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PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

PRAMANAS AND LANGUAGE: A DISPUTE BETWEEN
DINNAGA, DHARMAKIRTI AND AKALANKA*

I

In Three Simple Chapters (Laghiyas-traya, LT), a concise though
seminal work on epistemology written by a Digambara Akalanka
Bhatta (c. 720-780), we come across a verse that contributed to some
controversy and to a variety of interpretations. It reads (LT 10cd—
11ab):

Jjhanam adyam matih saryia cinta cabhinibodhikam |
- pran nama-yojanac chesam $rutarm Sabddnuyojanat ||

Its contents is rather lucid and straightforward, it would seem. At
first attempt, we could render it as follows:

Int. 1 *The first [kind of] cognition [comprises] sensuous cognition (here: memory),
recognitive cognition, and inductive thinking [and] determined cognition, [and oc-
curs] before the association with name (speech). The remaining [kind of cognition] is
testimonial (mediated) cognition on account of the application of speech.’

The interpretation of the verse should not be very problematic. In
it Akalanka continues his exposition of his epistemological ideas.
Here he iterates the idea that there are only two cognitive criteria
‘(pramana) divided into perception (pratyaksa) and indirect cogni-
tion (paroksa). The first variety comprises four subtypes: (1) sensuous
cognition (matijiiana), which embraces all cognitive processes that are
directly based, on the activity of sense organs and that culminate in
the act of retention (dharana), or ‘saving’ the directly perceived image
of an object to the residue memory; (2) recognitive cognition, the idea

* The present paper is a part of my research subsidised by the Alexander von
Humboldt-Stiftung.

' For the reasons why I consistently render pramana as ‘cognitive criterion® see:
Balcerowicz (2001a: 140-145, n. 4).
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of which is the determination and identification of things through
comparing them with their image preserved in memory; (3) inductive
thinking, or association, that consists in generalisation on the basis of
a series of single similar events; in the course of it, general ideas,
images, principles and rules are derived that may later serve as a
background for universal generalisations, indispensable to any
inference; and finally (4) determined cognition which completes
sense-related cognitive processes with a definite concluston; for that
reason the final stage is also called ‘inference’ (anumana).? The second
variety includes all remaining kinds of cognitive process, which in the
above verse are given a joint name of testimonial (mediated) cogni-
tion (§ruta), the common feature of which is that they are all mediated
cognitions, as opposed to the first variety of cognitions that are ac-
quired directly by the cogniser. The very possibility of cognition to be
mediated, i.e., to be conveyed to other people, is due to language,
which is the vehicle of information and the means of expressing the
contents of one’s own knowledge. For this reason, Akalanka seems to
relate the first variety of cognition, viz. perception, with non-verbal
sphere, and the second variety, viz. indirect cognition, with the use of
language and application of verbal symbols. :

The continuator of Akalanka’s ideas, a commentator of a number
of works and an author of independent treatises, Vidyananda
Patrakesarisvamin (first half of 9th century) quotes the above verse of
Laghiyas-traya and offers his own paraphrase of its contents, which
entirely agrees with Interpretation I

Int. 2 ‘The first [kind of] cognition [comprises] memory, recognitive cognition,
inductive thinking and determined cognition; it arises before the association with
name (speech). The remaining [kind of cognition] is testimonial (mediated) cognition
[that arises] on account of the application of speech.

As for this idea, Akalafika said the following: “The first [kind of] cognition [com-
prises] sensuous cognition (here: memory), recognitive cognition, and inductive

2 Clearly, the Sanskrit term anumana has a much wider connotation than ‘infer-
ence’. In a number of contexts it refers to all kinds of reasoning which is based on
symbols (including speech elements) of any system of coding; it proceeds from one
symbol (word or idea), that has already been comprehended, to another, new one, of
which we know it is related to the former one. In this way the term ‘anumana’ is
applicable to typical cases of inference, but also to the use of language in which
words as symbols connote ideas (universals), which are further related with each
other or with their referents. This aspect of anumana is clearly visible, for instance, in
Difnaga’s system. This also explains why Akalafika takes abhinibodha and anumana
as synonyms.
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thinking [and]>determined cognition, [and occurs] before the association with name
(speech). The remaining [kind of cogmuon] is testimonial (mediated) cognition on
account of the application of speech”.”

3 TSVA, 239:
Jhanam adyam smrtih samjna cinta cabhinibodhikam/
prag-nama-sarivvrtam Sesam Srutam Sabdanuyojanat |/
atrakalanka-devah prahuh —
Jjnanam adyam smrtih samjia cinta cabhinibodhikam |
pran nama-yojandc chesam Srutam Sabdanuyojanat ||
These two verses are followed by Vidyananda’s comment, which is additionally
interesting in term of the qualitative usage of the particle eva (TSVA, p. 239-240):
tatrédari vicaryate — mati-jaanad adyad abhinibodhika-paryantac chesam Srutam
Sabdanuyojanad evéty avadharanam, Srutam eva $abdanuyojanad iti va? yadi $rutam
eva S$abdanuyojanad iti purva-niyamah tada na kascid virodhah, Sabda-sarisysta-
Jhanasya asruta-jianatva-vyavacchedat. atha sabdanuyojanad eva Srutam iti nivamal,
tada Srotra-mati-piarvakam eva Srutam na caksur-adi-mati-purvakam iti siddhanta-
virodhah syat. sarivyavaharikam Sabdam jiianam Srutam ity apeksaya tatha-niyame tu
nésta-badhasti caksur-adi-mati-parvakasyapi Srutasya paramarthato ‘bhyupagamat
sva-samaya-pratipatteh. — As regards the idea, it is [now] examined. The remaining

[kind of cognition different] from sensuous cognition, which is the first [kind of cog-
nition], (with its varieties] up to determined cognition, is testimonial cognition. Isit the
restriction of the following kind: [1] “Testimonial cognition [arises] exclusively on
account of the application of [articulated] speech” or [2] “Exclusively testimonial
cognition [arises] on account of the application of [articulated] speech™? [Ad 2] If it is
the foregoing restriction: “Exclusively testimonial cognition [arises] on account of the
application of [articulated] speech”, then there is no contradiction, because [in this way]
it is excluded that the cognition connected with [articulated] speech is non-testimonial
cognition. [Ad 1] If the restriction is: “Testimonial cognition [arises] exclusively on
account of the application of [articulated] speech™, then testimonial cognition is
exclusively [such a cognition] that is preceded by sensuous cognition derived from the
organof hearing, it is not [a cognition] preceded by sensuous cognition derived from the
organ of seeing and other [senses]; [and] that would yield a contradiction with the
doctrine. But if [we dssume] such a restriction in dependence on the rule that

“testimonial cognition is conventional verbal cognition”, then there is no
accepted (sc legitimate) subversion, because testimonial cognition is [then] ultimately
accepted —in accordance with the contention of [our] own doctrine ~ as also [a cognmon]
preceded by sensuous cognition [derived from all sense-organs such as] the eye, etc.’ For
" Vidyananda'’s further comments that follow this passage see n. 85. To explicate Akal-
anka's idea, Vidyananda Patrakesarisvamin adds in the same spirit in TSVA, p. 243:
Sabdanuyojanat tv esa Srutam astv aksa-vittivat |
sambhavabhava-sarvittir arthapattis tathdnuma |/
namdsarmsysta-riapa hi matir esa prakirtita |
natah kascid virodho ’sti syad-vadamrta-bhoginam || —

— ‘But if this [sensuous cognition were to arise] on account of the application of
speech, then let it be testimonial cognition (sc. indirect cognition), like cognition
derived from sense-organs, and [other cognitive criteria such as] equivalence,
apprehension of absence [as negative proof] as well as inference [which arise on
account of the application of speech]. However, this sensuous cognition has been
declared to have the form which is disconnected from name (speech). Therefore,
there is no contradiction for those who take delight in the nectar of the doctrine of
modal description.’
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The only difference between Vidyananda and Akalanka is the use
of the term ‘mati’ (sensuous cognition), which is replaced by Vi-
dyananda with an unequivocal term ‘smyti’ (memory). This should
not surprise us because Akalanka himself uses these two terms
interchangeably several times (cf. LT 25, LTV 61). This apparent
synonymity of such seemingly divergent concepts as ‘sensuous cog-
nition’ (which approximates the idea of perception) and ‘memory’ is
in itself a bit eccentric, and will necessitate further explanation.

In his commentary on Siddhasena Divakara’s Sammati-tarkapra-
karana, another Jaina thinker Abhayadeva-suri (l11th century)
extensively commented on the issue of the division of cognitive
processes and their relation to language, raised by Akalanka in the
above verse:

Such a cognition [which occurs] before the association with speech is sensuous
cognition; it [becomes] the remaining [kind of cognition], viz. testimonial (mediated)
cognition, which is of various subdivisions, which is produced owing to the appli-
cation of speech and which is unclear cognition.*

‘Here, the division is as follows: such cognition [which occurs]
before the association with speech, which is divided into memory etc.
and which operates as being capable of activating infallible practical
action is sensuous cognition; however, [such a cognition] which is
manifested as a result of the association with speech is in its entirety
testimonial (mediated) cognition.”

Abhayadeva confirms the initial analysis of the contents of Akal-
anka’s verse. Interestingly, we find a new element in Abhayadeva’s
exposition, which was absent in Akalanka’s: the reference to the
practical side of cognition which is ‘capable of activating infallible
practical action’ (avisamvadi-vyavahara-nirvartana-ksamam) — a clear
influence of the well-know idea of Dharmakirti, viz. the efficacy to
execute causally efficient action (artha-kriya-samarthya).

If we suppose that what Vidyananda and Abhayadeva say, which
is unanimous with Interpretation 1, accurately depicts what Akalanka
had in mind, we still face a serious difficulty: how is it possible to
reconcile such processes as memory, recognition, recollection,

4 TBV, p. 553.13-14: prak sabda-yomnat mati-jianam etat Sesam.aneka-prabhedarn
sabda-yOJanad upajayamanam avisadam jianari Srutam.
5 TBV, p. 553.20-21: atra ca yat Sabda-sarnyojanat prak smrty-adikam avisarivadi-
vyavahara-nirvartana-ksamam pravartate tan matih, Sabda-samyojanat pradur-bhitari
tu sarvam Srutam iti vibhagah.
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inductive thinking (association) or inference with the idea of direct
cognition, or -perception? And that is precisely what all these inter-
pretations imply. In addition, Akalanka understandably relates
inference (anumana) to indirect cognition (paroksa) at another place
(LT 4). Did he not notice the contradiction to which his statement of
LT 10cd-11ab leads to, namely that inference, said to be synonymous
with determined cognition (abhinibodhika = mati-jiana), merges in
character with direct cognition, or perception? Was this difficulty not
noticed by his commentators?

The premonition that the initial Interpretation I may not portray
Akalanka’s intentions adequately finds its confirmation with
Prabhacandra-sari (11'" century), the author of the Nyaya-kumuda-
candra (NKC), the main commentary on Akalanka’s Laghiyas-traya. His
gloss on the verse accentuates entirely different aspects and the overall
interpretation conveys ideas that radically oppose Interpretation I

Inf. 3 ‘The first [kind of] cognition is sensuous cognition. Memory, recognitive
cognition, as well as inductive thinking and determined cognition are the remaining
- [kinds of cognition, different from sensuous cognition,] viz. [they make up] testi-
monial (mediated) cognition [which occurs] before the association with name
(speech) and on account of the application of speech.”

¢ The above translation follows Prabhacandra’s commentary, the complete text of
which runs as follows (NKC, p. 404.4-405.9): yat prathama-karikayam ‘Sesam’
avisadam jranam ity uktam tat kim? Srutam avispasta-tarkanam ‘Srutam avispasta-
tarkanam™® ity-abhidhanat. kim yat nama-yojanaj jayate 'visadam jhanam tad eva
Srutam, utanyad api? ity aha — prah nama-yojanat. namnah abhidhanasya yojanat
piirvam upajayate yad aspastarn jianam tac chrutam nama-yojandjanitarthaspasta’-
Jjhana-sadharmyad ity-abhiprayah. cinta ca ity atra ca-Sabdo® bhinna-prakramah
vabdanuyo;an&t lt} asyanantaram drastavyah. tena na kevalam nama-yojanat pirvam
yad aspastam /nanam upajayate tad eva Srutart kim tu sabdanuyo;anac ca yad upa-
‘javate tad api Srutam ity sangrhitam bhavati. ki tad? ity aha - samjna ity adi. cinta ca
ity ayam ca-Sabdah punar bhinna-prakramah matih 1ty asyanantaram smrti-samuc-
caydrtho drastavyah. tena smrty-ady avisadar Jjhanam® Srutam ity uktam bhavati.
indriya-prabhavarin mati*-jianam tu desato vatsadya-sambhavat samvyavaharikam
pratyaksam ity uktam. tasya Srutasya kim karanam? ity aha — jnanam adyam karanam
kim-nama? ity aha — matih iti. na cagama-v:rodhah — ‘mati-piirvarit Srutam” ity-ab-
hidhanat. - *‘What is this “remaining” [cognition] of which it was said in the first verse
(sc. LT 3) that it is unclear cognition? [It is] testimonial cognition, which is indistinct
suppositional reasoning, [thus] on account of the explicit statement: ‘Testimonial
cognition is indistinct suppositional reasoning’. Is testimonial cognition only that
which arises through the association with name (speech), or also something else? To
answer this, [Akalanka] says: before the association with name (speech). That non-
lucid cognition which arises prior to the association with name, i.e., verbal statement,
is testimonial cognition, because it is similar to the non-lucid cognition of an object
which is not produced by the association with name — such is [Akalanka’s] intention.
In the following [phrase]: and inductive thinking, the speech element ‘and’ occurs in
the irregular position (sc. is displaced) and should be interpreted immediately
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To understand Prabhacandra’s commentary it is crucial to notice the
following equivocation: he applies the same term ‘mati’ twice in two
different meanings. First, the term is taken in the sense of ‘sensuous
cognition’ in the phrase “The first [kind of] cognition is sensuous cog-
nition’ (jranam adyam matih = NKC: jnanam adyam karanam. kim-
nama? ity aha — matih iti). Secondly, Prabhacandra uses it again in the
sense ‘memory;’ (mati = smyti) in the phrase: ‘Memory, recognitive
cognition, as well as inductive thinking and determined cognition are
the remaining [kinds of cognition] viz. testimonial cognition’ (matih
samjna cinta cabhinibodhikam. . Sesam Srutam). He tries to justify his
interpretational ‘manoeuvre’ by way of explaining various positions of
the copula ‘ca’, thatis said to be placed wrongly, and suggesting that the
actual sequence of words in the verse is slightly different. However,
Prabhacandra is justified in taking the term ‘mati’ to mean ‘memory’
(smyti), apart from its usual meaning, by the Jaina tradition itself, e.g.,
by Umasvamin’s remark that ‘sensuous cognition, memory, recogni-
tive cognition, inductive thinking [and] determined cognition are syn-
onymous expressions’ (TS 1.13: matih smytih samjnacintabhinibodha ity
anarthantaram) a statement that also Akalanka refers to at another
occasion (SViV 2.17, p. 115.15-18).

The implication of Prabhacandra’s interpretation is that such
cognitive processes as memory, recognitive cognition, inductive -

(Foonote 6 Continued).
after the phrase: on account of application of speech. Therefore, not only is testi-
monial cognition that [cognition] which arises prior to the association with name
(speech), but also is testimonial cognition that [cognition] which arises on account of
the application of speech — thus has [the idea] been recapitulated. What is this
[testimonial cognition]? To answer this, [Akalanka] says: recognitive cognition etc.
This speech element “and” [in the phrase] and inductive thinking, occurs again in the
irregular position (displaced) and should be interpreted immediately after the phrase:
sensuous cognition, as having the meaning of conjunction with ‘memory’. Thus, what
this amounts to is the following: memory, etc. are unclear cognition, i.e., testimonial
cognition. However, sensuous cognition, which has its origin in senses, has been
described as conventional perception [in LTV 4], in so far as it can occur as partially
[having] clarity. What is the cause of this testimonial cognition? To answer this,
[Akalanka] says: the first [kind of] cognition is the cause [of this testimonial cogni-
tion]. What is its name? To answer this, [Akalanka] says: sensuous cognition. There is
no contradiction with the scriptural testimony [of TS 1.13], because of the explicit
statement: “Testimonial cognition is preceded by sensuous cognition” [TS 1.20].’
a Cf TSVA, p. 237: Srutam aspastam tarkanam.

® $r: yojanaj janitdrthdspasta.
© A Sr: atra Sabdo.

4 A, Sr: avifada- -jranam.

¢ B: °-prabhava-mati-°.
1S 1.20.
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thinking or determined cognition are separated from sensuous cog-
nition (mati-jrana). Such an opinion of Prabhacandra, in turn, con-
tradicts the gist of Umasvamin’s aphorism of TS 1.13, quoted above.
Granted Prabhacandra’s exposition be correct, Akalanka would have
to renounce another vital tenet of Jaina tradition, which he did accept
on other occasions explicitly, and thereby he would inevitably run
into contradiction again. The problematic nature of such an inter-
pretation was evident to Prabhacandra, who was quick to add in the
concluding section of the gloss (NKC, p. 405.7-9) that: “There is no
contradiction with the scriptural testimony [of TS 1.13], because of
the explicit statement: “Testimonial cognition is preceded by sensu-
ous cognition” [TS 1.20].” This artifice of interpreting the sequence of
cognitive acts such as memory, etc. in terms of their causes does not
explain the difficulty away: these cognitive acts (sc. memory etc.) may
be cdused by perception but it does not mean that they all share with
it the same nature.

11

To understand the contents of Akalanka’s enigmatic verse and its
far-reaching consequences, one should take a closer look at the his-
torical context in which Akalanka formulated it and a range of ideas
which" are at its intellectual background, namely the centuries-old
discussion among Indian philosophers what cognitive criterion
(pramana) is and what its true nature consists in. It is also important
to take into account some important shifts in its understanding
among the Jainas themselves.

