, their
view on continuous cognition also differs
from that of Digmbara Jainas, 328

Svetdsvatara Upanisad, 84, 85

Syadvadaratnakara, xxiii, 44, 45, 321, 367,
379, 380, 381, 385, 398,

syllogism, constitution of, 213-215, 379-381,
various views, 213-215, 379-381

syllogistic inference, definition of, 204-205,
twofold, 206-207, difference in the two
kinds based on the difference in the
statement of positive and negative con-
comitance, 207-208

Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

synthesis, of doctrine of definability and that
of indefinability, 32, of eternalism and
momentarism, 30-32, of monism and plu-
ralism, 27-30

tarka (inductive/hypothetical reasoning),
152, definition of, 162-163, whether or
not an organ of knowledge, 163-167,
375-377, meaning and function of, 375-
377, identical with reductio adabsurdum,
180, 375n i

Tarkabhasa (Jaina), 350, 373, 374

Tatparyatika, 323, 365, 367, 383, 388, 422

Tattvacintamani (or Cintamani), 316, 373,
375, 378

Tattvabodhavidhayint, xxxvii

Tattvarthabhasya, 332, 333, 335, 352, 356

Tattvarthabhdsyatika, 349, 418

Tattvarthaslokavartika, 56, 57, 321, 367

Tattvarthasatra, xxvi, xxviii, SO, 53, 93, 94,
107, 108, 127, 332, 343, 346, 356, 376,
416, 418

Tattvasanigraha, 87, 89, 150, 159, 311, 315,
319, 321, 360, 365, 366, 382, 384, 415,
422, 424

Tattvasangrahapaiijika, 324, 423

Tattvopaplavasimha, 10, 366

tautology, definition of, 212

Theories of causation, historical course of
their development, 17-18

Theory of Dependent Origination, three char-
acteristic features of, 12, advocatesof, 17

Theory of Illusory Modification, three char-
acteristic features of, 12, two kinds of,
16, advocates of, 17

Theory of Novel Creation, four characteristic
features of, 12, advocates of, 17,

Theory of Real Modification, four character-
istic features of; 12, rwo kinds of, 13-15,
advocates of, 17

thesis, synonym of probandum, 192, 194,
nature of, 391-395, definition or essence
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of, 215, 391-392, three adjectives consti-
tuting the definition, 392, the adjective
‘not contradicted’ excludes contradicted
theses, 392-393, difference of opinion re-
garding number of contradicted theses,
393, explanation of various contradicted
theses, 195, 393, two forms of thesis, 394,
types of thesis, 197-200, 394-395, special
occasions for two forms, 196, purpose and
function of thesis, 209-213

Thibaut, Dr., his penetrating study of Bhasyas
of Sankara and Ramanuja, 300

thing, both a positive entity and also an
absence, 32

‘three jewels’ of Jainas, and four spiritual
steps, Xxviin

Tirthankara, his glory described, 89-90

transcendental intuition (omniscience),
Minamsa view of its impossibility, 84,
Mimamsa view refuted and omniscience
established, 85-93

transcendental merits and demerits, 9

Trilocana, xxiv, xxxv, 119

Trisastisalakapurusacarita, Xxxiii

truth, empirical and absolute and the cause
of their distinction, 6

types of inference, two old Vedicist tradi-
tions regarding, 370

Udayanacarya, xxv, 309, 323, 324

Uddyotakara, xxv, xxvi, 282n, 365, 367,371,
382

Ultika, 128

Umasvati, xxvi, 313, 332-334, 349, 376, 417,
418

universal concomitance, definitionof, 179, a
distinctive object of inductive reasoning,
167, its knowledge obtained by the or-
gan of inductive reasoning, 180

Upanisads, xxviin, xxviii, 5, 6, 317, 375

Upanisadists, 421
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Upayahrdaya, 371
Uttaradliyayanasiitra, 360, 416, 418
Uttara-Mimamsa, 343

Vacaka (or Vacakamukhya for Umasvati) 50,
53, 107, 108, 127

Vacaspatimisra, xxxiv, xxxv, 119, 309, 318,
323, 325, 330, 355, 365, 367, 371, 376,
383, 388, 422

Vadamaharnava, xxxii

Vadanydya, 276, 283, 284

Vadidevastiri (Devasuri), xxxii, 44, 45, 312,
313, 316, 320, 321, 350, 361, 373, 379,
380, 381, 385, 386, 388, 393-398, 400,
406, 409, 411, 412, 418

