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PREFACE

In these pages an attempt has been made to give a
systematic presentation of post-Sathkara dialectics of the
Advaita-Vedanta. The work is substantially based upon my
thesis approved for the Degree of Doctoraté in Philosophy by
the Calcutta University in 1933.

Advaita-Vedanta may be studied purely from a religious
standpoint as an intuitive principle of realisation as well as
conceptual dialectics. In the former aspect, it unfolds to us the
highest art of life, brings solace in affliction and holds out a
promise of self-realisation and transcendental bliss. It is also a
science of thinking, abounding in philosophic boldness and in
this respect it has exhibited the keenest logical subtleties and
is on the same footing with the Science of Reasoning. Though
the Vedantic teachers render allegiance to the infallibility of the
Sruti, still, the free natural growth of Philosophic thinking has
not been checked in the Vedinta literature. Andin the history
of the development of Vedantic concepts, the. more we advance
the more we are impressed by the diversity of thoughts, the
complexity of concepts and the subtlety of reasoning. Advaitism
in its later development has become the pyramid of conceptual
construction. Contributions of Sribarsa, Citsukha and Madhusii-
dana, open a new era in the domain of the Advaita-Vedanta and
add a new page in the history of the development of monistic
thouglit. Contributions of the Neo-Vedantic teachers have novel
features which originate a new form of dialectology to test the
growth of Vedantic concepts and thus make the system a living
one in Indian Philosophy.

The main object of the dialectics as developed by the
Neo-Vedantic teachers is to carry thought to perfection by a
critical examination of the concepts and categories of the
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opposing sister schools so as to cxpose their untenability on the
ground of their inherent contradictions and antinomies. This
paved the way for the establishment of their own position on a
sound logical basis which was made stronger still by a further
dialectical refutation of the charges and criticisms that might
conceivably be levelled by the opponents against their own
position. The Neo-Vedantic dialectic has thus a twofold destruc-
tive-constructive aspect—refutation of the opponents’ thesis and
the establishment of the truc Vedantic position by a refutation of
its refutation by the opponent. In some teachers, the former,
destructive or offensive, aspect is predominant while in others
there is a harmonious combination of destruction with con-
struction. Madhusiidana in his Advaitasiddhi is mainly pre-
occupied with a refutation of Vyasaraja’s Nyayamrta almost line
by line and Sriharsa in his Khandanakhandakhadya is more busy
in demolishing the Nyaya-Vaisesika categories than in propound-
ing his own thesis.  Citsukhacaryya however in his monumental
Tattva-pradipika tries to hold the balance even between these two
aspects. These three thinkers carry post-Samkara dialectic to
the perfection and predominance it has reached in Indian
thought. Hence in the present study these threc remarkable
dialecticians have come in for attention.

The present volume comprises eight chapters bearing mainly
on the epistemology of post-Sainkara thought. Of eight chapters,
the first threc deal with the nature and validity of knowledge and
the next five are concerned mainly with an explanation of
appearance and its implication from the standpoint of
epistemology.

In the first chapter, nature of knowledge Has been examined
and analysed so as to bring out the problems involved therein.
This enables us to grasp the fundamental problem of Vedantic
epistemology, and thus serves as an introduction to it. The
second chapter deals with the important and unique Indian
conception of self-luminosity of knowledge—the problem of
self-luminosity being studied from two sides, viz., its nature and
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its validity. n I developing the definition, mainly following
Citsukhacaryya an attempt has been made to show how by an
inner dialectic movement, thought arrives at the most perfect
definition of its object by discovering and discarding the inherent
contradictions of inadequate definitions. With regard to the
validity of the conception, it has been shown how Vedantic
thinkers establish their position by a dialectical refutation of the
opponent’s arguments in such a perfectly Socratic manner as to
lead gradually and inevitably to its establishment on an
irrefutable logical basis. The third chapter is concerned with
the validity of knowledge, and deals mainly with the formidable
arguments of the Navya-Nyaya school as reprcsented by Gangesa
in his Tattvacintamant and discusses how the Mimarhsa and
Vedanta schools refute the neo-logicians by their own dialectic.

In the fourth chapter, Sriharsa’s famous dialectic in the
refutation of the Nyaya-Vaisesika categories has been studied
while the fifth and sixth chapters deal with Madhustdana’s
refutation of Vyasarija’s arguments against the Vedantic concep-
tion of the universe as unreal. Epistemology of illusion or
Adhyasa has been discussed in the seventh chapter where an
attempt has been made to study the monistic theory of illusion
or super-imposition in a comparative way by analysing different
theories of illusion advanced by the sister schools of Indian
Philosophy. The last chapter deals with Nescience or 4vidya
and the famous anupapattis of Ramianuja and the charges of
Madhva have been examined and an effort has been made to show
how the Advaita-teachers refute their opponents by their irre-
sistible dialectics and finally establish their own position on the
bedrock of irrefutable logic.

I owe an apology to students of modern philosophy for my
following the logical technique of original authors whose views
have been represented by me in this book. This will, I am
afraid, give an undesirable impression of scholasticism, the days
of which are irrevocably past. But a twofold consideration
led mc to run the gauntlet of ecriticism. In the first place I

i
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wanted to present to the modern scholar the growih of dialectics
in orthodox Vedanta with all its strength and purity and in the
second place I was apprehensive that to make an attempt to
present the arguments of thesc old dialecticians in the current
philosophical terminology might scrve to give a wrong version
of our ancicnt thought. The temptation of using the terminology
of European Philosophy was too great for me ; but I mustered
courage enough to shun the risk of presenting a distorted account.
I preferred to leave the old philosophers speak for themselves
in their own forceful diction with all their terminological
resources and I could not dare to put a modern garb on them,
because I do not possess the skill and art which will make our
ancient thinkers appear in a modern rble. It is too much to
expect that highly technical works like those I have followed
as my model can be made easily intelligible and popular. These
speculations have got an appeal and interest for the select few
and I shall deem my labours amply rewarded if the present
endeavour serves to create an interest in the Indian philosophical
speculations in circles of scholars whose knowledge of Sanskrit
1s not equal to tackling the original texts. I had all along
counted on the indulgence of my prospective readers and I appeal
to them to tread the tangled path of ancient dialectics with me
with patience and sympathy and to treat with indulgence and
charity of heart the deficiencies and drawbacks which are
inevitable in a pioneer attempt.

The branch of study, which forms the subject-matter of the
present volume, has not as yet received any clear and systematic
exposition on the lines attempted here. DPost-Sarmkara dialectic
as exemplified by Madhusadana, Sriharsa and Citsukha, it is
suggested, will not compare unfavourably with the best products
of the Western thought as rcpresented by Kant’s Critique of
Pure Reason, Fichte's Theory of Knowledge and Ilegel’s
Logic. Without any claim to completeness and compre-
hensiveness of  discussion the humble writer has only
made an attempt to throw some light and focus attention on a
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subject so vast and complex. The hope, however, is entertained
that in future, labour of competent scholars will scrve to com-
pletc the edifice the foundation of which is sought to be laid
here—a long-felt desideratum of Vedantic epistemology.

I shall be failing in my duty if I do not take this opporlu-
nity to placc on record my deep sense of gratitude to Raja
Prafullanath Tagore of Pathuriaghata, the enlightened Zemindar
of Idilpur Pergana, my native place, and Babu Rukmininath
Dutt Chaudhury, Zemindar of the Hatkhola Dutt family,
Calcutta, but for whose munificence and ungrudging financial
help I could not dream of completing my University education.
Mr. Dutt has all along been an elder brother to me and I am
not paying a conventional compliment to him in saying that
without his encouragement and exhortation I would not have
thought of carrying researches in Indian Dhilosophy and if
there is even the slightest merit in my researches the credit
belongs entirely to him as my patron, friend, philosopher and
guide. I must offer my sincerest thanks to my esteemed friends
and colleagucs, I’rol. Gopalchandra Bhattacharjce, M.A., Professor
of Philosophy, 3. M. College, Barisal, and Dr. Satkari Mookerjee,
M.A., Ph.D., Lecturer, Calcutta University, for their ungrudging
help and co-operation and valuable suggestions for the improve-
ment of both language and thought of my present work in the
manuscript.

I take this opportunity to express my sincere gratitude
to my DProfessor, Dr. M. N. Sarkar, M.A., Ph.D., now DProfessor
of Philosophy, Presidency College, for the encouragement and help-
ful suggestions he so affectionately extended to me in connection
with my researches. I must also record my scnse of obligation
to Prof. Sir 8. Radhakrsnan, Kt., M.A., D.Litt., Vice-
Chancellor, Andhra University, for his kind patronage and
encouragement. Finally, I am highly indebted to Dr. S. N,
Daggupta, M.A., Ph.D., I.E.S., Principal, Sanskrit College, for
his loving encouragement and sympathy and for the opportunity
he gave me to discuss with him my difficulties and problems
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and his weighty suggestions for the improvement of the
work. '

I offer my cordial thanks to Syamaprasad Mookerjee, Esq.,
M.A., B.L., Bar.-at-Law, M.L.C., Bharati, Vice-Chancellor,
Calcutta University, for the kind patronage and encouragement I
have received from him and for his kind provision for the publica-
tion of my work by the Calcutta University. My sincere thanks
are due to Mr. Atul Chandra Ghatak, M.A., Superintendent of the
University Press, Mr. Bhupendralal Banerjee, Printer and Mr.
Kalipada Das, B.A., and the other members of the stafl of the
University Press for their hearty co-operation and care in the
speedy publication of mmy work. To Mr. Dineshchandra Guha,
Vedantatirtha and Mr. Ramendra Chandra Bhattacharyya,
Kabyatirtha, my students in the Post-Graduate classes, beclongs
the credit of preparing the word-index and my cordial thanks
arc duc to them.