" The very notion of ‘cognitive criterion’ (pramana) was a foreign
body in the system of the early evolving Jaina theory of cognition. It
- was adopted gradually under the influence of the methodological-
analytical stream of Anviksiki and the Nyaya school. The influence is
undeniably attested by the choice of terminology and the typology of
cognitive criteria which we find in Jaina Agamas, which follows that of
Anviksiki and Nyaya. The appropriation of the idea of ‘cognitive
criterion’ by Jaina thinkers must have taken place probably after 1st
or 2nd century CE, i.e., when the term and its divisions had already
become well-established in the Anviksiki and Nyaya traditions. Ini-
tially, in Jaina sources, the term pramana referred exclusively to
classifications known from these two traditions, and comprised: per-
ception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), analogy-based reasoning
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(aupamya) and scriptural testimony (@gama).’ Interestingly, the no-
tion of ‘cognitive criteria’ was introduced into Jainism as an idea
(along with its classification), not as a separate term. Before the Jainas
started using the term ‘pramana’, the current term was ‘hetu’ (Prakrit
heii), or ‘source of cognition’ or ‘cognitive tool’.® That was also in
perfect harmony with the usage we find in the Caraka-sambhita.’

Further, the earliest fragments of Jaina texts of epistemological
relevance (probably after about 3rd or 2nd century BCE) testify that
Jainas applied two schemes of classification of cognition that may
have coexisted as complementaries.

The first scheme distinguished two basic kinds of cognition: imme-
diate, direct cognition (pratyaksa) and mediated, indirect cognition’
(paroksa). In the initial phase of the development of Jaina epistemology
the borderline between them was regulated by the interpretation of
what ‘aksa’, or ‘perceiving organ’, is. Until 6th — 7th centuries, for the
Jainas the eye and other sense organs were merely physical or physio-
logical mediators in acquiring cognition. The exclusive ‘perceiving
organ’ was the cognitive subject (atman) himself, or ‘living element’
(jiva), viz. the soul. All cognition which occurs in the cognitive subject
(the soul) without the assistance of any additional factors, such as
sense-organs or the mind, was taken to be immediate and direct
(pratyaksa), whereas any cognitive act which could not possibly take
place without the support of senses, etc. was considered 1nd1rect
(paroksa).

Such an approach conspicuously differed from the mainstream of
Indian epistemology and general usage with which basically most
Indian thinkers complied: direct cognition, or perception, originates
in senses, whereas any cognition that follows the activities of the
mind is an indirect variety of cognition, and these varieties were
named and classified differently. No wonder that Jaina terminological
usage must have seemed awkward to many and may have led to
unnecessary misunderstanding and complications.

The second typology comprised five kinds of cognition: sensuous
cognition (mati-jiana), testimonial cognition (Sruta-jAana), clair-

" Viy 5.4.26[3] (vol. 1, p. 201.1-2): pamane cauvvihe pannatte, tarn jaha - pac-
cakkhe, anumane, ovamme, agame.

8 Than 336 (p. 149): ahava heii cauvvihe pannatte, tar jaha — paccakkhe anumane
ovamme agame.

° E.g. CarS 3.8.33: atha hetuh — hetur namépalabdhi-karanam. tat pratyaksam
anumanam aitihyam aupamyam iti.
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voyance (avadhi-jiana), mind-reading (manah-paryaya-jiana'®) and
absolute knowledge (kevala-jiiana).'' These two models were quickly
combined into one consistent scheme which became the standard
for centuries to come. It also comprised subdivisions, or stages, of
sensuous cognition: sensation (avagraha), cogitation (iha), percep-
tual judgement (avaya'?) and retention (dharana). The scheme found

its classical formulation with Umasvamin in the Tattvartha-sitra
(TS):!?

cognitive criteria (pramana)

4

indirect cognition (paroksa) direct cognition (pratyaksa)
—— Sensuous cognition (mari-jiiana) clairvoyance (avadhi-jiiana)
- scriptural cognition (Sruta-jidna) mind-reading (manah-parydya-jiana)

absolute knowledge (kevala-jiiana)
| sensation (avagraha)
|— cogitation (tha)

— perceptual judgement (apdya)

L retention (dharana)

Model 1

'® The Digambaras, including Akalanka (RVar), preferred the variant: manah-
paryaya-jhana.

" Viy 8.2.22-23 (p. 336): ...parhcavihe nane pannatte, tam jaha — abhinibohiya-nane
suya-nane ohi-nane manapajjava-nane kevala-nane. ... abhinibohiya-nane catuvvihe
pannatte, tari jaha - uggaho iha avdo dharana. Nam$ 6[28-29] i 8 (pp. 6, 9):
...nanadamsana-gunanam... nanam paricaviham pannattam. tam jaha — abhinibohiya-
' nanam suya-nanam ohi-nanar manapajjava-nanari kevala-nanam.

'> The Svetambaras prefer the term apaya.

" TS 1.9-12, 15. Umasvamin’s actual classification, based on classifications found
also in the Agamas, was far more complex and contained the blanket idea of ‘cog-
nitive application’ (upayoga): (1) jiana: (1) abhinibodhika-jiana with four stages: (a)
avagraha, (b) iha, (c) apaya, (d) dharana, (2) Sruta-jAana, (3) avadhi-jiana, (4) manah-
paryaya-jiana, (5) kevala-jiana, (11) darsana: (1) caksur-darsana, (2) acaksurdarsana,
(4) avadhi-darsana, (5) kevala-darsana. Comp. Viy 2.10.9(2] (p. 115): ..jive nam
anartanar abhinibohiya-nana-pajjavanarh evarm suta-nana-pajjavanam ohi-nana-paj-
Javanam manapajjava-nana-pajjavanam kevala-nana-pajjavanarn - mati-annana-paj-
Jjavanarm  suta-annana-pajjavanam  vibhamga-nana-pajjavanam  cakkhu-darmsana-
pajjavanam acakkhu-damsana-pajjavanam ohi-damsana-pajjavanam kevala-darsana-
pajjavanarin uvaogarm gacchati, upayoga-lakkane nam jive. .. See also STP 2.3, 5, 6, 8,
16, 23, 27.
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Model 1 underwent various modifications. One of them was to
introduce the division into cognitions that are distinct, having definite
contents (sakara = jiana), and indistinct, not having any definite
contents (anakara = darsana, ‘vision’)."*

All these historical remarks are necessary to understand Aka-
lanka’s intention underlying the problematic verse. It will also be vital
to bear in mind that Akalanka penned the Royal commentary (RVar)
on Umasvamin’s Tattvartha-sitra, which represented the above
Model 1. As the author to the most fundamental Jaina text, which
has been considered the paramount exposition of Jaina doctrine until
today, Akalanka not only knew the above scheme but also accepted
it, at least declaratively. What it practically meant was that he had to
avoid any open contradictions with the tradition he glossed.

11

Around the 7th and 8th centuries some radical changes were intro-
duced into Jaina systematics, which were subsequently endorsed by
Akalanka. The ‘culprits’ were Patrasvamin, the author of the lost
Trilaksana-kadarthana, Siddhasena Mahamati, the author of the
Nyayavatara (NA),"> and the fundamental shift was directly com-
pelled by certain Buddhist ideas and new epistemological concepts -
introduced by Dinnaga and Dharmakirti.

14 Cf. the following Canonical model (AnD): pramana: (1) jaana: (1) pratyaksa: (a)
indriya-pratyaksa (Srotra, caksus, ghrana, jihva, sparsa), (b) no-indriya-pratyaksa:
(avadhi, manah-paryaya, kevala), (2) anumana: (a) parvavat, (b) sesavat, (c) sadhar-
mya, (3) aupamya [...], (4) agama [...], (I1) darSana: (1) caksur-darsana, (2) acaksur-
darsana, avadhi-darsana, kevala-darsana; see AnD 435-471 (p. 173=179): [435] se kim
tam jiva-guna-ppamane? ... tam jaha — nana-guna-ppamane damsana-guna-ppamane
caritta-guna-ppamane. [436] se kim tam nana-guna-ppamane? ... tam jaha — paccakkhe
anumane ovamme agame. [437) se ki tam paccakkhe? ... tam jaha — imdiya-pacca-
kkhe, noimdiya-paccakkhe ya. [438] se ki tam imdiya-paccakkhe? ... tam jaha —
soimdiya-paccakkhe cakkhur-imdiya-paccakkhe ghanimdiya-paccakkhe jibbhimdiya-
paccakkhe phasimdiya-paccakkhe. se tam imdiya-paccakkhe. [439] se kim tam
noimdiya-paccakkhe? ... tam jaha — ohi-nana-paccakkhe manapajjava-nana-paccakkhe
kevala-nana-paccakkhe. se tam noirmdiya-paccakkhe. se tarm paccakkhe. [440] se kim
tar anumane? .., tam jaha — puvvam sesavam dittha-sahammavarm...[471] se kim tam
darmsana-guna-ppamane? ... tam jaha — cakkhu-darsana-guna-ppamane acakkhu-
damsana-guna-ppamane ohi-damsana-guna-ppamane kevala damsana-guna-ppamane
ceva. cakkhu-damsane cakkhu-damsanissa ghada-pada-kada-raghadievsu davvesu,
acakkhu-damsane acakkhu-damsanissa aya-bhave, ohidamsanam-damsanissa davva-
davvehzm savva-pajjavehi ya. se tam damsana-guna-ppamane

5 Since the author of the Nyayavatara is different from Siddhasena DlVakdl‘d the
author of the Sammati-tarka-prakarana, it is advisable to refer to the former as
Siddhasena Mahamati, see: Balcerowicz (2001b).
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One of the two sources of new Jaina classification, which found its
earliest and fullest expression in the Nyayavatara, was Dinnaga’s
wellknown statement of PS and PSV 1.2:

The two cognitive criteria are perception and inference, [because] the cognoscible
object has two characteristic. . .

For there is no cognoscible other than the individually marked (unique particular)
and the generally marked (universal thing), because we shall further demonstrate
that perception has as its datum the individually marked (unique partlculdr) whereas
inference has as its datum the generally marked (universal thing)."®

The passage introduced a new ground for distinguishing two
cognitive criteria: two divergent aspects of reality, which can be
known either in terms of absolutely unique sensation, or a sense
impression which points to itself only, or in terms of concepts that
actually convey a synthetised image, embedded in a set of relations
that allow the cogniser to group items, construct hierarchies of ob-
jects, draw inferences etc., and, finally, to make use of speech, as the
medium of all concepts. It is precisely its application that draws the
‘line of distinction between the two spheres:

Perception is free from conceptual construction, [which, in its turn,] is connected
with name, class, etc."’

Perceptual data that constitute the contents of perception, such as
a particular patch of colour, a unique touch sensed in a particular
moment etc., carry the information which does not extend over their
actuality: the unique particular communicates nothing but its self, or
its presence. The contents of ‘inference’, which actually stands for any
kind of valid speech- and concept-related piece of cognition, is arti-
ficially constructed, generated on the basis of a range of perceptual

'® PS, PSV 1.2:
pratyaksam anumanarm ca pramane laksana-dvayam |
- prameyam. ..
na hi sva-samanyg-laksanabhyam aparam prameyam asti. sva-laksana-visayarm hi
pratyaksam, samanya-laksana-visayam anumanam iti prattpadaylsyamah Quoted in
Prajiiakaragupta, PVA, p. 169.3, 213.6 and by Sirhha-suri in DNCV, p. 88.3-89.1;
On this quotation see HATTORI (1968: 76-79, notes 1.11, 1.13, 1.14) and E. Steink-
ellner’s notes 44 (p. 28) and 51 (p. 29-30) PVin II,. Cf. also NM, p. 50: As regards
one’s understanding there are only two pramanas, I mean: inference and direct
perception (pratyaksa and anumana) since [the other pramanas admitted by different
schools] such as tradition (Sabda), analogy (upamana) etc. are include in these two.
Thus there are only pramanas, by which can apprehend the thing in itself (svalaksana)
and its generality (samanyalaksana). There is no other knowable besides these two,
which can be apprehended by a pramana different from those [already referred to].’
'7 PS, 1.3cd: pratyaksarm kalpanapodharih nama-jaty-adi-yojana. Cf. Hattori (1968:
83, 85).
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data, memory and conceptual framework imposed on the perceptual
data by the language; such conceptualisation conveys a generalised
object, be it an arrangement of various perceptual data that have
been independently apprehended by different sense organs and sub-
sequently correlated with each other into one ‘whole’, or a set-up of
abstracted features, the essential nature of which are its relations with
other conceptual entities.'® It is precisely what facilitates acquisition,
or expansion of knowledge of a conceptual object B; of which we
have no direct knowledge, on the basis of an object A, which has
already become the contents of our cognition and of which we know
that it is related to the object B by a certain relation R. Dinnaga
maintains, that the rules governing acquisition of knowledge and
co-ordination of its contents are the same wherever any system of
symbols is involved.'” All cognitive processes based on symbols,
including verbal communication, can be therefore classified as
inference, and for this reason

Verbal cognition is not an additional cognitive criterion, different from inference,
because it names its object through [the procedure known as] “exclusion of the
other” in the same way as [the inference: “x is lmpermanem because it is produced”,
determines its object to have the quality of lmpermanence on the basis of the
already known quality of] “being produced” etc.?’

For Dinnaga all our knowledge can be organised in two discon-
nected compartments, the latter of which is defined by two coexten-
sive and inseparable ideas: conceptualisations and speech. Whether
we reach the conclusion that there is fire on a mountain by relying on
fire’s specific mark, or symbol, viz. smoke which we directly perceive,
or by relying on the term ‘fire’, which is verbally communicated to us,
both these procedures are essentially not distinct from each other: a
symbol triggers the knowledge of its bearer to which it is ‘attached’.
Both reliable statements referring to things invisible to us and phe-
nomena perceived by us, of which we know are attributes of other
objects, serve the same purpose in precisely the same manner: ‘Since

18 Cf. Herzberger (1986: 106-144), Hayes (1988: 133-144). As regard the historical
background which influenced the development of the idea of the unique particular
(svalaksana) as the object of perception see: Singh (1984: 117-135).

% Cf. e.g., Hayes (1988: 173-219).

20 pPSS.I:
na pramandantaram Sabdam anumanat tatha hi tat |
krtakatvadivat svartham anydpohena bhasate |/

The original acc. to TSaP 1513-1514. Cf. the translation in: Hayes (1988 300) and
Herzberger (1986: 145-146).
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there is similarity in terms of infallibility [as regards] the utterance of
an authoritative person, it has the status of inference’.?! What we
eventually learn via these two procedures is likewise not different
from each other: the cognitive contents is always a general, verbally
expressible concept, not a particular individual. In this sense we
acquire a vague idea of the inferred or verbally communicated thing,
i.e., of its general features only that would not, however, allow us to
identify any particular individual on its basis, or to distinguish
between similar individuals covered by the same concept.

What Dinnaga actually does in his analysis is to search for one
clear criterion that help us reduce all sound cognitive phenomena to a
minimum number of subtypes of cognitions.

As it is well known, this general conceptual framework was taken over
by Dharmakirti who introduced some crucial innovations (PV; 2.1-3):

[1] Cognitive criteria are two, depending on two kinds of data [which, in their turn, are
also two] because of their potential (in the case of perception) or lack of potential (in the
case of inference) to execute causally efficient action. [For instance], a hair-net is not [a
- really existing] object, because it does not [warrant] the fulfilment of [a causally efficient
action that concludes with the appropriation of] the object.
[2][We recognise that there are only two cognitive criteria] also because of similarity (in
the case of inference) and lack of similarity (in the case of perception), and also because
of the [capability of the data to become] the contents (in the case of inference) or not [to
become] the contents (in the case of perception) of speech, and also because [the ob-
ject’s] image is either present or absent when other causal factors are present.
[3] What is capable of causally efficient action is [called] here the ultimately existent;
what is different is called the conventionally real. These two are [respectively] the
individually marked (unique particular) and the generally marked (universal thing).22

21 pS 2.5: apta-vadavisarmvada-samanyad anumanata | As quoted in PVSVy (p.
108.1) and incorporated into PV4 3.216 / PVSV, (p. 109.5-11) = PV, 3.216, PVSV;
(p.7]2.21726).
= PV 2.1-3:
manari dvividhar visaya-dvaividhyac chakty-asaktitah |
artha-kriyayam kesadir nartho 'narthadhimoksatah |/
* sadr$asadrsatvac ca visayavisayatvatah |

$abdasyanya-nimittanari bhave dhi-sad-asattvatah ||

artha-kriya-samartharm yat tad atra paramdrtha-sat |

anyat sarhvrti-sat proktan te sva-samanya-laksane [/

Cf also NB 1.12-17: [12] tasya visayah sva-laksanam. [13] yasyarthasya

samnidhanasarnidhanabhyam jaana-pratibhasa-bhedas tat sva-laksanam. [14] tad eva

paramdrtha-sat. . [15] artha-kriya-samarthya-laksanatvad ~vastunah. [16] anyat
samanya-laksanam. [17] so ‘numanasya visayah. — “The datum for this [perception] is
the individually marked (unique particular). An object in the case of which [we
experience] the change in [its] representation in cognition depending on [its] prox-
imity or distance is what is individually marked. Nothing else but this [unique par-
ticular] is the ultimately existent, because any real thing is characterised by the
efficacy to execute causally efficient action. What is different [from it] is the generally
marked (universal thing). It is the datum for inference.’