Vadirajasiiri, xxxii

Vaibhasika, xxiv, xxv, 3, 9

Vaisesika, xxiii, xxiv, xxv, 70, 193, 320, 323,
324, 329, 357, 358, 370, 381, 382, 389,
397, 416 ’

Vaisesika theory of absolute difference be-
tween substance and mode refuted, 136-
137

Vaisesikasitra, 357, 386-388, 402, 416

valid probans, Buddhist theory of its triple
characteristic stated explained and refut-
ed, 173-177, Nyaya theory of quantuple
characteristic explained and refuted, 178,
for Jainas incompatibility with the con-
tradictory is the sole and solitary charac-
teristic of, 177-178

validity of cognition, intrinsic or extrinsic ?,
64-67, 314-316, the problem historically
related to the problem of validity or
invalidity of Vedic testimony, 314-315,
various views explained and advocates
mentioned, 314-316; spiritual criterion
for determination of, xxx, objective crite-
rion of Logic for determination of, xxx

validity, formal and logical (material), 235n,
236n
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validity, of Smrti texts, 322

Vallabha, 344

Varsaganya, 367

Vartikakara (Uddyotakara), 260, 261

Vasubandhu, 311, 372

Vasumitra, Bhadanta, 423n

Vatsyayana, 309, 311, 371, 381, 394

Veda, 322, authorship of, 315, 337

Vedanta, 24, 38, 338, 345, 347, 357, 358,
360, 363, 415, 419, and extreme synthe-
sis, 6-7, Madhvite school of, 3, Sankarite
school of, 4, 8

Vedantaparibhasa, 340

Vedantasiitra, 5

Vedantic tradition, 4, its change from real-
ism into absolute idealisin, 5

Vedantists, 39, 306

Vedicist tradition, history of treatment of
inference in, 369-371

Vedic testimony, problem of its validity, 314-
315

Vedic texts, problem of their authoritative
character, 336-337

verbal knowledge, xxxi, its validity deter-
mined by external evidence, 66-67

verbal testimony, 8

victory (in Debate), definition of, 256-257

Vidyabhushana, xxv

Vidyananda, 44, 312, 313, 321, 327, 328,
367, 372, 384, 385-388, 418

Pramanamimamsa - Critique of Organ of Knowledge

vijiana, xxviii

Vijianavada, xxiv, 4, 8, 10, 306, 311, 313

Vijhanavadin, xxv

Vindhyavasin, 367

Visesavasyakabhasya, 94,117, 118, 153, 154,
334, 417

Visuddhimagga, 352

Visvanatha, 347

Vitaragastuti, Xxxiii

Vivartavada, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, Nitya-
brahmavivartavada, 16, Ksanikavijiia-
navivartavada, 16 '

Vrddhasankhya, 125

vyafijanavagraha, interpretation of, xxix

Vyasa, 417, 423n

Vyc'tsabh&,sya, 417

Wrangling, 252-254, not an approved form
of Debate, 253-254

Yasovijayaji, Upadhyaya, xxxiii, 5, 335, 342,
349-351, 373, 374, 414

Yaugas, 128, 166

Yoga, 363, 413

Yogacara, 321

Yogasastra, xxxiii

Yogasena, Bhadanta, 423, 424

Yogasiitra, 417

yogic perception, xxi

yogijfianas, xxviii

Zachariae, xxxiv
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akrtabhyagama, (ethical fallacy of) unearned
deserts, 150

atiprasanga, unwarranted extension, 240

ativyapti, undesirable extension, 56

atitavasthavisistavartamanagrahin, compe-
tent to grasp a-present-entity-as-quali-
fied-by-a-past-state, 330

adosodbhavana, exposure of what is not a
defect, 283

adhika (nigrahasthana), superfluity, 274

adhisthana, locus, 354

adhyavasdya, determinate cognition, 125

ananubhasana (nigrahasthana), failure of
reproduction, 277

ananvaya, lacking in positive concomitance,
236

anavastha, regressus ad infinitum, 56

anityasama (jati), Parity per Non-eternity,
241

anindriya, ‘non-sense’, 107

anindriyadhipatyavadin, one advocating sole
competence of nonsensuous organs, 7

anirvacaniya, incapable of description, 4

anutpattisama (jati), Parity per Non-genera-

"~ tion, 240

anupalabdhisama (jati), Parity per Non-ap-
prehension, 241

anupalambha, non-observation, 162

anubhiiti, cognition, 56; non-mnemic cogni-
tion, 322

anumana, inference, 170

anumanabadha, contradiction by inference,
194

anumananumeyavyavahara, assertion of
probans (ground of inference) and
probandum (object of inference), 197