AsuTosH BUILDING :
CaLcuTtTA UNIVERSITY.
March 23, 1936. AT, S.
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STUDIES IN POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

EPISTEMOLOGY
CHAPTER 1
NATURE oF KNOWLEDGE

In the philosophy of Samkara two lines of thought run
parallel to each other, the one is epistemological and the other
is metaphysical. In Samkara epistemology has been distinct
from the transcendental metaphysics, for by the very nature of
his philosophy the theory of knowledge has been distinguished
from the conception of being. No doubt, in Sarhkara being
is intuition, but that is in a transcendental sense. The theory of
knowledge 1s a theory of empiric cognition. Although the
Hegelian dictum, ‘ whatever is, is consciousness’ is accepted
by Samkara in entirety, yet Samkara differs from Hegel when
he comes to conceive the process of the concrete cxpression of
being. To Hegel there is a constant tendency in being to

overcome its bare potentiality and to express
Befgi'ﬁm' Hegeland  jgolf in dialectic concretencss and dynamic

fulness. Hegel’s Absolute is here pure logical
reason, and the dialectic of reason in human mind, therefore,
is only the reproduction of the dialectic expression of being and
is the key to its knowledge. Bergson differs from Hegel in
conceiving intuition to be the faculty of apprehending reality.
But the elan vital of Bergson or his eternal duration appears to
be an a-logical reality. Satnkara differs from Hegel in conceiving
being to transcend logical reason and as complete in itself and
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not going through a dialectic expression to reach its fulness.
Sathkara is cmphatic that the process of dialectic expression
is concretisation of heing and does not express its absolute
character. Absoluteness and concrete expressions are not
compatible. Being is an ever-accomplished fact and not an
accomplishing process and it is at the same time transcendental
intuition shining by itself without implying any process of
knowledge. TIntuition in Bergson is akin to instinct. Bergson
secs the limitation of conceptual thinking and how it fails to
penetrate the heart of reality. 1T has, therefore, made a clear
distinction between intuitive insight and conceptual thinking.
But intuition in Bergson is apparently a psychological process
and hardly approaches the transcendental intuition of Sarikara.
Bergson has in him a touch of dualism inasmuch as he draws
a distinction between intuition and reality. But Sarbkara’s
system does not suffer from such a dualism. In him intuition
is identical with reality and is not a process of apprchending
it. Samkara, therefore, differs from Hegel in characterising
reality as super-logical and from Bergson in characterising
reality as ultimately intuition and throwing away all dis-
tinctions between reality and intuition. Intuition is not only
the faculty of the soul, but the {ranscendental truth. In
Samkara psychology and metaphysics have met together in
affirming intuition as the ultimate truth. Psychology realises
this in its highest flight of consciousness and metaphysics accepts
it as the ultimate affirmation of knowledge and the highest pitch
of being. The two fundamental faculties of apprehending truth,
viz., intuition and reason, accept heing as unmodified, ecver-
accomplished fact, which is also consciousness. — P’sychology
accepts this as a fact of direet cxperience. Reason accepts this
as o fact implied in its own revelation. Sense-activity and
reflective understanding are no doubt faculties of the mind. The
one is dirceted to receive affections of sensibility, and the other,
{o understand the world of relations. The one belongs to the
fringe of subjective consciousness and the other to the relational
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and objective consciousness. The one receives impressions,
the other finds out their implications. Buf sense-impressions
or the implications of reason are not illuminated in themselves.
They are illuminated by the ever-accomplished fact of conscious-
ness. Bach of them, therefore, presupposes something which
they cannot reveal, far less establish. In fact, the senses
and reason are faculties directed towards the reception and
examination of experience but not competent to establish truth.
Sarmkara, has, no doubt, found a place for enlightened reason,'
for logic according to him has a negative result, and reason in
its ordinary implications is involved in antinomics, though the
transcendental culture in the Advaita-Vedanta generates a fitness
in reason to approach reality if not to apprehend it. The nega-
tive dialectic of Vedanta is helpful in a way, lor reason
becomes free from the natural demands of lifc and breaks the
realistic adaptations of knowledge and life. This goes a great
way to foster the idealistic or transcendental attitude. No doubt
it is clear that reason is never competent to establish transcen-
dental truth or to reveal it. Advaitism makes a distinction
between enlightened and unenlightened reason.  Unenlightened
reason does not see, far less apprehend, the oneness of being.
The enlightened reason of DThilosophy gives the weight of its

authority to this existence of the accomplished
islfeﬁe&nc{?ﬂaﬁs}?’ﬁ fact of intuition. In Advaita-Vedinta, there-
f;é;ff‘““"’ Epstemo- £56, cpistemology runs on two lines: (¢) on

the realistic line and (b) the idealistic linc.
Satikara’s philosophy has in it an element which will give support
to naive realism. Advaitism contains in it the antinomies which
reason naturally meets with in the effort of knowing the ultimate
reality. Though Sarhkara has not made a clear distinction be-
tween censibility and reason, still the functions of sensibility and
reason can be distinguished in his philosophy and this distinction
leads us to his theory of truth of appearance and of error.

! Sivadyatarka-parityiigena niravadyastarkah pratipatiavyo bhavati
—8.B,, 2. 1. 11.
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Sensibility in its immediate effect makes us believe in the reality
of objects. It affirms the existence of the object and accepts its
truth. This affirmation is ‘ naive.” The report of sensibility is
often negated and in sense-affections no distinctions can be
possibly drawn between false and true knowledge. Empiricism,
therefore, dogmatically accepts the affirmation of the scnses.
Sensc-knowledge cannot transcend this and the subject-object
relations underlie empiric consciousness. But even in these
implications reason soon finds by the constant changes and de-
nials that the reports of the senses are not convincing. Nor do
they present reality. Reality in Samkara is not consistent with
the constant shiftings of phenomena, for, the succession of pre-
sentations and their denials naturally impresses one with their
transitory character. Truth, if it is anything, must be abiding.
The constant changes of phenomena cannot establish their
reality. Samkara, so far as his epistemology is concerned, is
eloquent on the thesis that the subject-object implications of
knowledge cannot establish or reveal truth, for the constant
shiftings or changes of phenomena at once stamp them with a
degree of unreality. Empirical knowledge by its own denial
establishes its own falsity. Ttis a common experience that
perception is denied by perception, perception by inference, in-
ference by authority and so on.' In this way a knowledge by
experience is not a reliable source, for we shall see later on that
all phases of experience are constantly changing and none, there-

! (a) Apariksita-pratyaksarh hi pariksitinumanipcksayi durbalam,
nilath nabha iti pratyaksamiva nabho niripalvanumianapeksaya.—Ad. S.,
pp. 869-70 (Bombay Edition).

(b) Pratysksiderbi  pariksaya vyavaharika-primanyamatrar
sidhyati, tacca nadvaitigamena badhyate, badhyate tu tattvikarn
pramanyam.

—Ibid, p, 874.

(¢) Tatparyavali érutih pratyaksad balavat!,—Bh., 1.1.1.
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fore, can be true in the metaphysical sense. Experience is
always related to certain conditions and if these conditions
change the experience can be sublated. Reason cannot, there-
fore, accept the verdict of experience. No doubt there is secming
uniformity in our perception, but these uniformities obtain under
some conditions and do not obtain under others. Truth of
experience then is subject to certain collocations. These colloca-
tions are of space, time and causality and sense-conditions,
What Sarmkara seems anxious to point out is the untrustworthy
nature of empirical knowledge which cannot therefore be regarded
as a fit instrument for the understanding of truth. This criticism
applies even to all finer forms of perception whether of religion,
art, morality or lower form of mysticism, for they are also
intuitions of developed senses, moral, acsthetic or religious, and
their impress carries with them a sort of conviction. They are
the cmpiric intuitions of this state of consciousness, but the
criticism which Samkara applies to knowledge by experience can
also tell upon them. The relative consciousness, through which
our experience moves, can never be a source of higher wisdom,
since everything in it is constantly changing and it is true only
in its own universe. Its truth or falsity is always related to
certain conditions. It is true in one way and false in another.
Truth and falsity seem to be inherent in its nature. Samkara,
therefore, characterises every fact of experience as relatively true
and relatively false. Apart from the ontological implications
every fact is epistemologically also true and false, under different
conditions. Throughout the whole course of experience appear-
ance is simultaneously turning out true or false, true in one set of
relations and false in another set of relations. Understanding of
falsity is an exercise of reason. In this understanding, reason
and judgment play an important part. When an appearance is
negated leaving behind it another appearance, the denial is the
part of judgment, though the latter appearance is a fact of
experience. Facts are presented in experience and then denied.
This is the nature of empiric illusion.
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By the complete analysis of an empiric illusion we get three
_ Nature of Talsity elements, (1) the presentation of the locus ;
;[;nl;,:i(:ang? ﬁ?x;]pi?ig (2) the appearance of the illusory percept and
Llusion. (3) the negation of illusion. FEven in empiric
knowledge the percept is illusory, but its illusory character is not
understood so long as the locus is not perceived. This is no
doubt true of empirical illusions ; it is true no less of empirical
experiences. But the empirical intuition is not denied so long as
consciousness dwells on the relative basis. Still, the relative
character of empiric knowledge cannot be doubted. And this
relative character is enough to indicate its illusoriness though it
cannot completely establish it.!

These three elements are more or less presented before
consciousness. The first one is not completely presented and here
arises the possibility of illusion. The second one is completely
presented and the third one too. Between the presentation
of the second element and that of the third two more intervening
stages may be conceived :—(1) a negative judgment that
the presentation is not the locus, (2) before the locus can be
presented, the negation of the illusory percept can be presented.
The mind passes through a negative judgment and consciousness
still works in relativity.  This relativity consists in ‘ this is not

Negative Dialectic  this, but this.”  Knowledge still moves in the
:’;piﬁ't’;]nf;“ and M5 gphere of judgment and rcason is here at
theory of knowledge. —\york,  Immediately after this stage as the
effect of judgment, comes the immediate consciousnes of nega-
tion. This negation is really ‘identical with the locus. ?

Before  the  Jocus, as it is, is perceived, such a negation

1 Vide Ad. 8., pp. 652-684 (Bombay Lidition).
Ibid, pp. 648-51.
2 Nabhavo nama bhavadanyah kascidasti, api tu bhiva cva bhiavaota.
ritmand abhavah svariipena tu bhiaval ; yathihuh ¢ Bhivantaramabhivo
hi kayacittu vyapcksaya ’ iti.

—Bh., p. 22 (Bombay Edition).
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being identical with position, becomes the natural implication of
knowledge. In fact, the Advaita-Veddnta does not draw any
distinction between the negation of the false pereept and the
locus.