356 PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

In these three verses Dharmakirti takes over Dinnaga’s twofold
classification of pramanas in accordance with two kinds of cognos-
cible objects. In addition, however, the datum for perception fulfils an
additional condition: it is endowed with the capability, or potential,
to execute causally efficient action (artha-kriya-samarthya). In other
words, what is ultimately existent is also causally efficient and triggers
perception; when it is subsequently manifested in the cognition as an
image (pratibhasa), or verbally expressible concept,* and no longer
stands for what it really is but for a whole class or bundle of features,
it is neither causally efficient nor ultimately real.*

Inference, on the other hand, is inseparable from conceptualization
and mentally abstracted ideas which are based on similarities which'—
and that is also Dharmakirti’s innovation, that goes back to
Bhartrhari®* — do not exist in real individuals but are superimposed
on the phenomenal world. The existence of common features in really
existing things is a product of the mind, and it is the fundament for
concepts and symbols, including linguistic symbols. Similarity, or
generic features, cannot be observed directly in perception: it is the
mind that correlates all the perceived data in classes in accordance
with the framework imposed by language, and the correlatum of the
framework is conventional reality (samvyti-satya). Accordingly, the
contents of inference, viz. the objects indicated by words, symbols.
and ideas, are conventions dictated by the language. Ultimately real
things, absolutely unique, void of any likeness to other objects and
not amenable to verbal means of expression, never enter conceptual
thinking or mental images (dhi). Dharmakirti avails himself of the
nomenclature coined by Dinnaga (sva-laksana and samanya-laksana),
who took recourse to Vasubandhu’s statements,?® but gives it a new

¥ Cf. PV 2.53d-54:

...meyam tv ekam sva-laksanam [/

tasmad artha-kriya-siddheh sad-asatta-vicaranat |

tasya sva-para-ripabhyam gater meya-dvayarm matam |/
* Cf. Herzberger (1986: 81-83, 102-103).

25 AKBh, 4.14cd (p. 349.11-13): kayar sva-samanya-laksanabhyam pariksate,
vedanari cittarin dharmams ca. svabhava evaisari sva-laksanam. samanya-laksanam tv
anityata samskrtanam duhkhata sasravanam Sinyatanatmate sarva-dharmanam. —
‘The body is [now being] examined, as well as sensation, consciousness and ele-
mentary constituents of reality, by way of [their] particular and general character-
istic. The particular characteristic is their essential nature alone. The general
characteristic, on the other hand, is the impermanence in case of [elementary con-
stituents] that are contingent, the condition of suffering in case of [elementary con-
stituents] that are [suffused] with the [four] defilements and both emptiness and
insubstantiality in case of all elementary constituents.’
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tinge. Further, in Pramana-varttika®® and Nyc?ya-bindu,27 he aug-
ments Dinnaga’s definition of perception with an explicit idea of non-
erroneousness: ‘Perception is free from conceptual construction and
non-erroneous’, a position tacitly accepted by Dinnaga.?® In con-
tradistinction to perception, which pertains to ultimately existent
entities that are effectively causal, inference cannot but be erroneous
(bhranta), inasmuch as its actual referents are fictitious.

Another distinction, also introduced by Dinnaga, that will sub-
sequently prove crucial in the context of Jaina epistemological
theories, is that of inference for oneself (svarthanumana), as an
internal process of association and drawing general conclusions,
and inference for others (pararthanumana), as a formalised proce-

2PV 2.123-125:
pratyaksari kalpanapodharm pratyaksendiva sidhyati |
praty-atma-vedyal sarvesar vikalpo nama-samsrayal [/
sarhrtya sarvatas cintar _stimitenantaratmana |
- sthito 'pi caksusa riipam iksate saksaja matih |/
punar vikalpayan kincid asin me kalpanédysi |
iti vetti na pirvoktavasthayam indriyad gatau ||

-2 NB 1.4: tatra pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam.

2 Cf. PSV 1.17 = Hattori (1968: 36-37, esp.: Section 3,1Bb). The idea is also

implicit in PS, 1.7cd-8ab, where various kinds of cognition are dismissed as per-
ception proper:
bhranti-sarvrti-saj-jianam anumananumanikam ||
smartabhilasikar céti pratyaksabham sataimiram | —
— *(1) The cognition in the form of illusion, (2) [the cognition of] the conventionally
real, (3) inference, (4) inferential cognition [as a result of inference], (5) recollection,
(6) mental condition tainted by desire along with (7) cognition affected by oph-
thalmological disorder — these are [varieties of] fallacious perception (sc. are not
perception proper).” This idea is further explicated in PSV 1.8ab: tatra bhranti-
jianam mrga-tysnikadisu toyadi-kalpana-pravrttatvat pratyaksabhasam, etc. (‘Among
these [varieties of fallacious perception] the cognition in the form of illusion, in cases
of a mirage etc., is a fallacious perception because it is activated by a conceptually
constructed idea of water, etc., ..." What is unclear in the verse is, firstly how we
construe sataimiram. An alternative interpretation of the verse, if we took it as a
qualifier of pratyaksabharir, would be: (1) The cognition in the form of illusion, (2)
[the cognition of] the empirical reality (the conventionally real), (3) inference, (4)
inferential cognition [as a result of inference], (5) recollection or (6) mental condition
tainted by desire — these are [varieties of] fallacious perception, which is accompanied
by confusion.’ The latter interpretation is that which is preferred by Hattori (1968:
28), whereas we find the former (adopted by me) in Bijlert (1989). Another question
is which of these cognitions, above enumerated, are genuine cases of fallacious
perception. Hattori (1968) concludes that Dinnaga distinguished three kinds of
pratyaksibha (nos. 1, 2, 3), which is contended by Wayman (1978), according to
whom Dinnaga distinguished four kids of pratyaksabha (nos. 1, 2, 3, 7); a com-
promise solution is offered Franco (1986), who relies on direct suggestions of
Lambert Schmithausen (Franco (1986: 85)).
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dure of persuasion.?’ These two concepts were taken over not only
by the subsequent Buddhist tradition®® and other Indian philo-
sophical schools, but also by Jaina thinkers, with certain interest-
ing modifications.

v

In an approach much the same as Dinnaga’s, who drew one clear line
dividing all valid cognitive procedures into two main compartments,
rather than distinguishing a range of pramanas in conformity with a
set of insignificant individual features, the Jainas attempted to rede-
fine earlier models, maximally simplify general typology of cognitions
and specify new criteria for it in a manner that would be commen-
surable with general Indian standard. Conspicuously, their previous
classification of cognitive criteria and the understanding of which
cognition is direct or indirect, was strikingly at odds with what most
Indians understood under pratyaksa and paroksa, and must have led to
frequent undesired misinterpretations and unnecessary controversies
with other schools. Furthermore, engaging in a philosophical discourse
necessitated compliance with generally accepted terminology, rather
than applying what would appear to others an arbitrary vernacular.
Siddhasena Mahamati was probably not only the first Jaina phi- .
losopher to define what pramana is,' but also to advance an entirely

» See PS, 2.1ab (anumanarn dvividha svarthar tri-rapal lingato ‘rtha-drk | -
‘Inference is twofold. [The first one, inference] for oneself is the discernment ‘of an
object by means of the triple-formed inferential sign.”) and PS, 3.1ab
(pararthanumanarm tu sva-drstartha-prakasanam | — ‘Whereas inference for others is
the proclamation (sc. demonstration) [to others] of the object one has experienced
oneself.”), and PSV.2, K 109a.2-3 = V 27a.5 (svarthanumana): tshul gsum pahi rrags
las rjes su dpag pahi don (V: rjes su dpag par bya bahi don) mthon ba gan yin pa de ni
ran gi don gyi rjes su dpag paho. See: Randle (1926: 28-9), Hattori (1968: 78, n. I.11)
and PVin 112, n 1, p. 21.

30 Cf. e.g., NB 2.1-2: /1/ anumanarir dvividha. |2/ svartham pardrtham ca.

31 Or, at least one of the first Jaina philosophers. Indeed, Samantabhadra, in
Apta-mimarsa 101a, characterises cognitive criterion as ‘the cognition of truth /
reality’ (AMi 101a: tattva-jiianam pramanar), or perhaps better: as ‘the cognition of
reals / doctrinal categories’, for what is actually meant are such categories as living
elements, lifeless elements etc. mentioned e.g., Tattvartha-siitra (TS 1.4: jivajivasrava-
bandha-sarivara-nirjara-moksas tattvam). Later Jaina tradition, e.g., Vadiraja-suri in
his Nyayaviniscaya-vivarana (NViV 1.3, p. 57.22), contends that Samantabhadra’s
statement is a full-fledged definition of cognitive criterion. Some moderns scholars
tend to be deceived by that seemingly obvious definitional character of the statement.
The full verse of AMi 101 reads as follows: -
tattva-jrianam pramanam tam yugapat sarva-bhasanam /
krama-bhavi ca taj-jrianam syad-vada-naya-sariskrtam A



A DISPUTE BETWEEN DINNAGA, DHARMAKIRTI AND AKALANKA 359

new classification of cognitive criteria, albeit resting on former
phraseology. In the opening verse of the Nyayavatara he asserts:

(Foonote 31 Continued).

— *Cognitive criterion is the cognition of reals (doctrinal categories). It [either] is a
simultaneous representation of all [entities (which is the case with the absolute
knowledge (kevala))] or occurs consecutively (of this kind are remaining varieties of
cognitive criteria). The cognition of these [reals] is composed of the method of seven-
fold modal description and of [conditionally valid] viewpoints.”

[§ Here, 1 follow an emended text (see: Balcerowicz (1999: n. 45), for AMi seems faulty:
tattva-jianarn pramanam te yugapat sarva-bhasanam |

krama-bhavi ca-yaj-jianam syad-vada-naya-samskrtam || |

However, what Samantabhadra really expresses is actually the contents, significantly
elaborated, of Umasvamin’s statement in TS 1.6: pramana-nayair adhigamah. — ‘the
comprehension of these [categories representing reality, mentioned in TS.1.4] is
[accomplished] through cognitive criteria and [conditionally valid] viewpoints’. In the
context of Tattvartha-siitra, it is clear that adhigama refers to the categories that have
been discussed two sitras earlier (TS 1.4: jiva-ajiva-asrava-bandha-sarivvara-nir-
Jjaramoksas tattvam). Thereupon Umasvamin speaks of ‘their descriptive stand-
points’ from four various perspectives (TS 1.5: nama-sthapana-dravya-bhavatas tan-
nyasal), and clearly the expression tan-nyasal is to be understood as tattva-nyasah.
Analogously, adhigamah in TS 1.6 means tattvadhigamah, which is confirmed by the
Bhasya: esarh ca jivadinarn tattvanam yathoddistanarn namadibhir - nyastanarn
pramana-nayair vistaradhigamo bhavati. — ‘And also a detailed comprehension of
these reals such as living elements etc., as they have been enunciated [in TS 1.4],
which are described from various standpoints such as appellation, etc. (TS 1.5), is
[accomplished] through cognitive criteria and [conditionally valid] viewpoints.” It is
only much later, when adhigamah in TS 1.6 was connected not only with the reals
mentioned in TS 1.4, and thereby with ontological issues, but also with the very first
statement of Tattvarthasitra (TS 1.1: samyag-darsana-jrana-caritrani moksa-margah.
— *Correct knowledge, [correct] conation and [correct] conduct [constitute] the path
to liberation.”). It was done by Akalanka, much after Samantabhadra, in his com-
_mentary Raja-varttika (RVar 1.6: pramane ca nayas ca pramana-nayah, tair adhigamo
bhavati samyag-darsanadinam jivadinam. - There are two cognitive criteria and
[many] [conditionally valid] viewpoints, hence [in the sitra]: “cognitive criteria and
[conditionally valid] viewpoints”. Through these is [accomplished] the comprehen-
sion of [the three constituents of the path to liberation, mentioned in TS 1.1: correct]
conation, etc., apd of [the reals, mentioned in TS 1.4]: living elements, etc.’
Samantabhadra’s statement tattva-jianam is, therefore, the repetition of the
Umasvamin’s idea of rattvadhigama, and the remainder of the verse AMi 101,
especially syad-vada-naya-sarskrtam, paraphrases Umasvamin’s pramana-nayair of
TS 1.6. For the above reasons, it is highly implausible to interpret AMi 101a (tattva-
Jjiianari pramanari) as a genuine definition of cognitive criterion.

Another problem related to the issue of either Siddhasena Mahamati’s and Sam-
antabhadra’s priority in the context of the very first Jaina definition of pramana is
their real temporal dependence: there is no doubt that Samantabhadra lived after
Dininaga, by whom he was influenced, but it is still not clear whether Samantabhadra
was prior or posterior to Dharmakirti, who without any doubt flourished before
Siddhasena Mahdmati (see: Balcerowicz (2001b)). Certain passages of AMi seem to
betray Dharmakirti’s stamp, but that requires further research.
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The cognitive criterion is the cognition revealing itself and something else [different
from it, and it is] free from subversion; [it is] two-fold: perception as well as indirect
cognition, corresponding to [the way of] determination of the cognoscible.>?

He maintains the traditional principle that perception is a direct
cognition ‘that grasps an object not-indirectly’ (aparoksataya).>* Sub-
sequent verses imply, however, that he distinguishes two kinds of per-
ception: conventional, sense-dependent perception and absolute,
sense-independent perception (kevala; NA 27), probably contingent on
what we take to be the ‘perceiving organ’ (aksa).>* For Siddhasena the
category of indirect cognition comprises all remaining kinds of cogni-
tion — especially verbal cognition ($abda, NA 8,9) and inference (NA
10), with its two subtypes ‘for oneself’ and ‘for others’ (svarthaprat-
yaksa and parartha-pratyaksa, NA 11) — that can all be grouped to-
gether as a separate kind of cognition based on verbal symbols, in a
manner very much similar to what Dinnaga did. This new classification
of cognitive criteria can be represented by the following diagram (on
page 361, Model 2).

What is especially important, Siddhasena Mahamati plainly indi-
cates that the source of the two-fold division of cognitive criteria is
actually not — as Dinnaga wanted it — the existence of two different
aspects of reality the way we can cognise it, but two different modes
of apprehending reality, or two different epistemic procedures.*

2 NAL

pramanari sva-parabhasi jianam, bt’zdha-wvarjttam /
pratyaksam ca paroksam ca dvidha, meya-viniscayat ||

¥ NA 4:
aparoksatayarthasya grahakar jianam idrsam |
pra‘t‘yaksam, itaraj jiieyarh paroksam grahaneksaya ||

Compare Siddharsi-ganin’s explanations in NAV 1.7: pratyaksarh céty-adi; tatra
siddhanta-prasiddha-paramarthika-pratyaksapeksayaksa-sabdo jiva-paryayataya pra-
siddhah iha tu vyavaharika-pratyaksa-prastavad aksa-dhvanir indriya-vacano grhyate.
tatas caksam pratigatam pratyaksam. yad indriyam asrttyoylhzte ‘rtha-saksat-kari
Jjhanarn tat pratyaksam ity arthah. —‘As regards the term “perception (pratyaksa)”, [it
can be etymologically explained as “directed towards (prati®) the perceiving organ
(°aksa)’]. ‘Concerning that, the linguistic unit “perceiving organ” — with regard to
ultimately real perception, well-known from the Canon — is well-known as a synonym
of “the living element”. Here [in this verse], however, the linguistic unit “perceiving
organ” is used — since [we] are dealing [here] with conventional perception — as an
utterance [denoting] the senses. And, therefore, that which has gone towards (sc. per-
tains) ‘the perceiving organ” is perception. The meaning is as follows: such a cognmon
percenvmg directly an object which commences resorting to the senses is perception.’

5 NA lcd: pratyaksam ca paroksar ca dvidha, meya-viniscayat || - ‘[Cognitive
criterion is] two-fold: perception as well as indirect cognition, corresponding to [the
way of] determination of the cognoscible.’
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Significantly, the general divisionary binary scheme, traditionally
accepted, has been preserved by Siddhasena in NA, albeit nominally,
for he has invested it with a new contents that was more consistent
with current terminology of the day, and pratyaksa began to mean
‘perception’ the way it was mostly understood.

cognitive criteria (pramana)

-

indirect cognition (paroksa) direct cognition (pratyaksa)
verbal cognition (§abda) conventional perception
_ inference (anumdna) (sarvyavahdrika-pratyaksa)
other absolute perception
(kevala-pratyaksa)
perception for oneself
inference for oneself (svdrtha-pratyaksa) ~ |
(svarthanumana) perception for others —
— inference for others (pardrtha-pratyaksa)
(pardrthdanumana)
Model 2
A

Akalanka adopted the overall model proposed by Siddhasena
Mahamati and presented it at the outset of the Laghiyas-traya:

Perception is clear cognition, [divided] into primary and conventional, [whereas]
indirect cognition [comprises all] remaining [types of] cognition. Thus, by way of
_ summary, there are two cognitive criteria.3¢

%

(Foonote 35 Continued).

It should be noted that Siddhasena speaks of two kinds of ‘{ways of] determination of

the cognoscible’ (neya-viniscayat), or two procedures of cognising, and not merely of

two kinds of ‘the cognoscible’ (*meyat = ‘corresponding to the cognoscible’). That is a

different approach from Dinnaga’s who as a justification for the number of cognitive

criteria mentions two cognisable aspects of reality, not two different ways of cognizing

these two aspects, see PSV, 1.2: dve eva yasmad laksana-dvayari prameyam —*. . .there

are é)nly two [cognitive criteria], because the cognoscible object has two characteristics.”
LT 3:

pratyaksam visadam jianam mukhya-sarivyavaharatah |

paroksar Sesa-vijianam pramane iti sangrahah [|
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He expressed the same idea also on other occasions, for instance in
the Nyaya-viniscaya:

Perception is correctly [taken to be] lucid [cognition]; the other [type of cognitive
criterion] is testimonial cognition (= indirect cognition) which is free of misappre-
hension, divided into [such varieties as] recognition etc. By way of summary, there
are two cognitive criteria,>’

but also in the Pramana-sangraha:

Perception is clear cognition, [and it is] divided in three, [whereas] testimonial cog-
nition is free of misapprehension, [and it is] indirect cognition [which includes] rec-
ognition etc. Thus, by way of summary, there are two cognitive criteria.