anumanadriga, factor of inference, 200

anuvdda, reproduction of a known fact, 122

anuvrtti, continuum, 83

anekanta, non-absolutism, 106

anaikantika, inconclusive, 219

antarvydpti, internal coricomitance, 202

anyathanupapatti, logical impossibility in the
absence of the other, 206

anyonyasraya, logical see-saw, 56 ‘

anvaya (vyapti), concomitance in agreerment,
234

apakarsasama (jati) Parity per Subtraction, 239

apasiddhanta (nigrahasthana), ‘acceptance
of the opposite position’, 282

aparthaka (nigrahasthana), ‘want of syntac-
tical construction’, 269

apunaravrtti, cessation of transmigratory
cycle, 359

apurvartha, previously uncognised object, 60

apauruseya, impersonal, 84

apratipatti, absence of determination, 137;
default of understanding, 258

apratibha, ‘bewilderment’, 279

aprayojaka, devoid of logical sanction, 57

apraptakala (nigrahasthana), ‘violation of
the temporal order’, 271

apraptisamna (jati), Parity per Non-contact,
240

aprapyakadrin, acting from distance, 120

abadhitavisayatva, absence of contradiction
of the probandum, 177

abadhya, incapable of being contradicted,
192

abhava, negation, 75

abhidheya, primary meaning, 207

artha, object, 55

arthakriya, exercise of causal efficiency, 83

arthapunarukta, material tautology, 275
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arthantara (nigrahasthana), irrelevant di-
gression, 265 )

arthapatti, presupposition, 69

arthapattisama (jati), Parity per Implication,
240

avagraha, determinate perception, 113

avadhi (jiiana); visual intuition (of limited
extension), 93

avarnyasamd (jati), Parity per Certainty, 239

avaya, perceptual judgement, 116

avikalpaka, indeterminate (intuition), 63

avicara (dhyana), without change of object,
80

avidyd, nescience, 317

avinabhdva, universal concomitance, 179

avisada, what lacks immediacy-cum-lucidity,
152 .

avisesasamd (jati), Parity per Non-difference,
240 -

avisarnvadin, non-discrepant, 68

avyatireka, lacking in negative concomitance,
236

avyapti, non-inclusion, 56

avyutpanna, etymologically underived, 36

asatpratipaksatva, absence of countervailing
probans, 177

asadvdda, doctrine of pre-non-existence, 24

asambhava, absurdity, 56

asamyata unrestrained, 95

asadhandngavacana, statementofother than
essential condition of inference, 283

asadhdrana, uncommon, 172

asiddha, non-exjsteht, 218

ahetusama (jati), Parity per Non-probative-
ness, 240

A

aksepa, objection, 264

dagama, verbal testimony, 69

agamadhipatyavadin, one advocating sole
competence of Scriptures, 7

" Isvarakartrevavadin,
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atmasaimvedana, self-intuition, 74