What we should like to point out is that rcason has got a
function and that function, as will appear from the above, is
essentially negative.  The function of reason is to judge the truth
of relations in empirical presentations. Samkara, like Kant, docs
not trace out the constitutive and integrative function of reason
and understanding.  The clear analysis of the untrustworthy
character of cmpiric knowledge exhibits this negative function
of reason. Sathkara has demonstrated this in refuting relational
conscioustiess.  Judgment construes  relations and  Samkara
points out that this is more or less the necessity of pragmatic
consciousness.  They are, therefore, constructions of a realistic
will, but these relations cannot  be established.  The logical
reason ultimately finds its own barrenness in not being able to
establish an order of relations and in giving always a negative
result.  The logical consciousness stands revealed as self-contra-
dictory.  The self-contradiction is the only verdiet that reason
passes upon 1ts own formation. Saihkara does not deny the
inherent tendency of unilluminated reason to build up an order
of relations, but when reason proceeds to examine its own affiy-
mations, 1t 1s involved in contradictions and fallacies.

In the theory of empirical knowledge Sathkara has, therefore,
aceepted the contributions of sensibility and  reason.  The
knowledge through sensibility is accepted as true so long as it is not
denied by another presentation.  Truth and falsity are to Sam-
kara matters of presentation and not of judgment, be it cmpirie
or transcendental.  Reason plays the subordinate function of
negating the concepts  of relations.  Knowledge, thercfore,
proceeds from presentation to  presentation until  the relative
presentations are ultimately denied in the absolute presentation.
This absolute presentation is pure consciousness and transcenden-
tal knowledge.
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The important problem of cpistemology faces us here. ‘ Is
knowledge concrete or abstract? ’  Self-con-
Nature of kpow- . !

ledge. Ts knowledge scious cvidence speaks for the concrete as well
concrete or abstmict T 4§ the abstract aspeet of knowledge, but is more
in favour of the concrete aspect. Indian epistemology has faced
this problem boldly. The distinction of Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa
has found a place in the Naiyayika, Bauddha, Samkhya, Mima-
msd and the Vedanta systems. Infact, it is an all-absorbing
topic in Indian Philosophy and the main tendency has been
amongst a class of philosophers to lend their support to abstract
knowledge. That knowledge has got a concrete expression is
accepted by everybody, but when we come to logically examine
the concrete aspeet of knowledge we meet with certain difficulties.
We have scen  that Sarmkara has accepted the concrete stage of
knowledge and has not categorically denied it.  Such has been
the case also with other forms of transcendental philosophy.
Psychologically, both the forms of knowledge are facts of con-
sciousness and cannot be denied. But  the Ramanujists,
Madhvites and some others have noticed only the conerete express-
ion of knowledge and have denied the constant tendency of cogni-
tive cxperience to pass from the abstract to the concrete stage.
Hence knowledge is a definite form of consciousness.  Definite-
ness strietly is the differentia of knowledge and so long as
knowledge  has  not this character, it is not knowledge
but simple apprchension.  Apprehension and judgment are the
the two psychological stages of knowledge.  Psychologically we
cannot deny any one of them, though there has been an attempt

in Ramanuja not to call apprehension knowledge.

Logically there has been a difference among philosophers on
the issue of denying onc and retaining the other. The theists
identify knowledge with judgment and Sarikara, with apprehen-
sion. Samkara does not deny that relative consciousness is a
matter of judgment and he lends his support to such knowledge
in certain stages of consciousness.  What he denies is its meta-
physical character. Sarnkara criticises this concréte knowledge
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(1) in its logical character and (2) in its epistemological import.
Logically he is anxious to establish the point that knowledge as
judgment is involved in fallacies. Judgment is relational con-
sciousness and this relation is two-fold : (1) relation of subject
and object and (2) relation of subject and predicate. These are
the most potent forms of relations. Among systems of differcnt
relations epistemologically the first one is more important. The
relation of subject and object is the essence of empiric epistemo-
logy and the ground of concrete knowledge.

Let us examine the naturce of these relations. Epistemology
The Advaite.Vedin. here. assumes rather than tries to prove the
to and subject-object relations. There is no proof here other than the
reference in knowledge. . . .
evidence of consciousness, but the evidence of
consciousness is not always true, specially in empiric knowledge.
The supposed relation may be nothing more than an appearance
and a false creation of the pragmatic consciousness. Logically
it involves us in difficultics. The subject is subject, and the
object is object. How the object is related to the subject is not
explained. ! The relation is aterm between the subject and
object. It has a mcaning to the subject, but not the object.
Meaning is a psychological implication and the relation is rela-
tion to the subject. But the relations are true to the subject and
they arc of the subject. But on what assumption do we accept
the object to be a term of relation 7 Even if it is accepted that
the subject-cbject relation is inherent in knowledge, it is still in
knowledge and expresses its concrete character ; but still it does
not establish a reference to anything besides knowledge and its
own element. In fact, it 1s somewhat difficult to establish the

1 (a) Nghijiidnarmh jeyasathbaddhameva prakisakam atiprasangit,
napi svasathbaddham, Aatmasvariipasya tadgunasya vd jliinasys jficycna

sarhbandhasyabhavit.
—Ad. 8., pp. 453-54.
(b) Vide 8. B.,p. 6
(¢) Vide P. D., sls. L. 50, 52.

2
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objective reference of knowledge by starting from knowledge.
How knowledge passes from abstract to concrete is what logical
intellect cannot fully apprehend. This is an epistemloogical
implication of the Maya doctrine of Samakara. This aspect has
been more fully developed in Satikarites than in Sarhkara.
The presentation of the object to the subject is dogmatically
The Necossity of accepted by naive realism. Sarmkarites do
later Vodant develop- not deny the presentation, but the disappear-
ance of the prescntation of false percept makes
themn seriously think upon the issuc. Is the presentation real ?
This is the most important question in the doctrine of percep-
tion. Sarkara has no doubt accepted the rcality of presentation
as has been made clear in his refutation of Vijiianavada. He
appears there as a realist. He is eloquent that perception gives
us simultancously the knowledge of self and not-self. This
raust have been a psychological admission. But the constantly
shifting character of our perception, specially of false percep-
tion, makes us seriously ponder over the question : what do we
actually perceive ? Do we perceive appearance or reality ? Do we
perceive an appearance that presents reality for the time being ?
In false perception Samkarites point out, that the appearance
is real and unreal both, but in reference to different universes of
thought. Tt is real, because it is presented ; it is false, because
it is denied.  Smbkarites are anxious to avoid the complete un-
reality and illusoriness  of a false presentation. In this scnse,
there is an element of realism in their system. But since, the
presentation is denied, it is not real in a metaphysical sense.
Sawnkarites accept, therefore, the psychological realism and the
metaphysical idealism in  their theory of perception. This dual
character of the presentation is what differentiates their theory
of false perception from other theories. In Saihkaraphilosophy
therc is a constant change of outlook from psychological
to metaphysical point of view. The objectivity of reference
in perception is not denied by the Sarnkarites, but how an
appearance is objectified, is what passes comprehension. The
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objectivity and subjectivity of reference in false knowledge succeed
one another ; what appears as an object is, after a moment,
denicd as an object and is interpreted as a subjective creation or
projection. This is clear in false perception. This projection and
the supposed objectivity of the presentation are surcly a creation
of Avidya, for no other factor can be logically conceived for such
presentations. If this is true of empiric illusions, itis also
true of empiric perceptions, though these have a more durable
character and have, therefore, the mark of objectivity which
cannot be reduced to subjective impression. This is the point
on which Samkara differs from the Vijbanavadi Bauddha and
this has been the main foundation for the development of exo-
teric life and consciousness. The relative character of our
perception as true or falsc corresponding to different universes
of thought has all along been pursued in Vedanta metaphysics
and so long as the transcendental intuition does not dawn upon
us, the comparatively realistic consciousness dogs us to the last.
Even in this realistic presentation, the relative character is
apparent and thercfore, it gives us the impression that it is real
so far as consciousness dwells on the empiric basis. But its
denial in transcendental intuition puts it into the category of
false presentation. The only difference is that the one continu-
ously hangs on cmpiric intuition, and that the other is denicd
there. This continuity lends unto it a touch of realism. This has
been the ground of distinction hetween empiric illusion and
empiric truth.

Though therc has been a tendency among a class of
Samkarites to dispense with the distinction of empiric illusion
and empiric truth on the ground that this distinction is more
pragmatic than epistemological,' still, such has not been the
view of the more prominent Sarhkarites, and they still maintain
a realistic element in knowledge and objectivity of reference in
perception. This has been Vacaspati’s position. The objecti-
vity of reference, therefore, retains the distinction between

1 This is the position of Prakdgananda Sarasvati.
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Jiwapratyaksa and Tévara-pratyaksa. But although the teachers
accept as an implication a realistic consciousness, they cannof
explain the relation of the subject to the object, which, still,
is a perplexity of metaphysical consciousness. The truth seems
to be that in the history of Indian thought the Naiyayika con-
ception of the subject-object relation has been unhesitatingly
accepted. Later Vedantism points out that this relation can be
accepted only on the psychological ground.

We come now to the consideration of the predicative thcory
of propositions. It is a general supposition that
knowledge is a unit of judgment and even at
perceptual level knowledge becomes definite
in this that it expresses a judgment. Knowledge, in its clear
concrete form, is a system of relations and it is identified with
the system. The unit of knowledge is the unit of a system. And
a system implies two or more terms in relation.

Here arises the great divergence between the theistic and
non-theistic Vedantists. That knowledge has an empiric basis
is a position which has not been denied by Samkara and his
followers. But Sarhkara is not ready to accept that the relational
system represents the true being of knowledge. Sarmkara can
lend his support to the predicative view of propositions generally
and he has actually done this by refuting the Naiy@yika concep-
tion of Samaviya. Vedantists of all schools agree in refuting
this relation, for Samavaya, according to Naiyayikas, is a rela-
tion obtaining in substance and attribute, generality and indivi-
duality, etc. This conception of Samavaya has been refuted on
the ground that it leads to an infinite regress, for the terms and
the relation require the assistance of other relations to be related
to one another and these others and so on.!

The Vedantists in the place of Samavdya institute the
relation of Tadatmya or Svaripa. In other words, they maintain

The Predicative
theory of Propositions.