Akalanka was seriously concerned, however, with effective criteria
that would enable us to differentiate between direct (pratyaksa) and
indirect (paroksa) cognitions, but at the same their cognitively valid
nature would be preserved. The proper criterion of differentiation
involved two issues: non-erroneousness of all perceptions as valid
pramanas and mediacy or lack of mediacy as a defining factor.

Firstly, he had to face the issue of impeded cognitions, e.g.,
affected by ophthalmological disorder (taimira), and the question
why these are not reckoned among valid perceptions. In the com-
mentary on the verse PV, 2.288, in which Dharmakirti elaborates on
Dinnaga’s typology of fallacious cases of perception, Prajhakara-
gupta refers to a certain irksome objection in his Pramana-
varttikalankara, quoting Dinnaga’s verse: :

What is the purpose to mention cognition affected by ophthalmological disorder?
Some say that also cognition affected by ophthalmological disorder is conceptual.
[Therefore,] in order to exclude such [a view], cognition affected by ophthalmological
disorder is mentioned. ... If [cognition affected by ophthalmological disorder] is
non-conceptual [cognition], then it would be perception [proper]. [But] not all
[cognition that is] free from conceptual construction is perception [proper]; on the
contrary, [it is perception] when it is [also] non-erroneous. [Only such a cognition
which is both] non-erroneous and free from conceptual construction is perception,
not any kind [of cognition].*

7 NVi, 469 = NVi, 3.83 (p. 359):
pratyaksam afijasa spastam anyac chrutam aviplavam |
prakirnam pratyabhijiiadau pramane iti sangrahah ||

38 PSa 1.2 (p. 97.3-4):
pratyaksar visada-jianam tridha Srutam aviplavam |
paroksarm pratyabhijiddi pramane iti sangrahah |/

3 PVA, p. 334.23-27: sataimirika-grahanari kim-artham. taimiram api savikalpakam
iti kascit. tad-vyavartanartham tad-vacanam. ...yady [taimiram] - avikalpakar
kalpandpodhatvat pratyaksarn praptam. na sarvarir kalpanapodharin pratyaksam, api tv
abhrantatve sati. abhrantam kalpanapodharin pratyaksarn na sarvam.
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To place the above objection and Prajnakaragupta’s reply, we
should first recall that Dharmakirti in PV, 2.288% distinguished four
kinds of fallacious perception (either following or improving on
Dinnaga’s varieties, see n. 28) and grouped them according to their
character. First three kinds of fallacious perception are conceptual
(since they contaminate the perceived data with memory images or
impose conceptualised relations on it), and therefore cannot be
classified as genuine perception, which is by nature non-conceptual.
However, one variety, namely cognition affected by ophthalmological
disorder (taimira), turns out to be non-conceptual: it is fallacious
because it is erroneous, inasmuch as ‘it originates through the
impediment in [sensory] substratum (sense-organ).” To say, however,
that cognition affected by ophthalmological disorder (taimira) is,
nevertheless, perception proper would seem to be in agreement with
Dinnaga’s definition of perception, which only mentions its
non-conceptual nature as the proper criterion. In other words, the
definition of Pramana-samuccaya would allow the following con-
comitance: ‘every cognition free from conceptual construction is
‘perception proper’. That would yield the valid conclusion: ‘cognition
affected by ophthalmological disorder (taimira) is also free from
conceptual construction, hence it is perception proper.’

That seemed improper not only do Dharmakirti, who improved on
the definition by explicitly adding the qualifier ‘non-erroneous’
(abhranta, NB 1.4), but also to Jaina thinkers, including Akalanka.
The first definiens ‘non-conceptual’ (both in Dinnaga and Dhar-
makirti) was inadmissible to the Jainas, for it would exclude a
number of perceptual processes (vide infra). Also the second definiens
‘non-erroneous’ in Dharmakirti’s definition appeared to the Jainas
completely inconsistent with the notion of validity which the defini-
tion of all cognitive criteria presupposes. The way Dharmakirti
defined it, ‘non-erroneousness’ (abhrantatva) was limited to pratyaksa
only, and did not extend to anumana. The first to criticise Dhar-
makirti’s seeming amelioration was Siddhasena Mahamati who
contended: ‘This [inference] is non-erroneous because it is a cognitive
criterion, just like perception.’*! For the Jainas, ‘non-erroneousness’
could safely be adapted to qualify pratyaksa, however, it could not
be taken as its definiens which should distinguish it from indirect

4 PV, 2.288:
trividham kalpana-jrianam asrayopaplavodbhavam |
avikalpam ekarh ca pratyaksabharir caturvidham ||
4l NA 5¢cd: tad ( = anumanar) abhrantari pramanatvat samaksavat.
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cognitions, for ‘non-erroneousness’ was a definingmark ofall pramanas.
Thus, abhranta could not be employed in the definition of perception.**

That is why Akalanka searched for another criterion — apart from
the idea of direct/indirect modes of cognising, proposed by Siddha-
sena Mahamati — that would consistently distinguish direct cognition
(pratyaksa) from indirect cognition (paroksa). As a matter of fact,
Akalanka’s intention was to replace Siddhasena’s criterion of ‘[the
way of] determination of the cognoscible’ (meya-viniscaya), which
both tended to be a bit vague and yielded some more difficulties that .
surfaced the moment Siddhasena Mahamati restructured the overall
model of valid cognitive procedures.

2 Interestingly enough, there scems to be some influence of Dharmakirti’s claim
that inference is erroneous on the way Akalanka understood the relationship be-
tween absolute non-erroneousness and cognitive validity (pramanya). Akalanka
occasionally admits that no valid cognition is absolutely correct, and even false
cognition possess limited validity. See for instance AsS3 (ad AMI 101, p. 88.4-8),
especially the comment on inference in the final sentence: buddher anekantat yena
akarena tattva-paricchedah tad-apeksaya pramanyam. tena pratyaksa-tad-abhasayor
api prayasah sankirna-pramanyétara-sthitih unnetavya, prasiddhanupahaténdriya-
drster api candrarkadisu desa-pratyasatty-ady-abhitakaravabhasanat, tatha upa-
hataksader api sarmkhyadivisarmvade'pi candrédi-svabhava-tattvopalambhat. tat- -pra-
karsapeksaya vyapadesavyavastha gandha-dravyadivat. tatha anumanader api
katharicit mithya-pratibhase ’pi tattva-pratipattydiva pramanyam. — ‘Since cognitive
awareness is multiplex, cognitive validity concerns [only] that [aspect of cognition] by
means of which determination of factuality (or: categories) [is accomplished].
Accordingly, it should be admitted as established that, as a rule, cognitive validity
and its opposite of both perception and its fallacy respectively, are commingled, [i.e.,
in valid acts of cognition there is an element of illusion, and in fallacious acts of
cognition there is some valid component]. [It is so], (1) because even the act of seeing
— with a sense organ of which [we] well know it is not disabled — of the moon, the sun
etc., manifests [their] unreal forms such as [their] proximity in space etc., [and also]
(2) because, similarly, also in case the eye which is disabled [and we see a double
moon etc.,], even though there is fallibility (unreliability) as regards the number [of
the moons] etc., there is [correct] apprehension of the factuality of the essential
nature of the moon etc. The distinction in designating [them as cognitive criterion
and its fallacy] depends on the degree, like [in the case of] fragrant substance [which
is both a substance and a fragrant quality]. Similarly, also inference etc., — even
though in a particular respect [it generates] false representation [of the cognoscible
object] — has cognitive validity, inasmuch as it does indeed [lead to the correct]
comprehension of factuality.” This idea was expressed by Akalanka on other occa-
sions as well, e.g., LTV 22 and SVi 1.15 (and SViV ad loc., p. 73):
atma-samvedanam bhranter abhrantam bhati bhedivat |
pratyaksam taimiram candram ki nanekanta-vidvisam [/

. napi tat sarvatha abhrantam eva svayam advayasyapi dvaya-ntrbhasa-pratueh
Hls reasons for the claim, in short, were dictated by his strictly realist stand: no piece of
our cognition is absolutely false, because all the contents of our cognition is a repre-
sentation of the external world, and thus it must correspond to something real. Ulti-
mate components of cognition (presentations of individual events) are true, only the
relations between them that are imposed by conceptual activity of the mind can be false.
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The second problematic issue turned out to be mediacy or lack of
mediacy as the feature that could help distinguish between direct and
indirect cognitions, respectively. To maintain, in harmony with older
Jaina tradition, that pratyaksa and paroksa are differentiated on the
basis of their either immediate or mediated mode of acquisition, while
adopting Siddhasena’s new scheme, would ultimately lead to the
conclusion that such divergent cognitive acts as sensation or inference
are merely two different aspects or varieties of one and the same kind
of cognition, insofar as both of them are mediated: either by sense
organs in the case of sensation, or by the mind, logical reasons, concepts
or words in the case of inference. In practical enterprise, in all empirical
spheres of life, every individual has to rely on some agency that medi-
ates cognitive processes, be it perception or inference: on sense organs,
the mind, verbal expressions, symbols etc. Preserving the criterion of
mediacy, the borders between direct and indirect cognitions would be
blurred and the whole edifice would collapse.

The outcome of fitting the new contents, especially the new

“understanding of what perception is (in consonance with current
Indian views), into the old Jaina model was that the only ultimately
direct cognitions would be: absolute knowledge (kevala), tantamount
to omniscience (sarva-jaana), or two less perfect forms of such
supernatural cognitive powers: clairvoyance (avadhi-jnana) and
mind-reading (manah-paryaya-jiana). All of these three played an
important role in soteriology, serving as vital elements in a range of
proofs for the existence of soul (jiva) and final liberation (moksa),**
being contemplated as paramount ideal, rending legitimacy to the
authority of the scriptures and being believed in. Yet, these were
inaccessible to any contemporaneous mortal, with the exception of
ancient personages occurring in myths and hagiographies. Conse-
quently, one would have to acknowledge that an average person has

~ at his or her disposal no direct means of knowing. That would, with
certainly, provoke justified and hardly refutable criticism from all
other philosophical schools in India, namely, that the Jainas have to
entirely rely on unsubstantiated faith in their doctrines, without any
prospect to verify them, at least in some part, empirically. Moreover,

the immediate conclusion would be that all knowledge of the world a

person may have is obtained in an indirect, mediated manner, hence
must be by nature liable to doubt and censure. To admit that all

43 A number of them are formulated, e.g. by Kundakunda in the Pravacana-sara and
Samaya-sara, a most of them summarised by Hemacandra-stiri in the Pramanamiminisa.
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judgements we have are derived from second-hand knowledge would,
at best, not only lead to scepticism and undermine the rational and
realistic outlook Jaina thinkers intended to cultivate, but also subvert
doctrinal framework of Jainism. No testimonial statement of Jaina
Canonical scriptures and oral tradition could be amenable to any
kind of direct verification, not even simple descriptions of worldly
matters contained in scriptures that were used — through the rea-
soning based on analogy and empirical exemplificatiort (drstanta) — as
a basis for supplementary corroboration of extra-mundane and .
metaphysical tenets (following the principle: ‘if the Canon accurately

describes mundane affairs, its description of spiritual matters must

also be accurate’). If any judgement, including all the assertions of the

Agamas, were beyond any first-hand validation, and could only be

proved indirectly, which would necessitate further, indirect as it were,

proof, infinite regress (anavasthd) would result. Accordingly, one

would have to concede that doctrinal and epistemological principles

of Jainism are faulty, inasmuch as they lead to logical inconsistencies

and defects such as infinite regress and ceaseless search for new

warrants to sanction previous conclusions.

In the worst case, retaining a single criterion of mediacy that dis-
tinguishes between direct and indirect cognitions and concluding that
in all empirical dealings we rely solely on indirect cognitions would -
result in rejecting the reality of the world we perceive, and in
assuming its ultimately illusory character.

Besides, it is a tautology to say that a direct cognition ‘grasps an
object not-indirectly’ (aparoksataya), and therefore is bereft of any
substantial contents.

All these considerations may have borne on Akalanka’s following
reflection expressed in the Nyaya-viniscaya:

Two first two [kinds of cognition, viz. sensuous cognition (mati) and testimonial
cognition (Sruta),] were rightly termed [by Umasvamin in TS 1.11] indirect cogni-
tion, whereas the remaining [kinds, viz. clairvoyance (avadhi), mind-reading (manah-
paryaya) and absolute knowledge, were termed] direct cognition. However, it is only
in order to be in agreement with people’s opinion, that sensuous cognition is
incorporated into the definition of [perception].44

4 NVi; 474cd-475ab = NVi, 3.88 (p. 363):
adye paroksam aparar pratyaksari prahur anjasam |
kevalar loka-buddhyiva mater laksana-sangrahah ||
Akalanka’s approach became widespread in Jainism, compare for instance identical
arguments of Abhayadeva in his commentary (TBV) on STP 2.1, p. 595.24-25, where
he states that mati-jiana is ultimately paroksa (as it was described in TS), but
according to practical convention it is pratyaksa.
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Clearly, these were also pragmatic considerations that made
Akalanka comply with general usage of the term ‘perception’, even
though he himself occasionally endorsed the idea that the ultimate
‘perceiving organ’ is the soul (atman): ‘[Ultimate] perception, [which
is acquired] independently of sense organs and the mind [and which
is] free of deviation, is the seeing of definite contents.... [In its case,
there takes place] the elimination of dependence on other [factors] in
the sense: “[perception] is confined to the perceiving organ (sc. the
soul)”.’* And it is the soul without which no cognition could be
possible: ‘If there were no soul, production, etc. of [any] cognition
would be impossible, because there would be no agent.’*

There was no controversy that there is an essential difference be-
tween perceptual, first- experience or immediate grasp of sensual data
that are currently present, on the one hand, and indirect processes of
inferénce or employment of verbal symbols, on the other, which are
operative independently of whether the things we infer or speak
about are present or not. All philosophical systems tried to accen-

“tuate and explain this difference this way or another, by using such
terms as ‘perception’, ‘direct cognition’, ‘sensuous cognition’, or
‘inference’, ‘indirect cognition’, ‘analogy’, ‘presumption’, etc. in a
sense that differed from traditional Jaina usage.

What made this essential difference for Dinnaga and Dharmakirti
was the idea of conceptualisation, which characterised all non-per-
ceptual kinds of cognition, and which connoted two main aspects: (1)
the use of a system of verbally expressible symbols (either a natural
language or a logical system or relations) and (2) the application of
such symbols only to general properties (‘universals’), not to unique
qualities (‘individuals’).

A detailed analysis of complex cognitive processes which Akalanka
introduced in the contentious verse LT 10cd—11ab will reveal that for
him such a contention was not only a simplification, but also an
inaccurate exposition. In order to improve on Dinnaga’s and Dhar-
makirti’s definitions as well as on Siddhasena Mahamati’s model,
Akalanka introduces a new notion of clarity (vaiSadya), or lucidity
(spastatva), for instance in the verses of NVi, 3.83 and PSa 1.2 quoted
above (p. 362, and nn. 37, 38).

4 Rvar 1.12 (p. 53.4,11): indriyanidrivanapeksam atita-vyabhicararm sakara-
grahanam pratyaksam. . .. aksam prati niyatam iti parapeksanivrttih.
% Rvar 1.12 (p. 45.8): atmabhave jianasya karandditvanupapattih kartur abhavat.
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For Akalanka, clarity consists in the way reality is presented in
cognition:

In contrast to inference etc., the clarity of [this perception], in the case of discernment
(becoming aware of the object), is recognised to be the representing of the particular.
What is different from this is non-clarity [in the case of discernment].*’

As a matter of fact, in the above manner Akalanka modifies and
disambiguates Siddhasena Mahamati’s obscure and tautological
definiens: ‘[the way of] determination of the cognoscible’ (meya-vi-
niscaya) of NA 1 (p. 360, and n. 32). Each act of perception — either (1)
conventional and sensory, (2) internal and mental, or (3) absolute and
extra-sensory — grasps the particular thing, or individual aspect, and
this ‘unmediated access to the individual’ is clarity, or lucidity. In other
words, perception leads the cogniser to clearly discernible and uniquely
identifiable entities that are amenable, at least in theory, to the cogn-
iser’s actions. Inference, verbal cognition etc., on the other hand, do not
bring the cognitive agent to clearly distinguishable individual features
of a thing. What is represented in such inferential or verbal cognitive
acts are ideas or concepts that emerge as the contents of indirect cog-
nition. Ideas themselves, classes that correspond to the ideas or words
expressing the ideas cannot be acted upon individually. For this very
reason such a cognition based on ideas and words is ‘bereft of clarity’ .
(avisada, aspasta), inasmuch as it delivers merely a vague and imprecise
notion of what actual individuals, amenable in practical actions, are
denoted by words or are implied by inferences. Such an unclear
(avisada) cognition merely extends over the whole range of individuals
and refers to each of them in precisely the same manner, by pointing to
their general common feature, and making them all indistinguishable
from each other in our cognition. Thus, indirect cognition reveals no
particular thing that is the designatum of a term or an actual source of
the idea presented in the cognition. On the contrary, on its basis it is not
at all possible to make any practically relevant distinction among sin-
gular items aggregated into a ‘conceptual bundle’. And this is precisely
what is involved in the notion of ‘lack of clarity’ (avaisadya) or ‘absence
of lucidity’ (aspastatva).

As a justification for the need to introduce another criterion for
genuine perception, other than its conceptual character, Akalanka

LT 4
anumanady-atirekena visesa-pratibhasanam |
tad-vaisadyar matam buddher avaisadyam atah param ||
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cites the case of fallacious perception which may be by nature non-
conceptual, and thus fulfils Dinnaga’s criterion, but it remain none-
theless erroneous, inasmuch as it is unclear:

Therefore, fallacious perception, which is non-conceptual (indeterminate), is neces-
sarily unclear.*®

This is Akalanka’s answer to the problem referred to above by
Prajnakaragupta: how is it possible that an erroneous act of sensa-
tion, even though it is non-conceptual, is not genuine perception?