&dhdra-dd.he_ya, substratum and super-
stratum, 32

dananda, bliss, 49

anumdnika, inferental, 94

- arambhavada, theory of Novel Creation, 11

asrayasiddha, non-existent subject, 223
aharyajiidna, a temporarily entertained
cognition, 375
ahnika, lecture, 50
I
Itaretarasraya, logical see-saw, 56
. I
Iha, speculation, 114
believer in God's
‘creatorship of the world, 354
Iivarasaksicaitanya, witness-consciousness-
of-the-form-of-God; 338
U
utkarsasama (jati), Parity per Augmenta-
tion, 239
udaharana, illustration, 216
uddesa, enumeration, 52
uddharana, repudiation, 258
upacdra, transference of epithet, 205
upacdracchala, casuistry based upon meta-
phor, 249
upanaya, application, 216
upanyasa, offering, 308
upapattisma (jati), Parity per Presence of
Logical Ground, 241
upapadana, justification, 319
upamana, comparison, 158
upayoga, conscious activity, 104
upastha, generative organ, 101
upalabdhi, cognition, 309
upalabdhisama (jati), Parity per Apprehen-
sion, 241
upalambha, observation, 162
upasamhara, bringing into connection, 216
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upadana, material cause, 134
upadeya, effect, 13
upalambha, refutation, 253
i
urdhvatasamanya, vertical universal, 127
itha, Inductive Reasoning, 162
uhdpoha, elimination and assimilation, 165
E
ekatvavitarka (dhyana), (meditation) on an
aspect as laid down in the scripture, 80
ekarthasamavaya, coinherence in the same
substratum, 189
KA
katha, debate, 251 .
karana, condition standing for the instru-
mental case as distinct from the subject,
the object and so forth, 67
karnasaskuli, ear-drum, 354
karmendriya, conative sense-organ, 355
kalpana, conceptual construction, 121
karana, cause, 180
karya, effect, 180
karyasama (jati), Parity per Character of
Outcome, 241
kalakrama, temporal succession, 133
kalatita, contradictory, 219
kalatyayapadista, mistimed (contradicted),
219
kutasthanityatd, static eternity, 83
krtanasa, (ethical fallacy of) loss of earned
merit, 150 .
kevala, pure, 81
kevalajidna, transcendent knowledge, 85
kevalaparamanupuiijavada, doctrine of mere
conglomeration of atoms, 34
kramabhava, successive occurrence, 179
ksanabhangavada, doctrine of momentari-
ness, 133
ksdyopasamika, conditioned by the cessa-
tion and subsidence of karmic veils, 94
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. GA
gati, state, 95
gunapratyaya, acquired by merit, 94
gunasthanaka, stages of spiritual perfection,
95
grhitagrahin, cognition taking note of an
object previously cognised, 60
grahisyamanagrahin, cognition taking note
of what is to be cognised in future, 60
grahyagrahakabhava, relation of cognitum
and cogniser, 110
GHA
ghatikarman, destructive karmas, 80
ghrana, smell, 98
CA
cakravyiha, labyrinth, 35
caksuh, sight, 98
caturanga, four factors, 251
CHA
chala, casuistry, 249
JA .
Jjanyajanakabhava, relation of causality, 110
jalpa, disputation, 253
jati, sophism, 238
jlidanaparoksavadin, believer in cognition
being unknowable-through-perception,
361
Jjfianaprabandha, series of cognitions, 57
jAdndvarana, (karmas) that obfuscate innate
knowledge, 80
DA
dindikaraga, fascination for the way of
dunderheads, 211
dimbhahevdka, conductof a (perverse) child,
73
TA
tattvopaplavavadin, one who throws[ over-
board all categories, 10
tathopapatti, logical possibility on the occur-
rence of the other, 206
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tarka, reductio ad absurdum, 180
tatparya, ultimate initention, 207
tadatmya, identity, 136
tdyin, saviour, 49
triputika, nose-cavity, 354
trairiipya, triple characteristic, 175
trailaksanya, triple characteristic, 172
DA _
darsana, faith, 49; indeterminate intuition,
113
disana, confutation, 237
dusanabhasa, false confutation, 237
drsta, perception, 125
drstanta, example, 201
drstantabhasa, false example, 230
desakalatita, non-spatiotemporal, 30
desakrama, spatial succession, 133
desarudhi, local convention, 36
.dehavyapitva, body-sizedness, 361
dravidamandakabhaksananyaya, insensate
imitation of the way of feeding on gruel
current in the Dravida country, 153
dravya, substance, 126
dravyamanah, mind qua substance, 108
dravydcarya, inferior teacher, 104
dravyarthadesa, standpoint of substantial
unity, 101
dravyendriya, sense qua substance, 104
dravyaikanta, absolutely unchanging sub-
stance, 132
DHA
dharma, attribute, 195
dharmatirtha, bridge to righteousness, 49
dharmadharminydya, conception of subject
and predicate, 196
dhdrand, retention, 116
dharavahijiidana, series of repeating cogni-
tions, 60
NA
nayavdda, doctrine of partial Truths, 37
nigamana, conclusion, 217
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nigraha, censure, 257