1 The method of refutalion of Samaviya relation will be fully
shewn later on. Cp. Bradlcy, Appearance and Realily, pp. 28-32.
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that thbe predicate is the concrete expression of the subject.
It helps to draw out the connotation of the subject term or in
other words an abstract notion makes itself concrete through
the concrete expression of a predicate. A judgment is, therefore,
a subject fully developed and this development is an inner
growth and an inherent necessity. Knowledge is dynamic ; it has
a constant tendency to fully affirm its concreteness through all
the qualities it possesses. Knowledge is essentially then judg-
ment. This is the decided opinion of Ramanuja and other
theistic teachers.

Samkara and Samhkarites differ here. They may accept
this predicative view in the sphere of relative knowledge but their
tendency essentially lies in denying all relations between subject
and predicate. They interpret the relational consciousness as
the working of ignorance which impresses the empirical mind.
Here again the logic of Sarikara has been essentially negative
in the sense that the relation between subject and predicate cannot
be established.  Ierein they point out the application of the
same fallacy, viz., the endless multiplication of relations. If
relation is true, it must be conceived between two terms, since
relation is not possible of a thing which stands by itself. Hence
relational consciousness presupposes a differential consciousness
too. The difficulty arises, how things in their nature different
can be related to one another ; and again how we can conceive
of identity as synchronous. If there is identity there can be no
relations, and if there is relation there must be some difference
and unity cannot be established. The conception of unity
embracing difference seems to be a hopeless one. In unity either
there is difference or there is no difference. If there is difference
there can be no unity and if there is no difference there can be
no relation. The conception of unity does not admit of a relation
without difference.

Even if a relation be conceived between the subject and
predicate there arises the possibility of begging the question. A
subject is subject in reference to predicate and a predicate is the
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predicate of the subject. There is a mutuality of reference. As
such they are interdependent, and the conception of one is not
clear apart from the other. Togically this position is not above
criticism, for a definition of the subject term or of the predicate
term should be sought independently of one another ; otherwise
the implications of the subject and the predicate are not inde-
pendently clear. This mutuality of reference is an accepted
fallacy in Indian Logic.

So long we have a long story of the negative dialectic of
Sarnkara which shakes the foundation of all empirical knowledge
and cpistemology. These negative dialectics have a threefold
importance : (1) they demonstrate the futility of thinking to
know the ultimate truth ; (2) they demonstrate the sclf-contra-
dictions involved in the nature of thoughts; (3) indirectly they
stress the value of the other methods of approach. In Sarikara
the utler failure of logical thinking as regards the ultimate
question has accentuated the importance of intuition as the means
of apprehiending truth and reality.

The truth which Bergson has only recently preached and the
tendency which is becoming every day clearer in modern philo-
sophy, that reason is nol the final arbiter of truth, that it can
only touch the shadow or fringe of existence, that there is a
super-logical way of apprchending truth, were long felt and
recognised in Indian philosophy, the more so in Sainkara. The
service which Advaita-Vedantism has rendered to philosophy is
the propounding of the great truth that truth can be seen or
intuited but not understood. Intuition and reason are therefore
distinctive facultics and the function of one cannot be appro-
priated by the other. So long as consciousness moves with
rcason and categories of relations it becomes busily occupied in

' (@) Yugapad-grahandyogidanavasthi-prasangatah
Paraspariérayatviacca dharmabhede’pi naksadhih.
—Cit., p. 168 (Bom. Iidition).
(b) Vide P. D., sl I. 52.
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n attempt to construct a world of relations, but it is not ab-
sofute truth, for reason itself cannot accept the absolute to be a
system of relations. A system is more a creation of reason than
a reality, for a system has no mcaning and cannot exist without
the implication of relations, and relations have meaning to un
interpretative consciousness. But where the system is called
subjective or objective, it is clear that it cannot be truth, for
truth denies relations. We cannot understand any necessity of
truth entering into a system of rclations. This necessity can be
either internal or external. If it is external, it implies the
existence of something besides the absolute truth. 1If it is
internal, absolute Dbecomes a system. DBut the absolute and
system are two incompatible concepts.

Reason ultimately in this way comes to conceive the inherent
unpossibility of its knowing truth. And when the attempts of
rcason thus fail, we seck the other organ of intuition to
apprehend reality. Intuition thus gives us what reason cannot.
This difference between intuition and reason has been the
fruitful source of conceiving truth in two differcnt ways in the
philosophy of Sarikara. The senses and reason are affected by
the impressions of object and they are therefore ready to accept
the affections of sensibility as pragmatic if not metaphysical
truth.  Saihkara feels and feels truly that so long as we are
thus affected, we cannot deny their causes and our mind is
forced to accept their objectivity somehow or other.

Hence the sense-objects, which offer pragmatic satisfaction,
have not been denied existence but are said to be true in some
sense. These are called Vyavaharika or ewpiric or pragmatic
truths. They arc true because they appear and affect our voli-
tional and emotional being. They are the affirmations of practi-
cal reason.  We cannot deny their certitude in certain phases of
life and consciousness.

Samkara is thus ready to accept the truth of becoming and
he does so accept it so long as the soul hasnot the illuminated
vision of the transcendental being.
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So long as man has not the enlightened vision, he necessari-
ly accepts the world of becoming as real presentation and sceks
an explanation of its origin. This necessity is of reason and led
by this necessity reason builds up an exoteric theory of creation
or evolution and accepts the implications of practical reason, God,
Soul, and Freedom. In the evolution of pragmatic conscious-
ness Sarkara has retained the possibility of finer revelations and
the onward progress of the soul. He has offered a theory of
cpistemology which can support the implications of life, of
subtle realizations and finer consciousness. In this way religion,
arts and ethics have been made possible in the philosophy of
Samkara. He has not gone to the cxtreme of immediately deny-
ing the intuitions of practical reason, the hopes of religion and
the promisc of immortality. In fact the Upanisads and Samkara
as the interpreter of the Upanigads have perceived the subtler
move of life and consciousness in the yearning of the human soul
to catch the divine spirit through the majesty of nature. And
in the depths of human heart the finer urges clearly indicate the
wonderful possibilitics and the amazing revelations of the reli-
gious consciousness  The Advaita-Vedanta is not irresponsive
to the dawn of a new life and it has accepted the subtler causes
of rcalization of a concrete spiritual life.

The spiritual life is essentially acquainted with the cosmic
consciousness. And what Samkara and the Samkarites are
anxious to affirm and point out is that cosmic consciousness has
a partial cxpression. However fine and lofty the expressions
may be, they are still expressions and they cannot be expected to
express the absolute consciousness fully. But the concentration
of the cosmic consciousness is only apparently real which
Samkara cannot deny, for the transcendental vision sees the
infinite in every centre of existence or more properly the infinite
is the only centre which has neither circumference nor radii. So
long as truth of such an absolute is not before us, our finite con-
sciousness can feel the expansive urges of spiritual life and call
it truth. But as soon as the transcendental vision dawns upon
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us, the thread of divided life is cut and therefore the continuity
between religious life and transcendental vision breaks up. In the
transcendental vision, the soul becomes acquainted with such a
realily before which the value-consciousness of arts, religion, poetry
and philosophy dies out, for they are always expressions in
concrete life and cannot feel the depth of joy and transcendence.
In this transcendental attitude Sarmkara has denied all the
implications of the immanent consciousness, be it of religion or
of ethics. The denial is natural and spontancous, for the soul now
becomes deeply convinced of transcendence and becomes acquaint-
ed with a rcality beforec which everything vanishes as relative
and partial. The partial truth appears as truth so long as truth
is not perceived in its entircty. But the vision of fuller truth
frecs us from the implications of partial life. Sarkara thinks
that freedom goes with realization of fulness of being. There
is a constant tendency in Sarnkara towards the constant change
of the presentations and their meanings according as conscious-
ness feels the finer and finer urges of lifc, and in the life of ex-
pression therc is nothing which does not change its character and
meaning, according to the attitude of the percipient. In rela-
tive consciousness the object has only reference to the subject
and its nature and meaning are more or less constructions of the
subject according as the subject is affected. Therc is thus vari-
ability of opinion of relative existence inasmuch as the subject is
affected differently. A presentation, therefore, which has meaning
to onc subject might have no meaning or a different meaning to
another subject. What is truth, therefore, to one may be falsity
for the other. But such cannot be the case when truth and falsity
are not matters of judgment but indications of existences.
Sarmkara perceives this and comes to the conclusion that
degrees of existences are relative to the meaning of a conscious
subject.! A pratibhasika trath is supposed to be truth when it
has a meaning to the subject, but when it is denied practically

1 Cp. Kant’s famous distinction between phenomenal and noumenal
knowledge (Critique of Pure Reason).

3
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it ceases to have any meaning. Similarly, a Vyavaharika truth
1s always related to a conscious subject and has a meaning for
him and even here the meaning has a reference to a particular
universe of thought. If the universe of thought is changed, the
meaning certainly is gone, though the thing may exist as practi-
cally meaningless for the subject. But a truth which is thus
related to its subject and has a meaning for it cannot be
metaphysical truth according to Sarmkara, for truth is abiding,
eternal and non-contradictory and it is naturally
hoped and maintained that it is what it is and
it should have no reference to any conscious subject.! Tt exists
whether a meaning is seen in it or not. Truth is truth. The
rendering of a meaning is a necessity of the finite intellect, but
whether the finite intellect sces or does not see any meaning,
docs not affect in the least the nature of truth. Truth does not
enter inio the time process, nor does it enter into the conditions
of thinking and as such it is completely transcendental. In other
words, it can be never put into the grasp of reason and its cate-
gorical setting.

The metaphysics of Sarmkara cannot see its way to synthe-
sise the transcendental truth and the relative truths, as the
relative truths are sublated in the transcendental height of exist-
ence. Samkara does not find any continuity between higher
and lower truths and in reference to the higher he cannot call
the lower existence a truth. When the philosophic consciousness
is transcendent, the seeming truth of divided life completely
vanishes and, thercfore, the transcendental truth does not stand
in any relation to the order of appearances. From this level of
existence they are not only practically but also theoretically

Criterion of truth.