As one might expect, the concept of clarity (vaiSadya) as the
defining feature of perception subsequently underwent changes and
reinterpretations, and was also taken up by the Svetambaras. Of
special note is the definition offered by Hemacandra-suri in the
Pramana-mimirsa: ‘Clarity is either independence of other cognitive
criteria or the distinct representation of the form: *this”.”*’ The first
feature, independence of other cognitive criteria, invokes the idea that
the perceptual cognition is undeniable and obvious in its self-
‘explanatory character, i.e., it requires no additional justification for
the accuracy of its contents to be accepted. The second feature, viz.
the distinct representation of the form: ‘this’, which is mentioned as
an alternative definiens, is a direct extension of Akalanka’s idea that
clarity of perception consists in ‘the representing of the particular’
(vzsesa-prattbhasanam LT 4).

Vadideva-siiri (11th/12th ¢.) is another example of a Svetambara
thinker who borrowed Akalanka’s definition verbatim: ‘Lucidity is
the manifesting of particular [features] in a greater degree than
inference etc.”*

VI

- A closer examination would now be required to see what is actually
clear in a clear cognition? Is clarity simply the way an object is
cognised, viz. certamty implied by clear cognition, or is clarity a
feature of the object that is presented in the cognition? Unfortu-
nately, on most occasions Akalanka is not very clear on this point.

* LTV 23: tasmad avisadam eva avikalpakam pratyaksabham.

49 PMi 1.14: pramanantaranapeksédantaya pratibhaso va vaisadyam.

0 PNTAA 2.3: anumanady-adhikyena visesa-prakasanam spastatvam. = LT 4:
anumanady-atirekena visesa-pratibhasanam | tad-vaisadyam.
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When he says in his auto-commentary to the Laghiyas-traya (LTV 3):
Jhanasydiva visada-nirbhasinah pratyaksatvam, itarasya paroksata, the
statement can equally imply both possibilities: ‘Only such a cognition
which reveals [its object] clearly (or: as clear) is perception; the other
one is indirect cognition.” The same ambiguity holds true in following
passage of PSaV 1.2 (p. 97.5-6): pratyaksam viSada-jianam tattva-
Jhanam visadam, indriya-pratyaksam anindriya-pratyaksam atindriya-
pratyaksam tridha. — ‘Perception is a clear cognition (or: cognition of
something clear), [for] the cognition of reals (doctrinal categories) [as .
a cognitive criterion’'] is clear. It is divided in three: sensory per-
ception, non-sensory (mental) perception and extra-sensory percep-
tion.” Other formulations where spasta as a synonym of visada occurs
are likewise inconclusive: LTV, 61 (p. 21.6-7): indriyartha-jranam
spastarh hitahita-prapti-parihara-samartham pradesikam pratyaksam.
— ‘Perception which is a cognition of an object [amenable] to sense
organ is lucid, capable of [triggering an action of] either appropria-
tion of what is wholesome or avoidance of what is unwholesome,
[and it is] spatially limited’; NVi; 157 (p. 50.22-23) = NVi, 160 (vol.
1, p. 524.21-22): aksa-jnananujam spastam tad-anantara-gocaram |
pratyaksam manasam caha. .. — ‘Mental perception is brought about
as a consequence of a cognition [derived] from sense organs, it is
lucid, its domain (contents) immediately [follows] this [cognition -
derived from sense organ].’

However, in a longer section of the Nyaya-viniscaya in which he
discusses the possibility of omniscience as the culmination of a series
of supernatural perceptions, Akalanka mentions the following idea:

A lucid discernment with respect to a distant>® [object that] correctly
[takes place] does not stand in contradiction, because it depends-on the loosening

5! 1 take it as a reference to Samantabhadra’s characterisation of the nature of
pramana in AMi 101a: rattva-jrianari pramanam (see n. 31). In this way, Akalanka
expresses the idea that perception (pratyaksa) is such a cognitive criterion (fattva-
jnana stands for pramana) that is clear (visada).

32 A “distant’ object may connote not only distance in space, but also in time or
‘nature’ (in the sense of: ‘not perceptible with ordinary sense organs’). See for in-
stance: NS, p. 170: yogi-pratyaksam tu desa-kala-svabhava-viprakrstartha-grahakam
(‘Supernatural perception is the grasping of object distant in place, time and own
nature’), and NBhi, p. 170: desa-viprakrstah satya-lokadayo 'tidurastha vyavahitas ca
naga-bhuvanadayah, kala-viprakystas tv atitnagatah, svabhava-viprakrstah para-
manv-akasddaya iti (‘Distant in place [means] places far away like existent worlds
etc., concealed (from sight) [means] hellish abodes etc., distant in time [means] past
etc., distant in terms of one’s own nature [means] atoms, ether etc.’): These three
kinds of ‘distance’ correspond to Sabarasvamin’s four separate kinds of objects, viz.
(1) past and future (bhiita, bhavisyant), (2) sublte (sizksma), (3) concealed from sight
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of karmlc veils obstructing cognition in a dream, or [cognition] of a fortune-
teller etc.’

In the verse we can easily distinguish two separate elements: clarity
(spasta), which belongs to cognition (vijrana), and an object of cog-
nition which is spoken of as being ‘distant’ (viprakgsta), not as being
‘clear’. That would imply that clarity or lucidity primarily qualifies
the cognition as such, i.e., the cognitive procedures. We come across a
similar indication in Pramana-sangraha:

Cognition [derived] from sense organs is multiplex, inasmuch as another form (sc.
one-sided form) is not established, [and it is] lucid, because the object is proximate.54

Also here lucidity qualifies cognition separately from its object, of
which Akalanka merely says that it is proximate and its proximity
warrants clear and lucid perception. Therefore, on the basis of two
latter quotations, it seems that Akalanka considered clarity
(vaisadya) to belong to the way of cognising (to qualify the cognitive
process), not necessarily to the object presented in the cognition.
" Vadideva-suri in Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankara seems to support
the interpretation that clarity of perception refers to ‘clear mode or
presenting the object’, rather than the ‘clear object’ itself, for he says:

(Foonote 52 Continued).
(vyavahita) and (4) distant (viprakrsta), with kind 3 and 4 subsumed under one
heading of desa-viprakrsta, see SBh 1.2.2 (p. 4.7-9): codana hi bhitarn bhavantari
bhavisyantar sitksmarin vyavahitar viprakystam ity evarh-jatiyakam artham Saknoty
avagamayitum, nanyat kificanéndriyam (‘The injunction enables [people] to know
anything of the following sort: past, present, future, subtle, concealed (from sight)
and distant’). Frequently, however, the term viprakysta does not indicate the tem-
poral span, but is restricted to ‘distance in time’, as for instance in: VSV ad VS 1.16
(viyukta-pratyaksa): siksma-vyavahita- vtprak{s,tesu arthesu tesam catustaya-sanni-
karsad api pratyaksam jayate; PBh 22.12.2.a: [242] viyuktanam punas catustaya-
sannikarsad yogaja-dharmanugraha-samarthyat siuksma-vyavahita-viprakrstesu pra-
tyaksam utpadyate; NMa 2 (I, p. 157.7): darSanasya ca paro 'tisayah sitksma-vya-
vahita- vzprakrsta-bhuta -bhavisyad-adi-visayatvam; YS 3.25: pravrtty-aloka-nyasat
sitksma-vyavahita-viprakrsta-jianam. It seems, however, that Akalanka uses the term
also in the sense of ‘distant in time’, since as the example he names a female fortune-
teller (iksanika), glossed by Vadiraja-siiri (NViV) as grama-dakini, i.e., someone who
foretells the fate. Vadiraja-siri further implies that such cognitions when one’s mind
is ‘absorbed in meditative trance’ (samahita-citta) are also meant.

53 NVi, 407 (P. 84.13-14) = NVij 21 (vol. 2, p. 291.1-2):
vijianam aiijasa spastam viprakrste viruddhyate |
na svapneksamkader va jaandvrtti-vivekatah |/

4 PSa 4ac (p. 97.16-17):

aksa-jranam anekantam asiddher aparakrteh |
spastamn sannikitarthatvat. . .
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‘Lucidity [of perception] means the presentation of the particular [in
consciousness] in greater degree than in the case of inference etc.”>

On the other hand, it is the object as it enters the cognitive act that
determines whether it is immediate and direct or whether it is medi-
ated, based on conceptualisation and symbols. It would, however, be
mistaken to suppose that the dependency between the object and
cognition parallels Dinnaga’s model, viz. that perception grasps un-
iquely individual feature whereas inference and other forms of indi-
rect cognition comprehend a common property.

Prabhacandra appears to support another view, namely that
‘clarity’ belongs both to the object as it is presented in cognition and
to the cognition itself, for he says in his commentary to LT 3: ‘It is
[such a cognition] which reveals [its object] clearly, i.e., it is lucid
representation of the intrinsic nature of itself and the other (sc.
external object), in so far as it is not oriented towards anything else
[than itself] — it is perception, i.e., it is perceptional cognitive criterion.
The other one, i.e., that which reveals [its object] not-clearly (or: which
reveals an unclear object), is indirect cognition, i.e., indirect cognitive
criterion.”® Interestingly, Prabhacandra’s interpretation finds sup-
port in another statement of Akalanka:

Furthermore, there is no absolute difference in the datum of these two [kinds of]
conceptual (determinate) cognitions: clear (perceptual) and its opposite (inferential),
because acts of perception of proximate objects and opposite (sc. distant) ObjCCtS can
easily be demonstrated to have as their datum one and the same object.”’

The external object for direct and indirect cognitions remains the
same entity. However, its representation, or its cognitive ‘image’, in
respective cognitions is different. Therefore, it might seem that the
apparent ambiguity in a range of above-quoted passaged (LTV 3,
PSaV 1.2, LTV 61, NVi; 157 = NVi, 160) was deliberate and also
Akalanka may have understood ‘clarity’ both ways: as belonging to
the process and to the presented object.

5 PNTAA 2.3: anumanady-adhikyena viSesa-prakasanam spastatvam.
¢ NKC, p. 67.12-14: visada-nirbhasinah para-mukhdpreksitaya sva-para-
svarupayoh spasta-pratibhasasya pratyaksatvam pratyaksa-pramanata. itarasya
avisada-nirbhasinah paroksata paroksa-pramanata. Bolded typeface reproduccs the
prattkas of LT.
T LTV 23: na ca visadétara-vikalpayoh visaya-bheddikantah pratyasannetarartha-
pratyaksanam ekartha-visayatétpatteh.
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The supposition that Akalanka understood clarity or lucidity of
perception in a two-fold manner, as belonging both to the cognitive
process and to the cognitive contents (the object), may find, at first
glance, some more reinforcement in a passage of the Nyaya-viniscaya
1.3:

It has been correctly stated that the defining characteristic of perception is [that it is]
clear and [that it has] definite contents, [and that it is] the percipience of the essence
of an object [consisting altogether in] substance, modes, the universal character and
the particular character.

Accordingly, the object of perception is constituted by an aggregate
of a number of features, such as substantial (persistent in time), modal
(momentarily changing), general and individual aspects, that all belong
to one and the same substratum, and the contents of perception —that is
the representation of the extrinsic object (extrinsic in the sense that it is
independent of the given cognitive act, be it an external physical thing
or an internal cognition that is being reflected upon) — is definite and
not indistinct (lit. ‘with the form’). In the above passage the clarity of

“the representation of the object in cognition may at first appear to be
implied by the qualifier sakara, which could hardly apply to the clarity
of the cognitive process. What would, however, be problematic with
such an interpretation is that the property of ‘having definite contents’
(sakaratva) is introduced by Akalanka as one of two defining features
of perception, next to ‘lucidity’ (spastatva). If the idea of definite con-
tents of cognition, viz. the clarity that belongs to the object in cogni-
tion, were already implied by the term spasta, it would be redundant to
mention it separately in the verse.

Furthermore, on another occasion Akalanka suggests that it is
possible to conceive of perception (direct cognition) of an object
which itself is unclear, or not clearly manifest:

When it comes to the union of the perceiving organ and the object, [first] the seeing of
[mere] existence [tgkes place, and then] a comprehension of the notion (conceptual
impression) in the form of the object — [these constitute] sensation. . 5

The passage describes the first phase of perception, viz. sensation
(avagraha). Following earlier Jaina tradition which distinguished two
kinds of sensation: sensation of momentary manifestation
(vyanjanavagraha), which is non-conceptual, and sensation of the

8 NVi 1.3 (p. 57):
pratyaksa-laksanam prahuh spastam sakaram anjasal
dravya-paryaya-samanya-visesarthdtma-vedanam |/

5 LT 5ac: aksa rtha-yoge sattiloko 'rthakara-vikalpa-dhih | avagraho...
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object (arthavagraha), which is conceptual,®® Akalanka speaks of the
first moment of sensation in which one merely becomes aware of the
fact that something is there (sattaloka), and thereupon there emerges
a conceptual image the contents of which consists in a definite form
of an object (arthakara-vikalpa-dhi). Both these stages of sensation
are an integral part of perception, hence both must be clear (vifada),
or lucid (spasta). It would be difficult to conceive of an object of the
first sensation of the vyarjanavagraha kind which is'both clear and
nonmanifest, of which one only knows that it is present, insofar as it
has stimulated a sense organ. This would imply that clarity of per-
ception qualifies rather the process, not the contents or the ob]ect that
enters cognition.

In another work Akalanka refers to an idea of an illusory image of
a firebrand circle which, despite being false, inasmuch it consists of a
series of momentary perceptions, is nevertheless perceived as a clear
object:

Since one sees such a false appearance of a firebrand circle etc. [as one unity], which
is lucid, it is not the case that one perceives md1v1dual acts of apprehension of the
unique particular as singular and momentary.®!

80 Qee TS 1.17-18: arthasya. vyafijanasyavagrahah. The sensation of the object
(arthavagraha) is possible with all sense organs, whereas the sensation of momentary.
manifestation (vyafjandvagraha) concerns all sensory data with the exclusion of vi-
sion, see RVar 1.18: vyafijanam avyaktam Sabdadi-jatam tasyavagraho bhavati. —
‘Momentary manifestation [means] not manifest [data] generated by sound etc.; the
sensation of such [momentary manifestation] occurs.” Akalanka subscribes to this
division of vyafijandvagraha and arthavagraha, inasmuch as respective parts of
Pujyapada Devanandin’s Sarvdrtha-siddhi that clearly state this idea are incorpo-
rated into Akalanka’s Tatrvartha-varttika: SSi 1.17 (p. 115.4): caksur-adi-visayo
'rthah ( = p. 65.28) and SSi 1.18: vyanijanam avyaktam Sabdadi-jatam tasyavagraho
bhavati ( = RVar, p. 66.27-28). )
The nature of this stage is also described by Akalaika in his Asta-Sati, a commentary
on Samantabhadra’s Apta-mimamsa 101, i.e., AsS; 101 (AsS;, p. 88.22-23 = AsSz, p-
1-2)): dhvaner akhandasah Sravanad adhtgamo ‘pi prathama-kalpikah tattva-nirnitir
eva. — ‘Even the very first comprehension [which takes place]" on hearing a sound asa
whole (sc. as such) is nothing but a [cognitively valid] ascertainment of the factuality
[of the sound].” The fact that he speaks of acoustic sensation, instead of ocular
perception (which is the most usual reference when he speaks of perception), is
significant, for it is acoustic perception in the case of which we can have sensation of
momentary manifestation (vyafijandvagraha), not possible in the case of ocular
sensation.

4 There can be no doubt that what is implied by the expression tattva-nirniti is
cognitive validity, for tattva-nirniti corresponds to tattva-jianam which is said in
AMi 101a to be the defining characteristic of pramana.

1 SVi 11.27 (p. 733):
spastasyalata-cakrader vibhramasyapi viksanat |
sva-laksanopalabdhinam naika-ksanika-darsanam |/
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In Akalanka’s opinion, we can speak of acts of cognition whose
contents is a clear image, viz. whose object is characterised by clarity.
However, these are not necessarily true, hence cannot be considered
genuine kinds of perception. In other words, it is possible that an
object that emerges in cognition possesses clarity (spastatva), never-
theless it remains an illusion. This would additionally support my
suggestion that clarity is for Akalanka primarily a defining feature of
the cognitive process, not of its object.

The idea of lucidity or clarity, viz. of the way the object is pre-
sented to/in cognition, which is for all practical reasons tantamount
to certainty, reminds the two principles, viz. clarity and distinctness
(clairement et distinctement), employed by Descartes as criteria for
validity of our cognitions. For Descartes, they guarantee that what
we apprehend correspond to reality, and thus provide certainty to
cognitions. For Akalanka the indubitability warranted by lucidity of
cognition was a hallmark of perception and attested to the veracity

“and reliability of it: perceptual act necessarily furnished one with
certainty that what was presented in cognition was at the same time
out there: ‘here and now’.

VII

The verse of the Nyaya-viniscaya 1.3 (quoted on p. 373, and n. 58)
reveals still another important feature of the object of perception. Its
object is not merely a unique particular, absolutely devoid of any
general character, whose essence can neither be conceptually con-
structed nor verbally expressed, as Dinnaga understood it. On the
contrary,. for Akalanka the object of perception is essentially en-
dowed with both particular and universal features, as well as with
modal (momentary) and substantial (temporarily persistent) aspects.
That is the way an object emerges in a clear manner in cognition as
definite data of perception. Thus, the object of perception is a really
existing thing which already at the perceptual stage is apprehended as
a bearer of multiple features. Its individual, unique aspects are only
directly perceived, whereas its common, repeatable characteristics can
be comprehended both by perception and indirect cognition alike.
This finds confirmation in another passage of the Nyaya-viniscaya:

[129] A really existent thing, which is individually marked (sc. unique particular), can
be different (unique), in so far as it is represented as different (unique), [and it is also]
endowed with conceptual character; it can [also] be non-different (sc. having uni-
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versal aspects), in so far as it is represented [in cognition] as non-different (universal).
[130] [The same unique individual], which is distinguished from things that are
similar to it [and] is endowed with singular [features), is something that is direct?f
perceptible as well as indirectly cognisable, both as external and internal [data),®?
depending on its own aspect.5’ :

Thus, it is not the case that our cognitive apparatus, at all stages of
cognition, takes an active part and contaminates perceived images
with some preconceived notions and ideas, by projecting the contents
of memory onto new presentations and by bequeathing some con-
ceptual framework onto phenomenal world, as Dharmakirti under-
stood it. On the contrary, things in themselves are endowed with a
complex character, possessed of individual and general features and it
is the role of our cognitive apparatus to recognise these features.