nigrahasthana, occasion of censure, 262

nityasama (jati), Parity per Eternity, 241

niyamaka, determinant, 402

niratisaya, devoid of all change, 9

niranuyojyanuyogah, censure of the uncen-
surable, 281

nirarthaka, meaningless jargon, 266

nirnaya, definitive cognition, 54

nirbadha, uncontradicted, 310

nirvacana, etymological interpretation, 309

nirvacaniya, capable of description, 4

nirvikalpa, indeterminate cognition, 121

nirvisesasvarupamatra, bare-existence-with-
out-any-particulars, 343

no-indriya, not-sense, 107

nodana, Vedic injunction, 86

nydya, logical discourse, 194

nyuna, deficiency, 273

PA

paksa, thesis, 192

paksadharmatva, subsistence in the subject,
172

paksdbhasa, pseudo-thesis, 393

patra, epistle, 293

pada, inflected word, 50

padartha, category, 393

paraprakasa, not-selfrevelatory, 305

parapratyaksa, perceived by another piece
of cognition, 305

paramarthasat, truly existent as an objective
fact (in its own right), 127

parartha, (anumana) for others (i.e. syllo-
gistic), 170

parinamin, liable to change, 148

par/indminitya, variable constant, 83

pariskdra, refinement, 373

pariksa, examination, 52

paroksa, non-perceptual, 152

paryanuyojyopeksana (nigrahasthana), over-
looking the censurable, 281
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parydya, mode, 127

parydydrthddesa, the standpoint of differen-
tial modes, 101

parydyaikanta, theory of reality consisting
entirely in a mode, 134

paryuddsa, indirect negation, 292

pudgala, material atoms, 104

punarukta, tautology, 211

prakarana, discourse, 50

prakaranasama, countervailed, 219

prakaranasama (jati), Parity per Neutralisa-
tion, 240

prajiia, knowledge, 84

pratiksanavindst, liable to perish in the
immediately succeeding moment, 133

pratijia, thesis, 209

pratijjnantara (nigrahasthana), amendment
of the thesis, 262

pratijidvirodha (nigrahasthana), contradic-
tion of the thesis, 263

pratijidgsamnyasa (nigrahasthana), repudi-
ation of the thesis, 264

pratijidhani (nigrahasthana), abandonment
of the thesis, 259

pratidrstanta, counter-example, 259

pratidrstantasama (jati), Parity per Hetero-
logue, 240

pratipaksa, counter-thesis, 260

pratiyogin, negatum, 76

prativadin, opponernt, 221

pratisamkhyana, discursive thought, 114

pratisamadhana, solution, 248 '

pratitibadha, contradiction by (linguistic)
convention, 194

pratityasamutpadavada, theory ofdependent
origination, 11

pratyaksa, perceptual cognition, 78

pratyaksabadha, contradiction by perceptu-
al cognition, 194 -

pratyaksabhasa, sham simulations of per-
ceptual cognition, 218
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pratyabhijiiana, recognition, 156

pratyavasthana, opposition, 238

pratyasatti, relation, 102

pradhadna, primordial matter, 223

pramdna, organ of knowledge, 54

pramanasamplava, convergence of different
cognitive organs, 274

pramandbhdsa, sham simulations of valid
cognition, 218

pramanopaplavavadin, one advocating in-
competence of all organ whatsoever, 7

pramadtd, subject, 148

prayoga, statement, 208; syllogism, 195 and
213

prasarigasamd (jati), Parity per Interroga-
tion, 240

prasajyapratisedha, direct negation, 292

prakatyarapaphala, effect-in-the-form-of-
manifestedness, 308

pratibhasika-satya, apparent reality, 17

praptisama (jati), Parity per Contact, 240

prapyakarin, working in close contact, 120

prasnika, judge, 251

preksaprayoga, syllogism adequate for a
knowledgeable person, 213

PHA

phala, resultant, 142

phalasamwitti, effect-in-the-form-of-cogni-
tion, 308 :

BA

bahirvydpti external concomitance, 202

badhakapramdna, organ of reductio ad
absurdum, 181

badha, contradiction, 177

buddhisiddha, established by conceptual
knowledge, 197

buddhindriya, cognitive sense-organ, 355

buddhydriidha, having genesis in understand-
ing, 196

bodhibija, seed of enlightenment, 49

bodhya, person to be edified (pupil), 214
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BHA
bhavapratyaya, congenital, 94
bhdavamanah, mind qua function, 108
bhavasatyatva, objective truth, 4
bhavendra, real functioning sovereign, 105
bhavendriya, function-sense, 104
' MA
mangala, well-being, 51; auspicious ceremo-
ny, 51
mati, sensuous cognition, 107
matanujiia (nigrahasthana), acceptance of
the charge, 280
madhyamaparimanavat, medium-sized, 20
madhyamamdrga, Middle Path, 38
manahparyadya, intuition of the modes of
other minds, 93
manas, mind, 107
manaskara, attention, 108
mimamsd, critique, 52; respectful disquisi-
tion, 53
mukhya (pratyaksa), transcendent (intu-
ition), 80
YA
ydcitakamandananydya, maxim of decora-
tion with borrowed ornaments, 68
yogijiiana, mystic's intuition, 154
RA
rasana, taste (sense), 98
ripa, coloured shape, 98
LA
laksana, definition, 52
labdhi, attainment, 104
linga, middle (term), 170
lingaparamarsa, considerationofthe probans,
368
lingasarira, subtle body, 358
lingin, major (term), 170
lokabadha, contradiction by popular opin-
ion, 194
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VA