! (a) Satyatvaih badharahityam.—P. D., 8.29.
(b) Anadhigatabadhitarthavigayaka-jfianatvara  pramatvam,—W. P.,
p. 15 {(C. U, Edn.).
(c) Abadhitd svayarmprakasitaiva sattd, sa ca svarlipameva cidat-
manah.—Bh., p. 25 (Bom. Edn.).
(d) Vide Ad. 8., p. 193 (Bombay Edition).
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non-existent. The transcendental truth of Samkara is not only
transcendental in the sense that it stands above the immanent
order of space and time, but the immanent order does not really
exist ; in other words, the transcendent appears as the imma-
nent under the sway of ignorance. How it so appears is another
story and is not relevant to ourtopic. But what we want to
impress is that reality according to Samkara is one undivided
being and the panorama of cxistence dwindles into nothing as
soon as we cross the line of divided vision. This division of
existence in different grades corresponds to different forms of
knowledge. The same cxistence appears as different according
to different organs of apprehension, though reality is the same.
That it appears so is explained in the doctrine of Maya. What-
ever the implication of Maya may be, it is no doubt certain that
the existence is only one, it is all-pervasive though it appears as
many. Samkara’s philosophy is finally an attcmpt to overthrow
the divisions of existences and their empirical truths and to estab-
lish the transcendence of being. The conclusion at which
philosophy arrives is that the absolute is the locus of existence
and it does not admit the partiality of division. The truth is a
complete being and is the absolute. HFrror is to be distinguished
from nothingness which exists nowhere.  But error has a seeming
reality. It is error because it is only partial vision and not ful-
ness of being. Sariikara has not attempted the synthesis of the
partial presentations of appearance and being, for partiality is the
mark which distinguishes error from truth. How the error
arises in finite mind may be a psychological or logical question
but not a metaphysical one. This partiality of vision is, in the
Advaita-Vedanta, the mark of error and in our cpistemological
gsearch the complete being is never presented. Knowledge
therefore moves with the partial expression of being and can
never transcend the division and apprehend the absolute truth.
Truth is the absolute existence, crror is the divided vision. With
this standard of truth it is easy for Sarhkara to deny all partiality
of knowledge and being in the absolute, which, therefore, is not
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the synthesis of all partial truths but the complete denial of them.
The synthesis of them cannot present the rcality. The absolute
1s not a synthesis ; it is identity.

Exactly at this point the theistic presentation of knowledge
and truth differs from the monistic presentation. The theistic
attempt is essentially synthetic. It docs not see the sectiomal
presentations of reality or the complete transcendence of it. The
theistic reality is all-inclusive embracing as it does all phases of
being. The theists argue that rcality must be complete and
all- pervasive. The seeming appearance, because it is seeming,
has a reality and cannot.be completely denicd. The sceming
presentation has to be explained. To say that it is presented and
then denied is no explanation of its presentation.  Finally, the
complete denial is never a fact experienced by any one.

The theists do not sce any distinction between being and
presentation.  Presentation only reports the being and as such
there can be no complete division eternally obtaining in it, and
anybody who denies it must make all knowledge impossible.
Ramanuja is emphatic in pointing out this gap in Samkara’s
philosophy—the gap between knowledge and  reality, for what is
real is never an object of knowledge with Samhkara. Such a reality
even if it exists for ever remains beyond human knowledge.  But
the greatest difficulty which arises in this forced division between
truth and knowledge is the falsity and illusoriness of self-conscious
cvidence and of all other forms of knowledge. In fact our know-
ledge instead of serving us would do us positive disservice and
in the words of Martineau, reason, the highest faculty given unto
man, instead of being a faculty of apprehending reality will be a
faculty of disproving it. This stricture of Martineau against Kant
can be equally applied against Sarakara. His philosophy in this
sense defeats its own purpose and declares the problem insoluble
and all knowledge fallacious.

The least separation between knowledge and reality, origin-
ates almost insoluble problems in philosophy. The evidence
of self-consciousness is the only trustworthy evidence and if
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it is denied nothing remains to hold to. Ramanuja therefore
accepts the evidence of self-consciousness and that which know-
ledge reports is unlesitatingly accepted as true. Self-conscious
presentation is the test of truth. Here is the divergence between
Ramanuja and Sathkara. Sarnkara led by transcendental instinct
cannot accept the evidence of sell-consciousness as truth, for
self-conscionsness to him is relative consciousness. He calls
nothing truth which has the least possibility of denial. Self-
consciousness is also actually denied. Ramanuja dissents strongly
from this position. He claims that self-consciousness is never
denied and as such it is the only source by which we can
appraise truth or falsity. Our knowledge is always concrete
and concrete knowledge has always a reference to being. Know-
ledge and being are supposed in cach other. Knowledge is im-
possible when it is not expressive. And when it is cxpressive
it is expressive of truth be it phenomenal or transcendental.
Expressive consciousness can never be false, although it might
express truth immanent or truth transcendent.

But a question may arise that this also is an extreme
position and cannot be logically supported. If all experi-
ence is truth then the distinction between error and truth
will disappear from human expericnce, but such is not
the case. Ramanuja replies that it is so. Krror is not a
logical fact. Whatever appears in knowledge is truth. Even in
false perception there is an element of truth in the object though
this element is practically not useful.! TFalsity is therefore

1 (a) Tasarh trivrlamekaikamiti $rutyaiva coditath Srutyaiva dar$ila

tagmat sarve sarvatra sarngatah.
—R. Bh., p. 183 (Bombay Edition).

(b) Maricika-jalajiiine  tejah-prihivyorapyambuno vidyamanatvad
indriyadosena’ tejah-prthivyoragrahanad adrstavagiccambuno grahanid

yatharthatvam.
Ibid, p. 187.

This problem is fully discussed the ** Epistemology of Illusion.”
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more pragmatic than real, so far as knowledge is concern-
ed. It is not false nor is the object which it reports. Falsity
lies in respect of its practical value. Such a conclusion leads
us to accept the truth of all forms of knowledge, and knowledge
under any condition can never be conceived to be false. Know-
ledge of course is here concrete and its tendency is to reveal
itself in its complete nature, as something that expresses its
own object. Knowledge has always a reference to an object
and is never free from it. If this be the ultimate character of
knowledge, it can mever be conceived as transcending relations.
Knowledge is easentially relational consciousness and this rela-
tional consciousness can never be false. Knowledge is then always
epistemological and logical, and since there is no distinction
between truth and knowledge, truth ultimately becomes a logical
reality. It can never transcend its logical nature it can never
be super-logical.

The first point that strikes us in the philosophy of Ramanuja
is his attitude and method of approach ; and
herein arises the fundamental difference be-
tween Samkara and Ramanuja. Ramanuja’s
attitude has been essentially logical and though he claims the
revelation of truth still his attempt has been essentially to bear
out the intuitions by logical reason and to show the correspon-
dence between intuition and reason. In Ramanuja the apparent
discord between reason and intuition has been set aside and it
has been possible for him to show that intuition and reason
give us the same truth. The fundamental points of difference
between Sarmkara and Ramanuja arise out of the relation be-
tween reason and intuition. Ramanuja does not find any conflict
between the two, for in his case reason and intuition function in
the same way: they are relational consciousness. Reason con-
ceives, intuition perceives. Reason conceives relations, intui-
tion perceives them. Both of them work in the same way.
We may go far and say that intuition is a form of judgment,
since intuition intuits.

Ramanuja's view-
point,
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The fundamental difference between Sarmkara and Ramanuja
lies in their conception of intuition. In Sarkara intuition

cannot be intuited, in Ramanuja it can. Intuition is an
accomplished fact in both Samkara and Ramanuja, for none

can establish it. But in Ramanuja this intuition is a unity
and not an identity of consciousness and since it is unity,
it is a fact involving a process within itself. A process
implies a reference, intuition refers to itself and becomes self-
intuitive.

This difference in the character of intuition has made the
position of Ramanuja fundamentally different from Samkara.
His position, therefore, has been more logical than psychologi-
cal, for he cannot conceive of any state of consciousness where the
logical self dies out in transcendental intuition. Knowledge is
essentially judgment in any stage of consciousness. It does not
matter whether the reference in judgment is self or something
besides self.

The unique feature of Ramanuja’s system is his identifica-

tion of the theory of knowledge with the
Epistemology  and

metuphysics. theory of Being. Ramanuja does not deviate
from the chief Vedantic principle that ‘‘what-
ever is, is consciousness.”’ But he differs from Samkara in con-

ceiving of a dialectic necessity of expression in the metaphysical
reality as well as in epistemological knowledge. Knowledge
develops through a dialectic and it never denies a dialectic expres-
sion, be it finite knowledge or infinite knowledge. The more we
understand our self-conscious life the more we approach towards
the understanding of the infinite life and purpose, for between
the finite and infinite there is no difference in nature al-
though there may be difference in powers. Ramanuja’s is
a completely logical principle and he in this respect is
quite like Hegel and poles asunder from Bergson. The ulti-
mate reality can be called energising reason, as distinguished
from the a-logical principle of Bergson. And therefore there can
be no gap between our epistemological thinking and metaphysical
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reality. For, if thinking has a law of its own in order to develop
and build up a system of knowledge, this law cannot be essen-
tially different from the way in which being expresses itself.

Epistcmology therefore has greater importance in Ramanuja
than in Samkara ; for through it we can understand not only the
inward naturc of our self-conscious being but also the inward
nature of the divine being. A clear understanding how know-
ledge does develop will throw a flood of light upon metaphysics.

The distinction of relative and absolute knowledge has not
found a place in Ramanuja in the sense of Sarnkara. Sarmkara
has not been able to synthesise absolute knowledge with relative
knowledge and he has thercfore been led to deny relative truth
and knowledge in the absolute. Such has not been the case with
Ramanuja. Ramanuja has drawn no distinction between abso-
lute and relative truth and absolute and relative knowledge in the
sensc in which Sarkara does. No doubt he accepts the distinc-
tion in another way, and calls knowledge relative when it is not
seen in its full development and concrcteness. An aspect of
reality is no doubt relative if it is not secn in its place in the
totality. Relative knowledge and truth therefore arc partial and
imperfect visions. They are partial and relative because the
fuller vision and fuller appreciation of reality are still wanting.
Popular knowledge is thus relative and imperfect, and so is
scientific knowledge. But philosophic knowledge gives us the
absolute truth and knowledge ; for all the relations which know-
ledge implies are now seen in a completely unified system.
Unity is truth. Presentations of diversity are imperfect present-
ations of truth. In Ramanuja there is a persistent demand of
thought developing this all-comprchensive unity and so long as
it is donc our knowledge may be relative or scientific but not
philosophic or absolute.