Furthermore, it can hardly ever happen, as Akalanka argues in the
Siddhi-viniscaya-viveti, that the object in cognition is apprehended as
something absolutely unique, detached from its universal features:
‘we do not perceive cognitive episodes within awareness that concern
unique particulars and universal things that are absolutely separate
from each other. .. In exactly such a way, [viz. by grasping things as
many/much, manifold, etc., we arrive at] a proof [that], because-of
multiplexity [of appearance], on the level of the ultimate truth [unique
particulars and universal features coexist in cognition]."** .

That is why the dichotomy of two different modes of cognising the
world (directly or indirectly) is not followed by the dichotomy of the
world itself. Cognising the world with the help of direct or indirect
cognition should not mean that we live in two unrelated worlds and
deal with two unconnected sets of entities: with unique individuals,

62 The external contents of perception (bahis-pratyaksa) are for instance physical,
gross objects, whereas the internal contents of perception (antah -pratyaksa) are indi-
vidually apprehended thoughts, contents of introspection, etc., that are immediately
triggered by individual events. The external contents of indirect cognition (bahis-
paroksa) are likewise gross objects, etc., which, however, stand for a whole class of
which they are merely individual elements, being objects of inference, contents of
concepts, denotations of words, etc. The internal contents of indirect cognition (antah-
paroksa) are general concepts, images, universal contents of symbols etc.

63 NVi 1.129-130 (p. 484):
sad bhinna-pratibhasena syad bhinnam savikalpakam |
abhinna-pratibhasena syad abhinnam sva-laksanam ||
samandrtha-paravrttam asamana-samanvitam |
prcé‘tfyaks,arh bahir antas ca paroksarh sva-pradesatah |/ R :

SViV 127 (p. 115.12-14): sva-laksana-samanya-laksanaikante punah
san'wedan&kgtfh na pasyamah . .. tad evam paramérthatah siddhih anekantat. For the
complete text of the commentary see n. 95.
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which we grasp perceptually, and with concepts and universal fea-
tures, which we comprehend by means of indirect cognitions. In fact,
one and the same entity is a bearer of a bundle of attributes that are
differently approached by our cognitive apparatus:

The unique particular is unadulterated (sc. singular), similar (sc. having features
common with other members of the same class), endowed with conceptual character,
capable [of causally efficient action] by means of its own qualities which occur
concurrently and consecutively,® [and it is numerically] one®¢

Such individual entities, being irreducible and non-repeatable, are
at the same time conveyors of common characteristics (samana-
laksana) which make it possible to group individuals into classes, that
correspond to concepts and words, on the basis of such similarities.
Clearly, this echoes Dinnaga’s claim that we name things on the basis
of similarities inherent in them directly.” A similar idea to Aka-
lanka’s, namely that one and the same cognoscible entity has two
.characteristics, is expressed already in Pramana-samuccaya 1.2 in
the well-known passage quoted above. The difference between the
two thinkers is, however, crucial. For Dinnaga these two aspects
(unique and general) can never be apprehended together in one act of
cogriition; there is a strict cognitive gap between both aspects, which
never intersect in cognition, each being a compartment for a re-
spective pramana. For Akalanka, on the other hand, both aspects
appear already in perception, side by side: the entity is being per-
ceived with its transient, momentary attributes as its ‘concurrent’
facet (saha-vivartin) as well as with its underlying substantial struc-
ture (krama-bhavin) that is responsible for the fact that all the
changing qualities can be correlated with each other and be identified
as belonging to one and the same substratum. Such an bundle of
features becomes effectively an object that is capable of being acted
upon.

%5 These are the.two notions that later came to be known as synchronic homo-
geneity (tiryak-samanya) and diachronic homogeneity (iirdhvata-samanya), see:
Balcerowicz (1999).

6 NVi 1.122 (p. 453):
sva-laksanam asankirnam samanam savikalpam |
samartham sva-gunair ekam saha-krama-vivartibhih |/

7 See Herzberger (1986: 124-133), Hayes (1988: 196-204).

% Quoted on p. 353, and n. 16.
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VIII

A important terminological issue needs next to be clarified: what is the

actual relationship between testimonial cognition (sruta) and indirect

cognition (paroksa), of which Akalanka speaks? When we compare the

four verses quoted before (see p. 362 and 366, and notes 36, 37, 38 and

44), in all of which Akalanka presents the rudimentary division of
cognitive criteria and in which he uses srutam and paroksam inter-

changeably, it becomes obvious that the term paroksa (‘indirect cog-
nition’) is treated as a synonym to Sruta (‘testimonial cognition’):

LT 3: pratyaksam . . . paroksam . .. pramane iti sangrahah || -
NVi, 3.83:  pratyaksam. .. Srutam pramane iti sangrahah |/
PSa 1.2 pratyaksam . .. Srutam pramane iti sangrahah/|

NVi, 3.88:  aparam pratyaksam . .. adye paroksam

Further, in the commentary to the Pramana-sangraha we read:
‘testimonial (mediated) cognition is free of misapprehension, [it is]
occasioned by perception, inference and scriptural testimony.’®
Thus, Akalanka distinguished three subvarieties of indirect cognition,
depending on its source, viz. on the mediating agent (senses, inferable
properties and words).

Indeed, the equation Sruta = paroksa is a direct consequence that
follows when sensuous cognition (mati-jrana), along with its fours
stages of sensation (avagraha) etc., is classified as a conventional
variety of perception. If we closely examine Model 1 of cognitive
criteria (p. 351), we discover that as soon as we move the four-fold
sensuous cognition to the category of direct cognition (pratyaksa),
what remains under the heading of indirect cognition (paroksa) is just
one variety, viz. testimonial cognition (sruta-jnana). Thus, it should
not be surprising that Akalanka makes use of both of these two terms
without much distinction: both of them have the same extension, that
is to say they are identical as far as the class of cognitive acts they
cover is concerned. However, their intension is different, since they

% PSaV 1.2 (p. 97.6): Srutam aviplavam pratyaksanumandagama-nimittam. parok sarit
pratyabhijradi smarana-pirvakam. The wording (°-nimittam) goes back to the wording
of TS 1.14: tad (= mati) indriyanindriya-nimittam (albeit TS speaks of mati-jnana),
which has inspired a number of statements in Jaina philosophical literature. As regards
the contents of the phrase, it likewise goes back to TS 1.20: Srutam mati-pirvar . . . —
‘testimonial (mediated) cognition is preceded by sensuous cognition.” The latter is
reformulated here by Akalanka as paroksar . .. smarana-puarvakam, for paroksa is a
synonym of Sruta, and mati is a synonym of smrti [ smarana.
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connote two different phenomena: paroksa, on the one hand, refers to
all indirect, mediated acts of valid cognition, that do not grasp their
object in a lucid or clear manner; Sruta, on the other, indicates such
acts of valid cognitions through which a piece of knowledge acquired
by one cognitive subject is communicated and transmitted to another
cognitive subject.

The verse of the Nyaya-viniscaya quoted already (NVi, 3.88, p. 366,
and n. 44) contains one more important clue. In it, Akalanka provides
the rationale why sensuous cognition (mati-jiiana), which has tradi-
tionally been classified (together with testimonial cognition (sruta)) as
indirect cognition, can also be described as a kind of perception: ‘it is
only in order to be in agreement with people’s opinion, that sensuous
cognition is incorporated into the definition of [perception].” What is
meant here is conventional perception (samvyavaharika-pratyaksa),
which 'is distinguished, in the same verse, from perception proper
_ (mukhya-pratyaksa), called in the verse aparar. Even though Aka-
lanka mentions neither avadhi (clairvoyance) nor manah-paryaya
(mindreading) — traditionally grouped together with the perfect, ab-
solute cognition (kevala-jnana) — by name in any of his epistemological
works, it is clear that what is implied by aparari in the verse NVi, 3.88
are precisely all these three varieties. There can be no doubt that he
recognised this tripartite classification of avadhi-manah-paryaya-ke-
vala, for he explicitly and extensively commented on them in his Raja-
varttika.

To recapitulate, in Akalanka’s scheme, the category of direct
cognition (pratyaksa) comprises — as its peculiar conventional variety
— sensuous cognition (mati-jiana) along with its four stages: sensation
(avagraha), cogitation (iha), perceptual judgement (avaya) and
retention (dharana), the latter being the basis for memory, a kind of
storage of experienced events that are subsequently reactivated.

* IX

An interpretation of the enigmatic verse of LT 10cd-11ab should take
into account the defining feature of direct cognition, viz. the criterion
of clarity or lucidity, which should help determine how Akalanika
classified such cognitions as sensuous cognition, memory, recogni-
tion, induction, determined cognition etc. It would seem that all these
cognitive acts grasp, in the first place, general features of an object,
and have little in common with the notion of clarity/lucidity attrib-
uted to perception. Should we then conclude that Prabhacandra-
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suri’s interpretation (/nt. 3, see p. 347, and n. 6), who catalogues them
as varieties of indirect cognition, is the right one and all the remaining
commentators misunderstood the verse completely, not noticing the
patent contradiction in attributing memory, recognition, etc., a
direct, perceptual character?

Prabhacandra’s interpretation would find its support in Akalanka’s
verse of the Nyaya-viniscaya 3.83 (quoted in p. 362, and n. 37) that ‘the
other [type of cognitive criterion] is testimonial cognition ... divided
into [such varieties as] recognition etc.’, insofar as the expression ‘rec- -
ognition etc.” (pratyabhijiiadi) stands for the whole set of cognitive
processes that includes presumptive knowledge/supposmonal knowl-
edge (itha/tarka), determined cognition (abhinibodhika), memory
(smyti), inference (anumana) etc. In latter part of this verse (NVi,
3.83bc) Akalanka is, therefore, concerned with varieties of indirect
cognition (paroksa). That is also in full agreement with another verse of
the Nyaya-viniscaya in which Akalanka makes it clear that testimonial
(mediated) cognition comprises inference and scriptural testimony:

All this cognition [dealt with just before, including] inference as well as scriptural
testimony, is testimonial cognition, provided what is cognised is truth (reality)
without inconsistency with tradition.™

The commentator Vadiraja-suri expresses what is actually under-
stood from the context itself and on the basis of previous verses (NVi,
3.83-86): ‘Not only memory etc., are testimonial cognition, but also
inference and likewise scriptural testimony. 7

At this stage we should determine how, in Akalanka’s thought the
notion of clarity/lucidity, that distinguishes perception and indirect
cognition, relates to the issue of conceptualisation, which for
Dinnaga differentiates perception from inference?

In the Laghiyas-traya Akalanka describes each of the four cogni-
tive stages comprised under sensuous cognition. Interestingly enough,
the conceptual component (vikalpa, kalpana), the associating of *bare
sensory data’ with mental concepts, is present in the process almost
from the very beginning; that clearly distinguishes Akalanka’s
position from that of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti for whom such

" NVi, 3.87 (p. 363):
sarvam etac chruta-jianam anumanam tathagamah |
samK)raddy&vighﬁtena yadi tattvarin pratiyate |/ ’

"1 NViV 3.87 (p. 363.14-15): tad Gha — anumanar tathagamah. na kevalari smrty-
adikam eva Sruta-jrianam, api tu anumanam tadvad agamas céti.
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conceptual components were a mere fiction, be it a practically useful
fiction. To Akalanka, however, the involvement of the mind which
processes bare sensations is an integral part of perception. Concep-
tual impression, called by Akalanka ‘comprehension of the notion’
(vikalpa-dhi), or conceptual awareness of the object, which is a syn-
onym of kalpana and vikalpa, emerges in perceptual process as soon
as we become aware of the existence of an object:

When it comes to the union of the perceiving organ and the object, [first] (1a) the seeing
of [mere] existence’” [takes place, and then] (1b) a comprehension of the notion (con-
ceptual impression) in the form of the object 3 — [these constitute] sensation.. [It is
followed by] (2) cogitation, [which] is the wish [to know] the particular [object, and by]
(3) perceptual judgement, [which is] conclusive determination [of the object]. (4)
Retention is the cause of memory. Thus sensuous cognition is four-fold.

Without this conceptual awareness of the object the cognitive
subject could not become aware of anything, not even that he per-
~ ceives anything:

Any conceptual states of mind, of whose rise and cessation every one is aware, [if
they were non-conceptual at the moment of self-illumination], even if they exist,
would not be observed in singular acts of perception, just like the singular character
of the unique nature [is not observed].”

Conceptualisation thus accompanies through the whole process of
cognition, right from the moment when the object enters awareness.
Conceptual state of mind defines both acts of perception and indirect

72 This initial phase called sensation of the object (arthavagraha) corresponds to
what the Naiyayika call nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa. See n. 60.

" This and all the remaining phases are roughly equivalent to the Naiyayika’s
savikalpa-pratyaksa.

" LT 5-6ab:
aksartha-yoge sattaloko ’rthakara-vikalpa-dhih |
avagraho viSesakankséhavayo viniscayah [/
dharana smrti-hetus tan mati-jiianam catur-vidham |

S LT 24: ‘
pratisamviditotpatti-vyayah satyo 'pi kalpana |
pratyakse na lakserams tat-svalaksana-bhedavat [/
Cf. SViV 27 (p. 115.11-12): na hi sarwitter bahu-bahu-vidha-prabhrty-akrtayah sva-
yam asarvidita evodayante vyayante va yatah satyo 'py anupalaksitah syuh kal-
panavat tahtétarakrtayah. — ‘For no cognitive episodes [that represent the character]
of being many / much, manifold, etc. do not arise or cease in the awareness, them-
selves not becoming the object of awareness, because — although being present — they
would not be apprehended, just like the conceptual state of mind; in the same way it
is the case with the cognitive episodes of their opposites [such as little, simple, etc.
(see TS 1.15-16)].’
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cognition, except for the initial stage of mere contact of a sense organ
and its object, when no cognition is yet generated.

Akalanka maintains that such conceptually constructed ideas can
also occur in a clear and lucid manner. Besides, conceptualisation has
two aspects: it may present its object indirectly, as an idea of vague
form, but the way it emerges is clear and lucid (sc. direct):

Any aspect [of cognition] amenable to self-illuminating cognitien, in case of con-
ceptual (determinate) cognitions, manifests its contents clearly, because it is mani-
fested as conceptual (determinate), [even] when [a person’s] all thoughts are’
withdrawn (pacified).”®

That may lead to the conclusion that the series of cognitive
processes, enumerated in the ambiguous verse LT 10cd-1lab
(i.e., memory, recognitive cognition, inductive thinking (associa-
tion) and determined cognition), even though they are conceptual
in nature, could be classified as direct cognitions in terms of the
manner in which they themselves become comprehended as acts of
cognition.

When we analyse the way Akalanka applies the terms referring to
the series of cognitive processes, we discover that he makes use of two
series of terms that are normally considered synonyms. For instance
the term sarmyjfia (‘recognitive cognition’) is a synonym of pratyabhijna
|pratyabhijiiana, but both of them are generally used in slightly dif-
ferent contexts. That is the case with other terms occurring in both

6 LT 23:
sva-samvedyam vikalpanam viSadarthavabhasanam |
sarhhrtyasesa-cintayam savikalpavabhasanat ||
This is a direct critique of Dharmakirti’s idea expressed in PV, 2.123-125:
pratyaksarm kalpanapodham pratyaksenaiva sidhyati |
praty-atma-vedyah sarvesam vikalpo nama-samsrayal [/
samhrtya sarvatas$ cintam stimitenantaratmana |
sthito 'pi caksusa ripam iksate saksaja matih |/
punar vikalpayan kificid asin me kalpanédysi |
iti vetti na purvéktavasthayam indriyad gatau || —
—*[123] Perception is proved to be free from conceptuality by the very perception
itself. [Every] conceptual cognition of all [beings] is cognised by itself individually
and is correlated with the words. [124] After one has withdrawn one’s own thought
from everything, even though one abides tranquil inside oneself, the mind incited by
the senses sees [non-conceptually] some form with the eye. [125] When, again, one
conceptually conceives of that something, [in that very moment] one realises: ‘“Such
and such conceptual judgement has occurred to me!”, [but] one is.not [aware of that]
when there is [still] the [non-conceptual] cognitive state [of mind which has arisen]
from the sense-organ, [and] the condition of which has just been indicated [with the
words: “After one has withdrawn one’s own thought from everything”].’” For an
alternative translation of the passage see: Dreyfus (1997: 350).
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series.”’ In this way we have two quasi-synonymous series of cogni-
tive acts that are related causally:

1) mati - samjna — cinta — abhinibodha
[memory — recognitive coginition — inductive thinking — determined cognition]
(association)

“2) smrti - pratyabhijiagna — itha/tarka — abhinibodhika/anumana
[memory — recognition — suppositional ~ — inference ‘for oneself’]
knowledge

The difference between these two series lies in their either non-
verbal or verbal character. The former of this series is rather to be
reckoned among direct, perceptual acts of cognition, whereas the
latter most frequently is associated with indirect cognition.”

7 See, for instance: (1) LTV 10cd-l1lab: ...dharana, smytih saryjiayah ...,
cintayah . .., abhinibodhasya. .., (2) SVi 2.1 (p. 120.4): smrtya pratyabhijianata,
comp. SViT 2.1 (p. 120.20-21): mateh smrtih, tatah pratyabhijia, ata #hah, asmad
asabdanuma Srutam ity uktam bhavati; and (3) SViV 2.23 (along with SviT, p. 217.27-
218.1): avagraha adir yasyah sa cisau matih samasah: sa ca smytis ca sarjia ca cinta
ca abhinibodhas$ ca te atmano yasya tathéktam. (‘.. Sensuous cognition is a com-
pound piece of knowledge: it is both memory, recognitive cognition, thinking and
determined cogmtlon alike...); (4) RVvar 1.13 (p. 58.15-16): mananarm matih sma-
ranar smytih saryjianar samjida cintanam cintd abhimukhyena niyatarin bodhanam
abhinibodhah iti = SVIV 1.27 (p. 115.14-15).