varnyasama (jati), Parity per Uncertainty,
239

vardhamanaparinama, whose spiritual de-
velopment is continually on the wax, 95

vastu, real, 126

vak, tongue, 101

vakchala, verbal ambiguity, 249

vacaka, expressive of primary meaning, 207

vada, legitimate discourse, 250

vadin, proponent, 221

vasand, memory-impression, 153

vikalpa, determinate cognition, 68; thought,
328

vikalpabuddhi, conceptual knowledge, 197

vikalpasama (jati), Parity per Contingency,
239

vikara, modification, 415

viksepa (nigrahasthana), evasion, 279

vitanda, wrangling, 253

vidhi, injunctive statement, 84; positive
(probandum), 181

vipaksavyavrtti, necessary absence in heter-
ologous cases, 78

viparitaniyama, necessarily of the opposite
conconitance, 224

viparitavyatireka, reversed conconitance in
difference, 234

viparitanvaya, reversed concomitance in
agreement, 234

viparyaya, error, 63

vipratipatti, misunderstanding, 258

vibhaga, classification, 52

viruddha, contradictory, 224

viruddhadharmadhyasa, presence of contra-
dictorily opposed attributes, 118

vivarta, state, 127; illusory modification, 12

visada, immediate-cum-lucid, 78

visesyavisesanabhava, relation of a qualifier
to its qualificand, 344
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vislesanakriya, process of analysis, 5
visaya, object, 126
visayavyavastha, determination of objective
reality, 137
visayadhigati, cognition of the object, 319
virya, energy, 49
viryantardya, obstructive karman frustrat-
ing relevant capacity, 99
vrtti, modification, 125
vaitandika, wrangler, 253
vaidharmya, dissimilarity, 202
vaidharmyasama (jati), Parity per Dissimi-
larity, 239
vaiyadhikaranya, split in the integrity of the
locus, 137
vaisadya, immediacy-cum-lucidity, 79
vyatikara, transfusion, 137
vyatireka, concomitance in difference, 108;
method of difference, 109
vyabhicdra contingency, 56
vyavasthdpya-vyavasthapakabhava, relation
of determinant and determinatum, 144
vyapaka, determinant concomitant, 167
vyapti, necessary concomitance, 167
vyapya, determinate concomitant, 167
vyavaharika, empirical, 317
vyutpanna, etymologically derived, 36
SA
sabda {pramana), verbal testimony, 74
sabdapunarukta, verbal tautology, 276
sabda (pramana), verbal (knowledge), 66
§asana, instruction, 87
sukladhyana, white (pure) meditation, 88
Suddhi, corroborative statement, 214
Sruta, scriptural (cognition), 107
Srotra, ear, 98 '
SA
samyata, restrained, 95
samyatasamyata, partially-restrained-cum-
partially-unrestrained, 95
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samyuktasariyoga, conjunction-cum-con-
junction, 120

samvadaka, confirmatory cognition, 66

samvit, consciousness, 57

sarivyavahdra, authentic activity by way of
positive and negative endeavour, 96

samsaya, doubt, 62 -

sarisayasama (jati), Parity per Doubt, 240

samiskdra, latent mental trace, 117

sankara, confusijon, 137

santkalana, synthetic judgement, 156

sat, real, 1{7

satpratipa‘..s\ahetu, counter-balancing
probans\,‘ 382 s

sadvada, dottrine of pre-existence, 24

santana, con\tinuum, 133

saptabhangi, a (complex) of sevenfold judg-
ment, F7

sabhapati, president, 251

sannikarsd, sense-object contact, 120

sapaksa, homologous instance, 78

sablya, members, 251

samavasarana, preaching hall, 88

samavdya, inherence, 130

samavetaguna, inherent property, 308

samadhdna, solution, 264

sambhava, possibility, 56

samyaktva, authenticity, 86

samyak, authentic, 56

sarvajiia, omniscient, 87

_ savikalpaka, determinate (knowledge), 121

sahakramabhava-niyama, universal necessi-
ty of synchronous and successive occur-
rence, 179

sahakarin, auxiliary condition, 130

sahabhavin, simultaneous, 179

. saksdtkara, direct observation, 306

samvyavahdrika, empirical (intuition), 96
sadhana, probans, 180; proof, 250
sadhanavdikya, syllogism, 267