Epistemology in Ramanuja has philosophic significance and
has not confined itself to popular realism or subjective idealism.
It has not the tendency of denying the implication of subject and
object nor of confining knowledge to this implication alone. It
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takes from realism the clear implication of the presentation of
the object to the subject, and at the same time it moves towards
a higher synthesis of the unity of subject and object in the same
being. Samakara, as has been already shown, has denicd
this unity of subject and object in a synthesis.

The epistemology of Sarmkara, thercfore, is true of rela-
tive consciousness ; in Ramanuja the epistemology 18 true
of absolute consciousness. The difference between Sarnkara and
Ramanuja arises from the nature of thinking. Ramanuja
agrees with Samkara in accepting that the principal law of
thinking is identity. Thought is anxious to establish identity
though it may pass through distinctions and contradictions.
Thought appears to contradict itself in order' to make itself
definite but this movement of thought is only temporary. The
mere positing of a thing or an idea is a bare abstraction and
thought is under a dialectic necessity to come out of this position
and affirm an antithesis. This antithesis is a distinction which
thought draws out in order to make the original position concrete
and clear. But thought also cannot long remain in this attitude
of keeping up distinctions without synthesising them in a higher
integrity. It therefore by itself moves to a unity in which the
distinetions of thesis and antithesis are assimilateds

Epistemology must take into consideration the principle
according to which thought moves. The tendency of thought is
to pass from abstract to concrete and make the bare notion of
an indeterminate cognition definite and concrete. In Ramanuja
the tendency of thought is always to build up a concrete world
of knowledge in which all the parts are unified in a system.
But even in affirming this tendency of thought Ramanuja has
not lost sight of the importance of identity and has not recognised
contradiction as a law of thought. Thought thinks in distinc-
tions but never in contradictions. The distinctions which are
apparently implicit are made explicit in the process and the
whole which appears as a notion comes out as an idea. The

4
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necessity of thought is to build up & unity of system in which
the parts are seen in the whole in their identity and distinctions.
Ramanuja thinks that when we perceive the whole we perceive
a synthesised identity of existence. He differs from Samkara
in affirming that thought never embraces abstract identity ; it only
cmbraces a concrete identity. This dialectic of thinking is not
present in Sarmkara, inasmuch as he thinks that thought can
think of identity but not of differences. The differences are
illugive ; and whenever logic wants to determine them they seem
to involve contradictions and antinomies.

True to his epistemological theory Ramanuja defines truth
as that which appears in knowledge. Anything appearing before
consciousness impresses it with its own existence and knowledge
can hardly deny it. It is truth because it is a fact of experience.’
Ramanuja has offered a theory of error not from the epistemo-
logical standpoint but from a pragmatic standpoint. In this
he seems to have drawn a distinction between rcality and
actuality and he thinks that all things are real which are
objects of knowledge though all things are not actual. The
falsity lies in actuality but not in reality. As a thing the false
appearance is not false, for it has a theoretic existence but no
practical usefulness. Here lics its falsity. It appears from this
that according to Ramanuja the ideal of truth lies in the unity
of reality and actuality, for the ideal seems to be the com-
pletc agreement of knowledge and practice. Since this agree-
ment is not to be found in all objects of experience, some are
called true and ‘'some are called falses Error is, therefore, not
logical for the correspondence of ideas to facts always remains,
and is never violated. This correspondence is what marks out
Ramanuja’s theory of error [rom Samkara’s theory, According
to Samkara this correspongdence is not always a fact, and there-
fore logical error is possible and is often the case. In R&manuja

guch possibility does not arise.

i R. Bh,, pp. 88-86 (Narasithhaoarya’s Edition).
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But purely from theoretical and epistemological standpoint,
truth is, in Ramanuja, a complete system, for knowledge is
relational, and so long as knowledge does not develop the complete
system within itself, it suffers from a limitation. Psychologi-
cally or logically a fact is true because it appears or there is a
correspondence between our idea and a fact. We do mnot press
the psychological or logical test further. But metaphysics cannot
remain satisfied with this. It is anxious to sec the whole net-
work of knowledge spread out in a system and to apprehend the
parts in the synthesis of the whole, and so long as this 1s not donc
it can hardly remain satisfied. Metaphysics, therefore, spins
out a relational scheme of all forms of knowledge and tends to
transcend division and partial presentations in a complete
unity. From this standpoint we are forced to conceive even in
Ramanuja the distinction of truth and falsity. Truth is the full
presentation of reality and falsity a partial presentation. The
former is the function of philosophy, the latter of psychological
knowledge. Epistemology, therefore, has an inherent urge to
build up the whole system of knowledge and not to be satisfied
with the psychological implication of the mutuality of subject
and object. Since in Ramanuja being is consciousness, the
metaphysical theory is identical with epistemology, and epistemo-
logy must present the complete development of knowledge in a
unified system, and must not be satisfied with the presentation
of a partial aspect.

Ramanuja admits two forms of knowledge, viz., Nirvikalpa

TR and Savikalpa, indeterminate and determinate.
determinate knowledge  But his theory of knowledge docs not deny the
of REmaoue. subject-object reference in knowledge. Rama-
nuja has no doubt drawn a distinction between indefinite and
definite knowledge, but his indefinite cognition is not the bare same-
ness of consciousness apart from all distinctions.” Knowledge,

1 Nirvikalpakamapi savidesavisayameva, savikalpake svasminnanu-

bhitapadartha-pratisatndhinahetutvat,
—R. Bh., p. 73, Bombay Edn.
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to be knowledge, must possess a concretcness and definiteness.
Indeterminate perception is the apprchension of an object
as divested of certain forms of difference but not of all difference.
An object fully divested of all difference is impossible and carmot
consequently be ever perceived. Consciousness takes notice of an
object when the object is marked with certain characteristics,
i.c., apprchension becomes possible in and through certain points
of distinction or difference. The true distinction between
indeterminate and determinate perception is that the former is the
apprchension of the first individual among a number of
things belonging to the same class, while the latter is the
apprchension of a sccond and a third individual and so on.
On the pereeption of the first cow, for example, the perceiver
is not conscious of the fact that the generic character of
the class ‘ cow ' extends also to this particular cow under
investigation. The perception of the first cow therefore consti-
tutes Nirvikalpa or indetecrminate knowledge while the per-
ception of the second or the third cow illustrates Savikalpa or
determinatec knowledge as in this case a comparison is made
among cows. In the case of the second, and third individual,
we apprehend, in addition to the thing possessing  structure and
to the structure itsclf, the special attribute of the persistence of
the gencric character, and hence the perception is determinate.
From all this it follows that perception has never for its object
that which is devoid of all difference. *

Nyayapari$uddhi and Tattvamuktakalapa of the Visistadvaita
School develop the idea more fully. They take the facts of ex-
perience and prove by an analysis of these [acts that knowledge
in its very first moment is also determinate. They use the term

1 Nirvikalpakarh nama kenacid viSegcna viyuktasya grahanarh na
sarvaviscgarahitasya; tathabhutasya kidacidapi grahanadarfanad anupa-
pattesca.

~—R. Bh., p. 73, Bombay Edition.

2 Ibid, p. 78.
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Nirvikalpa and interpret it in a more clear light. Whenever
one perceives an object, the characteristics of the object flash out
in the perceiver. He knows a cow and he is also conscious of
the cowhood in the cow. This is Nirvikalpa knowledge.
Savikalpa knowledge is the result of comparison and contrast and
one is conscious only of cowhood in the cow and knows at the
same time that there does mnot exist non-cowhood, i.e., horsehood
etc., in the cow.?

Knowledge of the first moment too cannot but be deter-
minate and relational. The knowledge which forms a potent
factor in our life is always characterised by some notions or pre-
vious idcas, and never transcends the subject-object reference.

Ramanuja has an claborate dialectic against Sarmkara’s
conception of indeterminate cognition. \
According to Ramanuja, there is no proof of non-differentiat-

S—— . ed consciousness. To enter into details, those
minuja’s dia. . . .

lectic against Sathka-  who maintain the doctrine of onc substance
ra’s non-differentiated .

iailetceminate kaor devoid of all difference have no right to assert
eree: that this or that is a proof of such a substance ;
for knowledge has for its object things affected with difference.?
It is argued by the Sarnkarites that such knowledge docs not
depend on proof but is due to one’s own consciousness. This
contention Ramanuja holds to be unsatisfactory. All conscious-
ness becomes possible only in and through distinction. All states
of consciousness have for their object something that must be
characterised by some point of difference. It is equally illustra-
ted in the case of a judgment as well. For example, I form the
judgment ‘I sec this pot.” The pot which stands as the object of
judgment is not devoid of all difference, on the other hand, it is

1 Ny.P.,p.82;T. MK, p. 58.

2 Nirviéesavastuvadibhih nirvidese vastuni idarmh pramanpamiti na
fakyate vaktum; saviSesavastuvigayatvat sarvapramananam.

—~—R. Bh., p. 70, Bombay, Edition.
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perceived as having an individuality of its own when we say ¢ this.’
The pot has not got mere being, but it has got certain characteris-
tics of its own by virtue of which it becomes the object of
apprehension. It is devoid of some points of difference in the
sense that it is not perceived as belonging to a class nor does the
knowledge of the pot result from comparison and contrast with
other objects. In the very inception of the knowledge of the pot
it is perceived in and through its own individual nature which
stands as the mark that makes it conceivable. Hence this know-
ledge of the pot is not indeterminate but only devoid of some
differences. Moreover, you yourself admit that to consciousness
there actually belong different attributes such as permanency,
oneness, self-luminousness, ete., and of these it cannot be shown
that they are only being in general. And even if the latter point
were admitted, we observe that there takes place a discussion of
different views, and you yoursell attempt to prove your theory
by means of the differences between those views and your own.
It must, thercfore, be admitted that reality is affected with
difference well established by valid means of proof.!

Satnkara holds that in the act of perception, we apprehend
merely the being of objects (sanmatragrahi) and not the different
characteristics of the object that are due to recognition and infer-
ence. Difference is not the result of perception.