"8 Since mati and smyti (likewise abhinibodha and abhinibodhika) are used inter-
changeably, in order to determine which of these quasi-synonymous series of cognitive
acts occurs in the context of either perception or indirect cognition, we should look for
occurrences of middle terms (samjna, pratyabhijﬁﬁna, cinta, itha [tarka).

(1) Terms of the first series (mati — sarijia — cinta — abhinibodha) occur, as far as [
could see consistently, in the context of sensuous cogmtlon (mati jnana), or peroeptlon
(pratyaksa), e.g.: RVar 1.13 (mananariv matih smaranar smrtih sarwjfianarm samjia
cintanam cinta abhimukhyena niyatam bodhanam abhinibodhah iti), SViV 1.27 (man-
anar va it matih, smaranam smytih, samjiianam samjna, cintanam cinta, abhinibodha-
nam abhinibodha iti), SViV 2.23 (.. .mati-jiana-prabheda-laksanam avagrahadi-mati-
smyti-samjna-cintabhjnibodhatakar . . ), LT 10cd-11ab (jnanamadyarm smrtih samjna
cinta cabhinibodhikam), LT 25 (aksa-dhz-smrtz-samjnabhts cmtayabhmtbodhtkath),
LTV, 61 (p. 21.7: anmdrzya—pratyaksam smrtz-samjnacmtabhtmbodhatmakam)

(2 Terms of the second series (smm — pratyabhijiana  — #@ha/tarka —
abhinibodhika [ anumana) are used in the contect of inference (anumana) or verbal cognition,
e.g.: NVi; 3.83 (Srutam . . . prakirnari1 pratyabhijiadau), NV 188 (sadrsyatmani sambandha-
grahe ... pratyabhijiadina siddhyet), PSa 1.2 (paroksam pratyabhijiiadi), PSaV 1.2
(paroksariv pratyabhijiiadi), PSa 3.17 (pratyaksa-nirnayan na rte samanyanusmytis tatah |
pratyabhijia tatas tarkah tatah sadhya-parigrahah |[), PSa 73, p. 122.21-22 (.. .anvaya-
vyatirekdartha-visayatvam Sabda-grahanar pratyabhijiianader. . .).

The only case where both series are mixed is SVi 1.27 (aksa-jfianair anusmytya prat-
yabhijiiaya cintayan | abhimukhyena tad-bhedan viniscitya pravartate |/ ), in which only
verbal equivalents of the technical terms are used. The context here is perception. Apart
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What ultimately decides whether these four stages are direct or
indirect is their relation to language. Their limited equivalence is de-
scribed by Akalanka in his own commentary to the problematic verse:

Since [retention] is a cause of infallible memory as the [cognitive] result (cognition),
retention is the cognitive criterion [of it); [similarly] memory [is the cognitive crite-
rion] for recognitive cognition, which is the identification; recognitive cognition [is
the cognitive criterion] for inductive thinking, which suppositional knowledge;
inductive thinking is [the cognitive criterion] for determined cognition, which is
inference etc., [still] before the association with speech. {After the association with
speech}3 [it is] the remaining [kind of] cognition [which is] testimonial cognition, -
[and] which is of many subdivisions.”

As a result, language emerges as an additional criterion that dis-
tinguishes direct cognitions from indirect ones. The division into
direct (clear and lucid) and indirect (unclear and bereft of clarity)
cognitive acts overlaps with the segmentation: non-verbal and verbal:

pratyaksa (perception) | paroksa (indirect cognition)
visada (clear) avifada (unclear)
asabda (non-verbal) Sabda (verbal)

akalpita (non-conceptual) | kalpita (conceptual) | kalpita (conceptual)

(Foonote 78 Continued).

from the above analysis of the occurrences of single terms belonging to these two series, an.
additional support of my thesis that that the series containing recognition (pratyabhijnana)
as a kind of indirect cognition, is found in a passage of the Asta-sati ad AMi 101 (AsS;,
p. 88.27-28 = AsSy, p. 279.19-20): pratyabhijfianari pramanam, vyavasayatisayopapatteh,
tat-samarthyddhinatvat pramanatva-sthiteh . — ‘Recognition is a cognitive criterion, because
the excellence of the determination (sc. correct cognition) [of an object though it] is possible,
for it is established that it is a cognitive criterion, insofar as it depends on the efficacy of this
[determination].” The reference to pratyabhijiiana is inserted among various other types of
indirect cognitive criterion which Akalanka argues to be also valid cognitions, but are
different from anumana. Clearly, pratyabhijiiana is treated by Akalanka as one of varieties
of paroksa. Furthermore, in the relevant portion of his Asta-sahasri ad AsS, Vidyananda
Patrakesarisvamin confirms that pratyabhijiana is a kind of indirect cognition (AsS,
p. 279.19: pratyabhijianari pramanam, vyavasayatisayopapatteh, pratyaksadivat, repeated
on p. 280.3-4: tath pratyabhijfianar tattva-jaanatvat pramanam, pratyaksadivat), which is
juxtaposed with perception.

7 LTV 10cd-11ab: avisarivvada-smyteh phalasya hetutvat pramanam dharana, smytih
samjaayah pratyavamarsasya, sarjia §int&ydh tarkasya, cinta abhinibodhasya anumanadeh
pr%k $abda-yojanat. {Sabdanuyojanat}3 Sesam Sruta-jianam aneka-prabhedam.

3 Emendation according to my critical edition of LT / LTV (under preparation).
Without my emendation, and with the reading: cinta abhinibodhasya anumanadeh
prak $abda-yojanat Sesarir Sruta-jianam aneka-bhedam, we would have: *. . .inductive
thinking is [the cognitive criterion] for determined cognition, which is inference etc.
[What is the first kind of cognition, i.e., sensuous cognition which occurs] before the
association with speech, [becomes] the remaining [kind of] cognition, i.e., testimonial
cognition, which is of many subdivisions.” Whether we take the suggested emenda-
tion into consideration or not, the meaning would not change considerably.
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The above division immediately evokes Dininaga’s assertion, which
must have influenced Akalanka’s classification and definition of
cognitive processes:

When there arises [a cognition as a result of the contact] of a sense organ and an
object, it is not possible [for the contents of this cognition to have] verbal character
etc. (sc. and conceptual character).®

Dinnaga’s above claim is, clearly, a direct consequence of his
distinguishing two autonomous kinds of cognition following the
criterion of conceptualisation: for him, conceptually constructed
ideas were automatically expressible with the help of verbal symbols.
Akalanka, however, argued to the contrary: it is possible to have
cognition, of which we are aware and which is, at the same time,
conceptual, i.e., its contents is already ‘contaminated’ by the influence
of mental activity such as cogitation, the determination of the nature
of perceived object etc. Furthermore, most cognitive processes that
“constitute perception, with the exception of the initial non-conceptual
phase of vyaijanavagraha,®' have such a conceptual nature. For
Akalanka, the validity of such a conceptual perception is warranted
by the fact that each and every subsequent step in the perceptual
process is causally dependent on the preceding one, from sensation
(avagraha) up to retention (dharana), and further, such a cognitively
valid retention results in the subsequent steps (memory, recognition,
induction, inference) that are likewise causally related.®? Ultimately,

80 pSV 1.17ab: indriyarthédbhave nasti vyapadesyddi-sambhavah. Cf. the transla-
tion in: Hattori (1968: 36, Section 3,k. 1ab), Sanskrit text: Hattori (1968: 121, n. 3.3).
The phrasing of PSV 1.17ab seems to have triggered, for instance, LT Sab (aksar-
tha-yoge sattaloko ‘rthakara-vikalpa-dhih).

8" See nn. 60 and 72, pp. 374 and 381.

82 Cf. STPT 2.1, p. 553, 6-9: atra ca piirva-piirvasya pramanatd uttarottarsya ca
phalatéty ekasyapi mati-jianasya caturvidhyam katharncit pramana-phala-bhedas
copapannah. yatha ca pratibhasa-bhede 'pi grahya-grahaka-sarnvidar yugapad ekatvam
tatha krama-bhavinagh avagrahadinar hetu-phala-riipataya vyavasthita-svariapanam
ekatvar katharicid aviruddham anyatha hetu-phala-bhavabhava-prasaktir iti pratipadi-
tam anekasah. —‘And as regards this [four-fold division of the sensuous cognition] each
and every previous [act of cognition] is a cognitive criterion, and each and every fol-
lowing [act of cognition] is [their] result; therefore even though the sensuous cognition is
one, it is somehow four-fold and what results is the division into the cognitive criterion
and [its] result. And just like with regard to a variety, as it were, of representations, acts
of awareness [of the form of] something-to-be-grasped and something-which-grasps
[preserve] their simultaneous unity, in the same manner unity of [the four stages of the
sensuous cognition such as] sensation, etc. — that [with their] determined intrinsic natures
exist consecutively, since they have the form of either cause or result — somehow [pre-
sents] no contradiction; otherwise [one would face] an absurd consequence that the
cause and result would [both] exist and not exist. This has been taught in many ways.’
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this causal series of cognitions leads to testimonial cognition, which is
verbal in character (see LTV 10cd-11ab, p. 42, n. 79). In short, the
final element in the process, viz. reliable verbal cognition, is preceded
by an act of perception.

Although Akalanka disagrees with Dinnaga as regards conceptual
character of perceptions, both of them would agree that verbal cog-
nition that is causally depended on previous direct experience, or
perception, is infallible (avisarivadin, see PS/PSV 2.5), viz. it is a
cognitive criterion (pramana, see LTV 10cd—11ab). For Akalanka, the -
causal sequence of cognitive events, each of which serves as a pramana
for the subsequent one (LTV 10cd-11ab), warrants the validity of
testimonial cognition: a valid cognition yields another valid cognition.
That is reminiscent of Dinnaga’s comments on PS 2.5 (quoted on
p. 354/5, and n. 21), in which he explains why testimony of an
authoritative person, which is as infallible as inference, can be clas-
sified as a kind of the latter: ‘Since when one has heard an utterance of
an authoritative person, on account of the similarity in terms of
infallibility it is called inference. And, as it is said, all name-giving is
preceded by perception.®® Also for Difinaga a valid act of perception
is a necessary ground for the validity of testimony.

Incidentally, Akalanka description of perception, as distinct from
indirect cognition in terms of its non-verbal character, is a criticism
against Bhartrhari’s claim that all cognition has a verbal character
and every thought must have its verbal equivalent:

There is no cognition in the human world which would not result from speech. All
cognition appears on account of speech as if permeated [by it).%

As against Bhartrhari’s opinion,®> Akalanka endeavours to
prove that it is possible to formulate thoughts independently of

83 PSV 2.5 (PSV,, p. 455.1-4): [Vasudhararaksita:] yid ches pa’i tshig fiid bzun nas
kyaﬁ mi bslu bar mtshuns pa’i phyir de yaﬁ rjes su dpag pa iid du brjod do || de skad du
yan | min gi las rnams kyl don du mnon sum son ba’i phyir ro Zes 'byun no |, [Ka-
nakavarman:] yid ches pa’i tshig nid bzun nas don de la mi bslu ba’i phyir dan | mi ‘dra
ba’i phyir rjes su dpag pa fiid du bead pa yin te | de ltar yan min gi las ni mron sum snon
du "tgro ba can Zes bya ba yin no |

VP L131:
na so 'sti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte |
anuviddham iva jianam sarvam Sabdena bhasate [/

5 That my contention about the implied criticism against Bhartrhari's theory is
not arbitrary is proved by Vldyananda s following remark, who commems on
Akalanka’s verse of LT 10cd-11ab: in TSVA, p. 240:
athava
na so 'sti pratyayo loke yah Sabdanugamad rte |
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language; moreover, even such complex cognitive processes as inner
association, induction and reasoning may proceed without any
involvement of verbal symbols. Concepts and ideas are an integral
component of every thought without which no thinking process
would be possible; however, we can think non-verbally.

X

The final picture of Akalanka’s classification of cognitive process
that emerges after above examination is shown in Model 3 below:

cognitive criteria (pramana)

indirect cognition (paroksa) direct cognition (pratyaksa)
. e <G
testimonial (mediated) cognition ($ruta) —J primary perception |f ijmﬁ{;ﬂ ,'}pé M 'y
(mukhya-pratyaksa) m«;}d{ Y’V #
. apran < alfsotiekpdwiédg€ (e, ff
conventional perception” 7 4 4
(sarmvyavahdrika-pratyaksa)
scriptural testimony (agama) I I X
sensory percep non: y (mental) percep
(indriya-pratyaksa) (anindriya-pratyaksa)
inference [‘for others’] ! sensory cognitlion -
irtha-]- - H
([pardrtha-)-anumana) ! (indriva-pratyaksa)
occasioned by sensuous | §
cognition (mati-nimitta) - | } ¥
] s
sensation (avagraha) P

memory (smyti) memory (mati = smyti)
cogitation (tha)

recognition (pratyabhijfdna) —1 recognitive cognition (samj#a)

. . 1 rceptual judgement
suppositional kn(;wledge ([uha/ tarka) - perceptualy (gapﬁya) i — association (cint@)
inference [ ‘for oneself” . - s d ined iti bhinil
([svﬁrthL-]~anumdna1 rgtention (dhg{tgﬂ) ~~~~~ L - g ( bodha)
verbal cognition re-verbal cognition
UM el » P 8!
(nama-yojanat) (pran nama-yojanat)
Model 3

(Foonote 85 Continued).

anuviddham ivabhati sarvam $abde pratisthitam |/ *

ity ekante nirakartur prag nama-yojanad adyam istari na tu tan nama-sarmststam iti
vyakhyanam akalankam anusartavyam. —

— Alternatively, in order to revoke the following absolutist stand [of Bhartrhari]:
“There is no cognition which [can exist] without following speech in the human
world; everything shines as if pierced [with words], being firmly based in speech,”®
it is accepted that the first [cognition, viz. sensuous cognition], [occurs] before the
association with name (speech), but it is not connected with name (speech) — such
an explanation should be adopted following Akalanika.” See also n. 3.
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The field marked [77<~

which are not mentioned by Akalanka by name in his works on episte-
mology (Laghiyas-traya, Nyaya-viniscaya, Pramana-sangraha and Siddhi-
viniScaya). Nevertheless, there can be no doubt that he followed Jaina
tradition in this respect and accepted all three: including clairvoyance and
mind-reading. He comments on them and explains their nature for instance
in his commentary on the Tattvirtha-siitra (RVar 1.9-12).

In accordance with the results of the above analysis, the initial
translation of the enigmatic verse of LT 10cd—11ab should be mod-
ified as follows:

-] comprises those varieties of valid cognitions

Int. 4 The first [kind of] cognition [also®® comprises] sensuous cognition (hére: mem-
ory), recognitive cognition, and inductive thinking [and] determined cognition; [it
occurs] before the association with name (speech). [These four become] - on account of
application of speech — the remaining kind of cognition, i.e., testimonial cognition.

Thus, the same sequence of mental processes — 1.e., memory, recog-
nitive cognition, inductive thinking and determined cognition, etc. — can
be either classified as sensuous cognition (sc. conventional perception),
or as testimonial cognition, depending on whether the processes are
accompanied by the application of language or not. This interpretation is
in agreement with a passage found in the Siddhi-viniscaya:

This sensuous cognition, which consists in the cognitive expectancy [to determine its]
datum which is an individual [thing] seized through sensation of its own object (sc. a
datum relating to a particular sense organ),® 7 also leads — after perceptual judgement
has been reached — to the fact that a subliminal i 1mpress1on (i.., retention, dharana),
amounting to determination [of the object, is deposited]®®. On account of reason based
on the contents of presumptive knowledge [obtamed] by a person who recognises [dn
object] due to memory non-verbal inference is produced, which is determmed cogni-
tion. It can become testimonial cognition [when] connected with speech.

(Foonote 85 Continued).
aVP 1.131, modified in padas cd. Vidyanander’s reading is also found in NBhu,
p- 580 24, verse 356.

S Viz. in addition to the four initial steps: sensation (avagraha), cogitation (iha),
perceptual judgement (avaya) and retention (dharana).

Alternatively: svarthavagraha could mean: ‘sensation of itself and of [its external]
obgect’, if we follow SviT ad loc. (p. 120.6): svarn ca arthas ca tayoh grahako ’vagraha.

® This is again the description of the four phases: sensation (svarthavagraha),

cogitation (tha = visayakanksa), perceptual judgement (avaya = bhedavayam
upetya) and retention (dharana = samskaratam yati).

9 SVi 2.1 (p. 120.2-5):
svarthavagraha-nita-bheda-visayakanksatmikéyarn matih
bhedavayam upetya nirnaya-mayam samskaratam yaty api |
smrtya pratyabhynavatoha-vzsayad dhetor asabdanuma
kalpya abhinibodhiki Srutam atah syat Sabda-saryojitam |/
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In this manner Akalanka accomplishes two seemingly irreconcil-
able tasks: he introduces a new model of valid cognitive processes
and, at the same time, he declaratively remains faithful to older
tradition expressed by Umasvamin: ‘sensuous cognition, memory,
recognitive cognition, inductive thinking [and] determined cognition
are synonymous expressions’(TS 1.13, p. 6).