-

e

-
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sddhanavyatirekin, not in opposition with
the probans, 231

sadhanavydvrtta, lacking the absence of the
probans, 231

sadharmya, similarity, 202

sadharmyadrstanta, exampie based on simi-
larity, 202

sadharmyasamd (jat), Parity per Similarity, 239

sadharandanaikantika, common inconclusive
(probans), 172

sddhya, probandum, 192

sadhyadharmin, subject, 217

sadhyasama (jati), Parity per Probandum, 239

samanyachala, casuistry based upon gene-
ralisation, 249

saripya, formal similarity obtaining between
a piece of cognition and its object, 319

sisadhayisita, intended to be proved, 192

sitksmakalakalabhana, awareness of minute
divisions of time, 325

siitra, aphorism, 158

sparsana, touch (sense), 98

sphutatva, transparence, 79

smarana, recollection, 159
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smrti, memory, 116
syadvada, doctrine of non-absolutism, 86
svanirnaya, cognition of (its own) self, 56
svaparabhasin, which reveals its own self as
well as another, 148
svaprakasa, self-revelatory, 305
svapratyaksa, self-perceptible, perceived by
itself, 305
svarupasiddha, non-existent eo ipso, 220
svavacanabadha, contradiction of one's own
statement, 194
svasarmvedana, self-cognition, 97
svartha (anumana), for one's own self (sub-
jective), 170
. HA
hanadibuddhi, judgements of avoidance and
‘the rest, 146
hetu, reason, 215
hetusamarthana, substantiation of the
probans, 395
hetvantara (nigrahasthina), amendment of
the reason, 264
hetvabhdsa, fallacies of reasons, 218



WORK-AUTHOR INDEX

(Quoted in Pramanamimamsa)

Ayogavyavacchedika (Hemacandra) : hymn
on scripture, 87; invective on divinities,
88; conception of Godhead, 88
Avasyakaniryukti (Bhadrabahu) : on compe-
~ tency of sense and object, 113
Jaiminiyadarsana (Jaimini) : definition of
perceptual cognition, 122
Tattvasangraha (ééntaraksita) : quotes
Kumarila on omniscience, 87; concep-
tion of dynamic self, 149; denial of recog-
nition as a unitary cognition, 159
Tattvarthaslokavartika (Vidyananda) : defi-
nition of organ of knowledge, 56
Tattvarthasatra (Umasvati) : means of ac-
quisition of knowledge, 53; definition of
avadhi, 93; on datum of mind, 107; on
scope of sensuous and non-sensuous
cognition, 107; definition of Reality, 127
Dasavaikalikasiitra : on consciousness of
earthbodied beings, 99 '
Dasavaikalikasatraniryukti (Bhadrabahu) :
on members of syllogism, 214
Dharmakirti : on inference as a separate
organ of knowledge, 73
Nydyabindu (Dharmakirti) : Twofold classi-
fication of organ of knowledge, 70;
definition of perceptual cognition, 121,
definition of conceptual construction, 121
Nydyabhdsya (Vitsyayana) : Scope of logical
discourse, 194, interpretation of
Nyayastitra on ‘abandonment of the the-
sis’, 259
Nydyamaiijari (Jayanta Bhatta) : on denial
of recollection as an organ of knowledge,
62; on doctrine of momentariness, 133;
on recognition by description, 156; in-

stance of cause as logical ground, 185;
instance of effect as probans, 186; on the
purpose of statement of Casuistry, etc.,
255 _

Nyayavartika (Uddyotakara) : interpretation
of Nyayasiitra on ‘abandonment of the
thesis’, 260

Nydyasdra (Bhasarvajfia) : definition of or-
gan of knowledge, 68 -

Nyayasitra (Aksapada) : definition of per-
ceptual cognition, 119; definition of tau-
tology, 211; members of a syllogism,
214; necessity of Disputation and Wran-
gling, 252; definition of Legitimate Dis-
course, 252; definitions of Disputation
and Wrangling, 253; occasion of cen-
sure, 258; definition of ‘abandonment of
the thesis,” 259; definition of ‘contradic-
tion of the thesis,’” 263; definition of
conclusion, 275; definition of ‘evasion’,
279; definition of ‘censure of the
uncensurable,’ 281; definition of ‘accep-
tance of the opposite position’, 282; def-
inition of ‘fallacy,” 283; definition of ‘de-
ficient,” 292; five members of syllogism,
292

Nyayavatara (SiddhasenaDivakara) : defini-
tion of organ of knowledge, 56; resultant
of organ of knowledge, 145; on twofold
employment of probans, 208.