Ramanuja points out the absurdity of this assertion. In
perception, things are distinguished by their generic character.
Generic character expresses its own nature as well as the object
in which it inheres. Sarmkarites also admit this characteristic
of the relative terms. Knowledge reveals itself as well as its
object simultaneously. Colour expresses its own nature and at
the same time manifests the nature of the object in which it

1 Svabhyupagatadca nityatvadayo hyanekavifesih santyeva, te ca na
vastumatramiti §akyopapadanah; vastumatrabhyupagame satyapi vidha-
bhedavividadaréanat; atah prémanikavidesaih vidistameva vastviti vakta-
vyam.

—R. Bh., pp. 71-72, Bombay Edn.
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inheres. Similarly, difference, being a relative term, manifests
itself as well as the thing that differs instantaneously. Even
when perception takes place momentarily we apprehend within
that very moment the generic character which constitutes on the
one hand the difference of the thing in respect of others and on
the other the particular characteristics of the thing itself. If
perception reveals being only, then the particular judgments
would be emptied of all meaning, e.g., a man searching for a horse
would be satisfied by finding a buffalo.!

Samkara holds that consciousness is self=luminous but devoid
of relations to objects. But Ramanuja lays down that to
think of consciousncss as unrelated to objects is inconceivable.
Such consciousness cannot be proved in any way. Moreover,
consciousness is proved as self-luminous on the ground of its
essential nature which consists in revealing its objects. If we
deny this characteristic, we are bound to deny at the same time
that consciousness is self-luminous. Therefore, consciousness
has its meaning in and through the object which is revealed by
consciousness. Again, if it be held that consciousness does not
depend on its object for its apprehension, but is revealed by
another consciousness, then we commit the fallacy of infinite
regress and knowledge itself loses its own nature in so far as it
fails to illuminate itself. Thus when we judge from our ex-
perience, we find that consciousness without its object can
never be cognised. That consciousness in the state of deep
sleep is without its object, is not experienced. That the
knowledge in deep sleep is determinate is proved by a definite
remembrance of experience in sleep, otherwise such knowledge as
““ T had a happy sleep '’ is impossible in the waking state.

Madhvites agree with Ramanuja as regards the nature
of knowledge. Both have held the synthetic
and dynamic character of knowledge. This
character of knowledge is revealed as a reality through

Madhva Epistemology.

! R, Bh., p. 74.
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differences subsisting between the subject and object which know-
Jedge, as a synthetic activity, brings into unity. According to
the Madhvites knowledge is always relative. Even in its final
stage, the stage of salvation or mukti, it is relative and never
becomes absolute.’
It may be interesting to observe that the denial of indeter-
Reménje, Madbva minate, non-relational knowledge on the part
and the Grammarisn Of Ramanuja and Madhva is not altogether
Sehools an original theory of their own. The Gram-
marian School long ago refuted the possibility of indeterminate
cognition, Bhartrhari in his monumental work, the Vakya-
padiya, has taken elaborate pains to prove that knowledge is
possible only through the use of words—nay, that word and
knowledge are identical. This is but a logical consequence of
the metaphysical doctrine that the whole universe is but a
development from the eternal principle, Sabdabrakman, the
eternal word which is the final reality.* Word and conscious-
ness arc the same thing, consciousness minus word is comparable
to light without its illumination and since word refers to some-
thing beyond its own self and is thus by its constitution
relational, all knowledge is therefore relational and determinate.®
Even the primal cognition is a judgment and associated with
verbal expression, though the verbal reference may be of a very
general kind. Thus, though the particular verbal expression
! Na ca jiidtrjfieyarahitarm jiianam kvipi drstam.
—Visnutattvanirnays.
Midhva epistemology is & chapter by itself, and a detailed discussion

is impossible within these limits. We notice here only its agreement with
the school of Riamanuja as regards the subject-object reference in

knowledge.
2 Anadinidhanam Brabhma §abdatattvam yadaksaram,
Vivartate’rtha bhavena prakriyi jagato yatah.
—Vik. P., Ch. 1. 1.
8 Vagripata cedutkramed avabodhasya éagvati,
Na prakafah prakadeta si hi pratyavamarsinl.
—Ibid, 1, 1. 125,
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may not be known, the perceived object will at least be referred
to in its most generic verbal character—e.g., ‘it is a substance
or so.” But the full individuality is revealed when the specific

word presents itself.!
Gangesa, the founder of the Modern Bengal School of Logic,
. has entered into an elaborate polemic against
Gangeéa's  view- . el eqe
point and his dislectic  those philosophers who deny the possibility of
against those who . . . .
indeterminate  apprehension  (nirvikalpa-

deny indeterminate

cognition. kajiana). Gangesa divides perceptual know-
ledge into two categorics,—indeterminate and determinate. He
defines this indeterminate perception as a cognition which is
devoid of association with name, class-concept, etc., and is thus
unmodalised and incognisant of relation.” Gangesa, however,
finds no evidence in favour of this cognition in empirical
experience, nor in practical conduct, which is made possible by
determinate experience alone.® DBut he contends that relational
experience presupposes the previous knowledge of the terms out

of relation, otherwise a determinate cognition cannot come into

1 Yo’pi prathamanipéti bahyegvarthesu prakado vifega nimittaparigrahe
*pi vastumatra idarh taditi pratyavabhasayati végripatayifica satyam
utpanno’pi prakado viSegavigripam asvikurvan prakasakriyasidhanatdyam

na vyavatisthate.
—P.C. on the Vakyapadiys, 1. 1. 12.

An elaborate discussion of the Sabdabrahma-theory of the grammarian

school will not be relevant in the present context. The philosophy of
Bhartrhari however is remarkablo for its originality and boldness. The
gentle reader who may be interested to know further details, is referred
to the original work, specially the first chapter entitled Brahmakanda of
the Vakyapadiya and Punyarija’s Commentary, the Prakasa thereon.

2 Tacca pratyaksarh dvividham, nirvikal pakarn savikalpakafi ceti, tatra
nama-jatyadiyojanirahitam vaiSistyinavagahi nisprakirakarh nirvikalpakam

—Nirvikalpavada.—T. C., p. 809, Bibliotheca Indica Series.
3 Na pratyasksam asiddheh, atindriyatvibhyupagamac ca, na ca

vyavaharah, tasys savikalpasidhyatvas.
"“T.C.u P. 809,
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being.! Now a determinate cognition of cow is not cognisant
of the individual alone, but is qualified and determined by the
class-character, cowhood (gotva). This is a complex judgment
constituted by three factors, the class-character (gotva), the
individual cow and the relation (vai$istya) which unifies the
two into a judgment-whole. This complex judgment can be
possible if there is a previous simple apprehension of the
constituent terms out of relation. The contention of the
theistic schools that all knowledge, the primal sensuous ex-
perience not excepted, is determinate and relational, is absurd,
as it will inevitably lead to a regressus ad infinitum. For,
a relational knowledge presupposes an independent knowledge
of the relata and if this previous cognition is again determinate,
that will require another determinate cognition and so on to
infinity. So one has to postulate the existence of a pre-
vious non-relational, indeterminate cognition as the condition
and raison détre of the determinate experience as a matter
of logical necessity.® It is however worthy of remark that
Gangesa is in full agreement with the theistic schools that
there is no psychological evidence in favour of indeterminate
experience, it being supra-sensuous and supra-mental (atindriya).
But he rightly insists that the existence of such knowledge is
undeniable in deference to logical necessity—a position which is
ignored or slurred over by the theistic philosophers to their cost.
All other schools of philosophy, so far as our knowledge goes,
have unanimously admitted the existence of indeterminate
experience. The Buddhist and the Sankarites emphatically hold
that such experience is felt as much as determinate experience
and so both psychological and logical evidence alike indubitably

! Geur iti pratysksarh jfianam janyavifesenajiiana-janyam janya-
vidistajiianatvat. —T. C., p. 817,
2 Na ca tad viéigtajfiinam eva, tatrapi viesanajiianapeksiyim anavase
thapatter ity alocanasiddhih. —T. C., p. 814,
Gangeéa here remarkably anticipates modern neo-realistic thought in
the West as exemplificd in Russell, Perry, and, others.
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point to the existence of such experience. The denial of
indeterminate experience by the schools of Ramanuja and Madhva
is inspired by the metaphysical and religious doetrines to which
they are committed. They deny the existence of simple, non-
relational and abstract being and this metaphysical commitment
necessitates the denial of simple experience, which might prove
the existence of a simple reality. The grammarians, who hold
that word is the essence of consciousness, cannot but regard all
knowledge as determinate and relational, being inseparately mixed
up with word-elements, which have invariably a reference to an
other. 'We have seen that psychological evidence is not a strong
point with them and logical evidence is decidedly against their
epistemological position. Epistemological estimation should be
based upon the testimony of psychology and logic and it is bound
to err when metaphysical preconceptions are allowed to warp the
epistemological vision.

Gangesa, after proving the necessity of a previous non-rela=
tional knowledge as the pre-condition of relational knowledge,
proceeds to refute the possibility of this simple knowledge being
supplied by means of sources of knowledge other than perception.
Now, the primal determinate perception of the cow cannot be
supposed to have been occasioned by a memory of the class-
character * cowhood,” which is found to enter into the composition
of the determinate cxperience. Memory is possible if there is a
previous perceptual experience at its back. But it being the first
determinate experience and there being no previous perception of
cowhood (gotva) memory has no raison d’étre of its own. Nor
can it be supposed that this previous knowledge of cowhood was
engendered in a past life and so memory takes place in the pre-
sent life. Because such supposition has no logical necessity.
Again, there is no possible stimulant for the memory-impression
in question. To appeal to unseen destiny is a desperate attempt.
If sense-contact with cowhood, which is admitted by the Naiya-
yika as the cause of indeterminate perception of cowhood,
be supposed to operate as the stimulant (udbodhaka) of the
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memory-impression, the Naiyayika would urge that it is more
logical to suppose that the knowledge of cowhood is caused by
sense-object contact, which is admittedly the cause of perceptual
knowledge in other cases, ¢.g., of the individual cow. Because
it is admitted on all hands that when the cause of perceptual
knowledge and the cause of memory are identical, the resultant
knowledge is perception and not memory.' If this dictum
is not admitted, then the knowledge of eternal verities would
always be memory and not perceptual experience, which is
absurd.? In the case of cternal veritics like Space and Time
and the like we are acquainted with them every ‘day and
if memory would have precedence over perception, the knowledge
of those categorics would be memory alone. DBut this is
opposed to experience. So memory cannot be requisitioned
by the opponent as an explanation of the idea of cowhood.
Moreover it is obvious that this shifting back to the past life
for the explanation of common experience in this is neither
sane nor helpful. Because, the difficulty is only pushed back
and not solved by this subterfuge. It may be legitimatcly
questioned whether the previous knowledge of cowhood in the
past life is memory or simple cxperience (anubhava). If the
former is the case, then the difficulty remains as it is, or it will
lead to the vicious infinite. If the latter alternative is conceded,
we do not see any earthly reason why the possibility of such
simple experience in this life should be denied. Gangesa how-
ever does not urge this objection perhaps because he thought it to
be too obvious or that he thought that the opponent would
regard this infinite regression as innocent like the infinite series

1 Ya cvagotvendriyasannikargastava nirvikalpake hetuh sa eva sarhska-
rodbodhaka iti cel, tarhi atra klptakirana-bhivad gotvendriyasannikarsad
gotvinubhava cva syit, smaranasimagrito’nubhavasimagryi balavatltvit.