The idea expressed in the hemistich of LT 10cd (jranam adyam
matih sarmjia cinta cabhinibodhikam) — as I understand it, viz. that
memory, recognitive cognition, inductive thinking (association) and
determined cognition are integral parts of perception — is further
confirmed by the verse of SVi 1.27, which clearly relates these four
mental processes to sensuous cognition, i.e., conventional perception
derived from senses:

With the help of cognitions [derived] from sense organs, having remembered [and]
recognised [perceptible things], one associates (or: reasons inductively) [and] having

_ determined intentionally® individual [objects grasped by] these [cognitive processes,
a person] undertakes actions [with respect to these individual objects].?!.92

The verse associates the sequence of cognitive events that are
causally related both with acts of perception (aksa-jrianaih) and with
practical actions undertaken with respect to individual entities, not
universal ideas, for one practically acts towards individual entities.
Further, in another place, Akalanka describes how individual entities
are being grasped through perception, which lends further support
that perception, with the exception of the initial step, has generally
conceptual character:

[First,] one does not distinguish its own [individual data] from other [things, i.e., one
does not even know with what sense organ one perceives), [then] one sees the exis-
tence alone (sc. that something is there) because one is not yet aware [of the character

.

% The expression abhimukhyena ... viniscitya ‘to determine intentionally’ is a
paraphrase of the term abhinibodha (‘determined cognition’), see Akalanka’s expla-
nation in RVar 1.13 (p. 58.15-16): mananarih matih smaranariv smrtih sarmjhianam
samjia cintanari cinta abhimukhyena niyatam bodhanam abhinibodhah iti.

91 Anantavirya in his commentary makes it clear that all these processes are
indispensable steps in perception, and none of them can be omitted; in SviT ad loc.,
p. 115.19-23, he enumerates six possibilities, each leaving one cognitive step out,
which all lead to impeded cognition.

92 SVi 1.27 (p. 115.6-7):
aksa-jnanair anusmrtya pratyabhijnaya cintayan |
abhimukhyena tad-bhedan viniscitya pravartate |/
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of the data];93 [then] one recognises the individual thing etc. and grasps [it] con-
ceptually through [various] stages of sensuous cognition.%

His auto-commentary,95 in which Akalanka elaborates on the
main ideas accommodated in the above verse, is quite revealing. At
the outset, Akalanka enumerates six sense organs, the mind (manas)

93 These two initial steps (avikalpya svam anyasmat satta-matrdm acetanat | pas-
yan) are the sensation of momentary manifestation (vyanjanavagraha), which is not
conceptual. Thereupon follows the sensation of the object (arthavagraha), which is
conceptual, and other conceptual steps of perception.

% SVi 12.4 (p. 742.1-2):
avikalpya svam anyasmat satta-mdatram acetanat |
pasyan vijanati dravyadi mati-bhedair vikalpayan |
Compare also Anantavirya’s relevant comments in SViT ad loc. (p. 742.6-15).

% 8ViV 1.27 (p. 115.8-18): spariana-rasana-ghrana-caksuh-srotra-mandrnsi
indriyani. taih sva-visaya-grahanam avagrahady-atmika matih bahu-bahu-vidha-
ksipranih srtanukta-dhruvanam sétara-prakaranam (TS 1.16). ata evanekanta-siddhih .
na hi samvitteh bahu-bahu-vidha-prabhrty-akrtayah svayam asarvidita evédayante
vyayante v yatah satyo 'py anupalaksitah syuh kalpanavat, thatétarikrtayah. sva-
laksana-samanya-lak sanaikante punah sarmvedanakrtih na pasyamah,
tathavaipasyantah katham {kalpanaya}® atmanam eva vipralabhamahe. tad evam
paramarthatah siddhih anekantat. manyate [mananam va it matih, smaranar smrtih,
samjianar samjia, cintanam cinta, abhinibodhanam abhinibodha iti] tathamanati
tattvartha-sitra-karah—"matih smrtih samjna cintabhinibodha ity anarthantaram’ (TS
1.13) iti. mati-smrty-adayah Sabda-yojanam antarena na bhavantity ekanto na yatas .
tatrantar-bhavyeran. tad-ekante punah na kvacid syuh tan-nama-smrter ayogat ana-
vasthanadeh . — “Touch, taste, smell, vision, hearing and mind are senses. With their
help sensuous cognition, which consists in [four stages such as] sensation, etc., is an
act of grasping of respective data for each of these [senses], [and it concerns] such
divisions as many/much, manifold, quick, unclear, implicit, fixed and their opposites
(TS 1.16). Precisely on the basis [of this act of grasping] the multiplexity [of data] is
established. For no cognitive episodes [that represent the character] of being many/
much, manifold, etc., arise or cease in the awareness, themselves not becoming the
object of awareness, because — although being present — they would not be appre-
hended, similarly the conceptual state of mind [would not be cognised]; in the same
way it is the case with the cognitive episodes of their opposites [such as little, simple
etc.]. On the other hand, we do not perceive cognitive episodes within awareness that
concern unique particulars and universal things that are absolutely separate from
each other. [The Buddhists are deceived, but] why do we, not perceiving [things] in
precisely such a manner (sc. not perceiving that unique particulars and universal
features are absolutely separate from each other), allow ourselves to be deceived {by
such assumption}® [that we can perceive universal things that are absolutely separate
from each other]? Thus, in exactly such a way, [viz. by grasping things as many/
much, manifold, etc., we arrive at] a proof [that], because of multiplexity [of
appearance], on the level of the ultimate truth [unique particulars and universal
features coexist in cognition]. It is maintained that sensuous cognition is under-
standing, memory is recollecting, recognitive cognition is recognising, inductive
thinking is associating, determined cognition is determining intentionally. Accord-
ingly, the author of the Tattvartha-siitra [1.13] considers that: “Sensuous cognition,
memory, recognitive cognition, inductive thinking [and] determined cognition are
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being included as the sixth sense. Since the mind grasps concepts and
thoughts, the character of mental perception has to be conceptual.
Furthermore, Akalanka takes recourse to an earlier idea, expressed
by Umasvamin (TS 1.16), that perception involves also ‘such divi-
sions as many / much, manifold, quick, unclear, implicit, fixed and
their opposites’, which also directly points to the conceptual nature of
perception.”® Without acknowledging conceptual nature of percep-
tion, it would not be possible to explain how the cognising subject
becomes aware of his own cognitions; as consequence, no cognition,
including conceptual states of mind, would be cognised (anupa-
laksitah syuh kalpanavat).

Finally, Akalafka examines the supposition that ‘sensuous cog-
nition, memory, etc., do not exist without the association with speech’
(mati-smyty-adayah Sabda-yojanam antarena na bhavanti), which he
immediately dismisses as simplistic (ekanta). If such cognitive pro-
cesses were verbal, they should be classified as instances of testimo-
nial cognition (na yatas tatrantar-bhavyera®’), and would turn out to
‘be indirect cognitions. To accept verbal character of such cognitive
processes as memory, recognition etc., that are considered by Akal-
anka to be recognitive cognition, would be tantamount to conceding
that each perceptual image or each element of memory would nec-
essarily have its own verbal expression. In consequence, without exact

(Foonote 95 Continued).

synonymous expressions.” [Suppose] sensuous cognition, memory, etc., do not exist
without the association with speech — such is absolutist stand; [but it] is not correct,
because [in such a case] these [varieties] should be included in this [testimonial
cognition]. On the other hand, if [one accepted] such an absolutist stand [that these
cognitions- are absolutely verbal], then [these varieties] could not occur with respect
to any [object], in so far as it would not be consistent to assume that memory
[proceeds with the help] of the names of these [objects], because of infinite regress (sc.
it would be necessary to have as many names as there are individual things) and
other [logical flaws).’

[* SViV 1.27 (p. b15.13 reads: katham armanam. However, the text should be
emended in view of Anantavirya’s manifest pratika, overlooked by the editor, in SviT
127 (p. 117.7): ...katharn kalpanaya svalaksana-samanya-laksandikante
samvedanakrttkalpanaya atmanam eva wpralabhamahe varicayamah ]

% Precisely the same idea is expressed in LTV 7ab: bahu-bahu-vidha-
ksipranisrtanukta-dhruvétara-vikalpanam  avagrahadeh  svabhava-bhedan  na
virudhyate. — ‘There is no contradiction [as regards the distinction between cognitive
criterion and its result] in the case of sensation and other [stages of sensuous cog-
nition that grasp] such divisions as many/much, manifold, quick, unclear, implicit,
ﬁxed and their opposites, because their essential nature is differentiated.’

Compdre Anantavirya’s paraphrase, SViT ad loc., p. 117.25-26: nanu maty-
adikam sarvam abhidhana-puras-saram eva svarthari pratyeti iti Sabda-Sruta evantar-
bhavo ’sya.
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co-reference between perceptible data of experience and verbal sym-
bols no perception would be possible.

XI

Above remarks about conceptual character of perception in
Akalanka’s thought hold true in the case of all conventional varieties
of perception. A separate, though related question is*whether Akal-
anka consistently ascribed conceptual character to all other kinds of
perception as well, especially to the highest form of perception proper
(mukhya-pratyaksa), viz. to absolute knowledge (kevala-jiiana), or to
two inferior kinds of perception proper (mukhya-pratyaksa), viz.
clairvoyance and mind-reading, which corresponded to what other
schools would call ‘yogin’s perception’ (yogi-pratyaksa).

As we know, for Dinnaga and Dharmakirti alike, all subcategories
of perception did not differ qualitatively in terms of their non-per-
ceptual character. Dinnaga emphasised that also perception which
meditation adepts (yogins) could acquire through their spiritual
practices was nonconceptual in character:

Yogins have the insight into the object as such which (sc. the insight) is unrelated to
the spiritual preceptor’s account.

Also the seeing of the object as such, in the case of yogins, which (sc. the seeing) is .
uncontaminated by notions [inculcated] by scriptural testimony is perception.

Dharmakirti directly referred to this passage in his Pramana-
varttika and acknowledged that also such yogic perception, which
seems to be ultimate perception in mundane world, is absolutely free
of any conceptual inner states and conceptually constructed ideas:

[Perceptual] cognition of yogins was described before [by Dinnaga). This (i.e., per-
ception) of these (i.e., yogins), which arises through meditation [and] in Wthh the net
of conceptuality has been shattered off, manifests itself as purely lucid.”®

% PS, / PSV, 1.6¢d: rnal "byor rnams kyi bla mas bstan | ma 'dres pa yi don tsam
mthong | | rnal "byor ba rnams kyis kyang lung las rnam par rtog pa dang ma ‘dres pa'i
don tsam mthong ba ni mngon sum mo | For Sanskrit text see Hattori (1968: 94, nn.
1.48, 1.49), PS; (= DKC, p. 106.1), cf. Hayes (1988: 136, 170, n. 18): yoginam guru-
nirdesavyatibhinnartha-matra-drk || yoginam apy agama- wkalpavyavaklrnam artha-
matra-darsanam pratyaksam.

PS 1.6cd is quoted by Akalanka in RVar 1.12, p. 54.14.

% PV 2.281:
prag-uktam yoginarn jianam tesam tad bhavana-mayarm |
vidhiita-kalpana-jalam spastam evavabhasate [/



A DISPUTE BETWEEN DINNAGA, DHARMAKIRTI AND AKALANKA 393

It would, therefore, be highly interesting whether Akalanka con-
sidered that, like all conventional perception, also yogic perception is
to a certain degree tainted by conceptually constructed forms. That
would, however, indicate inconsistencies in his framework in which
all perceptions he has discussed so far are conceptual.

Indeed, in his commentary Raja-varttika on the Tattvartha-siitra,
Akalanka, having rejected several definitions of perception (RVar
1.12, p. 53.26 fI), including that of Dinnaga, declares in the context
of yogic perception that:

And also the following is.not correct: “There are no entities whose essence is con-
ceptual, there are [only entities] whose essence is non-conceptual’; [it is not correct],
because there are no means to comprehend these [non-conceptual entities]. For it is
possible to demonstrate that there is no object [which would be] non-conceptual and
there is no cognition of such [object]; [it is possible to demonstrate that], because

there are no characteristics [on the basis of which one could either see them or infer
them].

Subsequently (RVar 1.12, p. 55.5-25), Akalanka directly criticises
Dinnaga’s claim that ‘Perception is free from conceptual construc-
tion’ (PS 1.3cd), and demonstrates that no direct cognition can exist
which is ‘free from conceptual construction’ either completely or in a
particular respect (p. 55.9-10: kim tat sarvatha kalpanapodhar utiho
katharicid iti). In a slightly different context, he adds that: ‘[Ultimate]
perception, [which is acquired] independently of sense organs and the
mind [and which is] free of deviation, is the seeing of definite con-
tents.’!®! This also supports the hypothesis that Akalanka consis-
tently regarded all kinds of perception to be conceptual.

However, Dinnaga’s and Dharmakirti’s description of yogic per-
ception the validity of which Akalanka explicitly rejected (RVar 1.12)
brihgs to light a highly significant evidence. In his commentary (RVar
1.12, p. 54.14), Akalanka directly quotes PS 1.6cd and makes refer-
ence to Dharmakirti’s commentary on it (PV 2.281), which features a
crucial term: ‘[Perceptual] cognition of yogins ... manifests itself as
purely lucid’ (yoginarm jhanam ... spastam evavabhasate). Even
though Akalanka repudiates Dharmakirti’s claim that also percep-
tion of yogins is completely non-conceptual, this passage as well as
the verses that follow (e.g., PV 2.284: spastabham nirvikalpam ca

100 Rvar 1.12 (p. 54.19-21): “parikalpititmana na santi bhava nirvikalpatmana
santi” iti cayuktam, tad-adhigamopayabhavat. na hi nirvikalpo 'rtho 'sti tad-visayam
Jjhanam céti pratipadayitum Sakyam laksanabhavat.

0V Rvar 1.12 (p. 53.4): indriyanidriyanapeksam atita-vyabhicaram sakara-
grahanam pratyaksan.
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bhavana-bala-nirmitam) — and which were certainly known to him —
may have been the inspiration for Akalanka to introduce the criterion
of lucidity or clarity into his definition of perception.

XII

We should now examine how far Prabhacandra’s solution (Inter-
pretation 3, p. 347, n. 6) differs from Akalanka’s model, and with what
aim he offered his own interpretation of LT 10cd—11ab. He classifies all
processes enumerated in TS 1.13 (p. 348), viz. sensuous cognition,
memory, recognitive cognition, inductive thinking and determined
cognition, as types of indirect cognition. In this, he follows
Umasvamin’s classification (TS 9-12), who indeed reckoned them as
types of paroksa, insofar as they were the stages of sensuous cognition
(mati-jnana), which was traditionally also classified as indirect. cogni-
tion. In this way, Prabhacandra proves to be closer to earlier Jaina
tradition.

For Prabhacandra perception (pratyaksa) was a clear and lucid
cognition as well as completely pre-verbal, although in part
accompanied by mental conceptualisation and related to conceptu-
ally constructed ideas. Indirect cognition was, on the other hand,
divided into two subcategories: strictly non-verbal cognition and
verbal cognition:

pratyaksa (perception) | paroksa (indirect cognition)
vifada (clear) avisada (unclear)
asabda (non-verbal) asabda (non-verbal) sabda (verbal)

akalpita (non-conceptual) | kalpita (conceptual)| kalpita (conceptual)

How Prabhacandra’s alterations changed the general classification
of cognitively valid procedures, adopted by Akalanka, can be shown
in Model 4 below:

The manner in which Prabhacandra reads into Akalanka’s state-
ments his own concepts does not essentially diverge from the manner
in which Akalanka himself radically modified earlier Jaina tradition.
In terms of historical development of Indian philosophy there was
nothing surprising neither about Akalanka nor about Prabhacandra.
Their manoeuvres were in agreement with general spirit of Indian
philosophical tradition: novelties were introduced in disguise of ear-
lier terminology, as faithful expositions of the earlier masters’
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thought. How such interpretations may have eventually wiped out
the legacy of the preceptor whose works underwent such a thor-
oughgoing interpretative treatment can best be illustrated by the
relation between Dharmakirti and Dinnaga. In contradistinction to
that, Prabhacandra’s commentary did not override Akalanka’s
oeuvre.

cognitive criteria (pramana)

indirect cognition (paroksa) direct cognition (pratyaksa)

testimonial (mediated) cognition(sruta) —J E primary perception

(mukhya-pratyaksa)
conventional pen:eption\
(samvyavaharika-pratyaksa)
|
" scriptural testimony (dgama) | I X
H non-sensory (mental) percepti sensory percep
H (anindriya-pratyaksa) (indriya-pratyaksa)
i "
— sensory cognition
(indriya-pratyaksa)
memory (smyti) L & 1 memory (mati = smym) sensation (avagraha)
recognition (pratyabhijfiana) . . e cogitation (Tha)
1 + [ recognitive cognition (sarhjfia)
suppositional knowledge (2ha / tarka) L ] perceptual judgement
I—1 association (cinta) (apaya)
inference [‘for oneself’] ) R
(Isvértha-}-anumana) [~ § | determined coguition ) ion (dharand)

j
> pre-verbal cognition
(pran ndma-yojanat)
Model 4

Peemdemesmenmecmenm

verbal cognition

(nama-yojanas) D Ahinthinints

As we.could see from the above, the development of Jaina
epistemology closely followed innovations in the Buddhist pramana
tradition. Dharmakirti and Dinnaga seem to be primary adver-
saries who triggered Akalanka’s criticism and provoked him to
reformulate several of his concepts. The influence the Buddhist
philosophers exercised on Akalanka and other prominent Jaina
thinkers was undeniable. That should not however lead one to
believe that Akalanka’s thought was somehow inferior to the
sources of his intellectual inspiration, certainly not less than
Dinnaga’s or Dharmakirti’s systems who ingeniously applied for
instance Bharthari’s ideas in their original philosophical edifice.
Akalanka availed himself of borrowed ideas in a highly creative,
sophisticated and independent manner; his categorisations of
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cognitive phenomena were penetrating and his analysis of episte-
mological questions were very subtle. What is important to realise
is that Akalanka — as any genuine philosopher and ingenious
thinker — was a part not only of a his own doctrinal .tradition, but
also, to the same degree, of Indian philosophical heritage which
included also Buddhist thought.
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