Pariksamukhasiitra (Manikyanandin) : or-
gan of knowledge, 60

Pramanapariksa (Vidyanandin) : 53

Pramanavartika (Dharmakirti) : definition
of organ of knowledge, 68; structural
similarity between consciousness and
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physical object, 110, 111; efficiency, the
test of reality, 129; cause as a probans,
184; smoke proved as the effect of fire,
186; effect without cause impossible,
186; existence unprovable, 198; probans
the only necessary member of a syllo-
gism, 213

Pramanasamuccaya (Dignaga) : twofold clas-
sification of organ of knowledge, 70

Mahabhdsya (Pataiijala) : inefficiency of the
dependent, 130

Laghiyastrayt (Akalanka) : causal efficiency
incompatible with absolute momentari-
ness and absolute eternity, 83; refutation
of comparison as a separate organ, 158

Vadanyaya (Dharmakirti) : instance of lack
of material tautology in spite of verbal
repetition, 276; twofold classification of
occasion of censure, 283.

Visesavasyakabhasya (Jinabhadra) : exter-
nal objects known by inference, 94; def-
inition of retention, 117; duration of
disposition, 153

Sabarabhdsya (Sabarasvamin) : instrumen-
tality of scripture with reference to non-
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sensory object, 86; interpretation of the
‘Mimamsasitra on penceptual cognition,
124
Slokavartika (Kumarila) : concomitance of
knowledge of being and non-being, 76;
cognition of negation, 76; mutual depen-
dence oftranscendentintuition and scrip-
tural authority, 84; conditions of empir-
ical perception, 90 and 160; possibility of
definitionreproducing aknown fact, 122;
meaning of ‘sarn’ (in Mimarmsdsiitra on
perceptual cognition) stated, 123; ca-
pacity of senses limited to their respec-
tive objects, 160
Svetasvatara Upanisad : Supreme Male de-
“scribed, 84
Sanmatitarka (Siddhasena Divakara) :
Uliika’s system stated as untrue, 128
Sankhyakarika (Iévarakrsna) : definition of
perceptual cognition, 125
Siddhiviniscaya (Akalanka) : grounds for tran-
scendental knowledge, 85 and 86
Hetubindu (Dharmakarti) : contradiction and
universal concomitance irreconcilable,
177; statement of thesis redundant, 211.
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Citsukhi (of Citsukha) ! Nimayasagar
Khandanakhandakhadya (of Sriharsa) Lajarasa, Kashi
Siddhantabindu Kumbhakonam

(of Madhustidana Sarasvat1)
S"n'bh&..sya,‘(of Ramanuja)

Vedantaparibhasa Chowkhamba
(of Dharmarajadhvarindra)
Vedantasara (of Sadananda) Nirnayasagar, Bombay
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ivagin J. Shah, a renowned Sanskritist and
eminent scholar of Indian philosophy, has edited
the present work. His first work Akalanka's
Criticism of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy—a Study,
published in 1966, was widely acclaimed by
scholars all over the world. At present he has
several brilliant works to his credit. The
following are the works in English : Essays in
Indian Philosophy, Samantabhadra's
Aptamimamsa—Critique of an Authority, A
Study of Jayanta Bhatta's Nyayamanjari—a
Mature Sanskrit Work on Indian Logic (in three
parts). And the following works are in Gujarati:
Sankhya-Yoga, Nydya-VaiSesika, Bharatiya
Tattvajiiana, Sinkara Vedianta—Avidya,
Bauddha Dharma-Dars§ana, He has also given an
excellent English translation of Muni
Nyayavijayaji's voluminous important Gujarati
work Jaina-DarSana (English title: Jaina
Philosophy and Religion). Moreover, he has
edited, from the old original manuscripts, the
unpublished Nyayamaijari-Granthibhanga.
Again he has edited Jaina Theory of Multiple
Facets of Reality and Truth.
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