—T. C., p. 819.

2 Yadi cinubhavasimagritah smaranarh, {ada nityanarh vaidikartha-
nafi ca smaranati syan na tu anubhavah.

—T. C., p. 819.
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of seed and sprout (bijankuranyaya). But Gangesa has empha-
tically pointed out that there is no logical ground for such un-
warranted supposition, which rather complicates a simple
issue.

To bring this discussion within the focus of Western
thought, we find the same fierce controversy about the distinction
of knowledge into Indcterminate and Determinate and the pro-
blems raised by it is a striking parallelism of thought between
the Eastern and Western philosophers. That therc is some form
of indeterminate knowledge has been granted by Western thinkers
under various names. James speaks of ¢ pure sensation,’
Hobhouse of ‘ a bare apprehension of the present,” Kant expatiates
ona ‘ pure manifold ' and Lossky in his Intuitive Basis of
Knowledge elaborates the conception of ‘ immediate experience or
consciousness prior to the exercise of any discriminative activity.’
Against this Prof. Dawes Hicks and others strongly maintain
that ‘“ not even the crudest, vaguest consciousness of a content
can be accounted for either psychologically or epistemologically
without calling to our aid in the exposition the notion of a
discriminative activity.”” According to Bradley also we have in
the sensation of the blue colour a that which is actually present
and a what or the peculiar quality by which it is distinguished
and in tmmediate apprehension we are not conscious of the
distinction between the two aspects. The Advaitins and
Buddhists agree with Kantin holding the indeterminate. state to
be a pure manifold. The determinations (vikalpas) are extra-
neous and the manifold when schematised gives only phenomena.
If according to Kant the manifold of sense arises as a result of the
action of the things-in-thcmsclves (Dinge an sich) which are
different from the principle of consciousness, to the 4dvaitins the
manifold is a determination in consciousness (caitanyam) due to
Adhyasa or illusory super-imposition conditioned by Maya.
Ramanuja and the Naiyayikas agree on the other hand with Hegel
and his followers such as Bradley, Bosanquet, etc., in holding that
in determinate perception there emerges nothing extraneous or
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adventitious except what has a prior implicit existence in the
indeterminate state. If the indeterminate is something of
which we are not dircctly conscious, it is a logical prius
or indispensable background of determinate perception. While
from the Hegelian standpoint this passage from the implicit to
the explicit is itself something necessitated by the nature of the
content, i.e., the inner dialectic of the Idea, the Naiyayikas
bold that it is the relating activity of the thinker that makes this
transition possible. Ramanuja however differs from both in hold-
ing that this passage from the implicit to the explicit stage is due
neither to the inner necessity of the content nor to the activity of
the thinker but to the mediation of experience. The real difficulty
about the existence of the indeterminate is that we cannot catch
hold of it in a pure state. As Bradley points it, *‘ the dilemma is
that so far as I know of immediate experience, it does not exist,
and that hence, whether it exists or not I could in neither ease
know of it.”” This is really what has induced Ra@manuja and
others to deny it. DBut the fact remains to quote Bradley again
that ¢ there is an immediate feeling, a knowing and being in
one, with which knowledge begins ; and, though this in a
manner is transcended, it nevertheless remains throughout as a
present foundation of my known world.”” ““If we have certainty
anywhere,” says Bradley, “this seems obvious we have certainty in
feeling. Whatever else may be doubted, at least we know what
we feel.”” This is why we also find Samkara insisting on
anubhiti as the highest court of appeal in our search for
truth.

To sum up: The epistemological discussion so far has
eentred in the theorics of knowledge as advanced by the Vedantic
teachers, Samkara, Ramanuja and Madhva. We have seen the
fundamental differences betwecn them. Ramanuja and Madhva
have both denied indeterminateness in cognition, Samkara has
emphasised indeterminateness in cognition, though he has not
gone like the Buddhists to the extreme of reducing all relations
of subject and object to nothing. Sarikara has in transcendental
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intuition the denial of the subject and object theory of know-
ledge.

None will quarrel with Ramanuja and Madhva with their
affirmation of subject-object theory, for it is a direct fact in ex-
perience and Samkara will not differ from them in the characterisa-
tion of knowledge as involving the mutuality of subject and
objects. In this all teachers agree and cannot but agree, for
a judgment is always an affirmation or negation of rclasion and
cannot be non-relational.

The difference begins when the teachers come to determine the
initial fact of knowledge, in other words the minimum of know-
ledge or pure cognition. Samkara holds that in this minimum
the relational consciousness is neither explicit nor implicit. The
datum of experience or judgment is not in the least affected by
the subsequent judgment-construction, though the construction
is made upon it. In other words Samkara makes a distinction
between the expression of Intuition and judgment-construction
and does not find the link between them. To Samkara the
Judgment-construction is more or less a demand of the empiric
and pragmatic consciousness and here knowledge is not seen
apart from its applicability to the practical affairs of life.
Sarmkara has had therefore to distinguish clearly between these
constructions and intuition.

Ramanuja and Madhva identify knowledge with judgment-
constructions and have not conceived knowledge independently
of these constructions. Their position therefore appears more
logical and with logical consistency they have made demands for
the mutuality of subject and object and for a differentiating con-
sciousness. No doubt they maintain stages where these are
implicit and not explicit and knowledge appears as indeterminate.
But it is not really indeterminate. It is, in Hegelian term,
notion, But a notion, however indeterminate it may appear, is
always a differentiating factor. Ramanuja and Madhva have
therefore identified the initial knowledge with perceptual syn-
thesis, The absolute sameness of sensation is not to them
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knowledge, for they will ignore such an existence as not obtain-
ing in concrete consciousness and characterise it as epistemolo-
gically non-existent.

The difference then between Sarmkara and Ramanuja and
Madhva begins here and this difference has caused the great
divergence in their views and conception of life and expericnce.
And, thercfore, we must examine their contentions critically
before we can pass an opinion on their theories.

A relational consciousness implies two terms and a relation.
The knowledge of the relation is no doubt determinate, but the
terms in their first apprehension cannot be held to be determi-
nate, for determinateness is a characterisation and a comparison
and these are not possible in the inception of sensc-perception.
A concrete consciousness may be the demand of life, but this
docs not dispose of the existence of the initial cognition. Appre-
hension simple and pure is pre-supposed in thought-construction,
as its datum. Now this apprchension, so long as it is an appre-
hension, cannot but be indeterminate. The criticism of Madhva
that the characterisation of undividedness and homogeneity will
make knowledge determinate is not to the point, for this charac-
terisation is also a judgment-construction which only attempts at
a clear conception of the apprehensions, but is no differentiation
of it. Tt is also an approach to it in the form of ncgative judg-
ments, as an indication in concretc consciousness, but not a
characterisation of the simple apprchension.

Sarkara has drawn a  distinction between apprehension and
knowledge, and so far as knowledge is concerned he does not
differ much from the theistic tcachers. Therefore we find in
his system implications of rclative consciousncss and of the value
and progress of such a life. This is more or less a pragmatic
demand and satisfaction which requires a pragmatic thcory of
knowledge. Samkara appears to have held that the entire judg-
ment construction is the demand of life and the fallacies and
antinomies of relative consciousness are not detected so long as
consciousness is dominated by pragmatic demands and thought
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unceasingly creates concrete universes to satisfy the demand of
the divided life and consciousness. Thought is an instrument of
divided consciousness and cannot conceive its own destruction by
accepting the indeterminate consciousness. So long therefore as
the cmpiric consciousness dominates us, the assertion of Sarhkara
of an indcterminate Being and knowledge seems to be an idle
asscrtion. But the fact remains that simple apprehension is not
thought activity nor a judgment, construction, and this cannot be
cxplained away. This psychological minimum is a puzzle to
Ramanuja and Madhva. In denying it they do not cxplain the
problem, but rather take protection in subterfuges which have no
clear meaning. And the fact should not be ignored that Sarkara
in denyMg the empirical duality is conscious of a transcendence
in intuition and knowledge which does not come under the ordi-
nary logic. Samkara’s logic has two forms: (i) empirical and
(#1) transcendental. When the transcendental consciousness
dawns upon us the reality of empiric consciousness assumes an
ideal character. The construction which appears so long as real
now appears as ideal. This transcendental intuition modifies
the logic of realistic consciousness by the higher logic, the
organon of super-consciousness. Philosophy in its final judgment
must abide by the intuition of transcendent consciousness.



CHAPTER 1II
SELF-LUMINOSITY OF KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge in the Advaita-Vedantais held to be self-lumi-
nous and self-valid. Knowledge is self-luminous because it
reveals its own existence as soon as itis born. Had it been
otherwise there would be a doubt, or error or certitude of its non-
existence. But even to an inquisitive mind such things are not
seen to happen. Nobody doubts whether he has a particular
knowledge or not when that knowledge originates. In the case
of such objects of knowledge as pot and the like the fact of
their existence is liable to doubt or misconception. So the
absence of this contingency puts knowledge in an altogether
different category from these material objects which depend for
the revelation of their existence upon their relevant knowledge.'
Our very experience, therefore, carries indisputable proof of the
gelf-luminosity of knowledge.? The Naiyayikas, however, have
sought to explain the absence of doubt and error with reference
to the existence of knowledge on the ground that knowledge,
whenever it is born, is cognised by an act of introspection
(anuvyavasdya) which certifies its existence.” But this only
shifts the difficulty to this introspection itself. Well, the
question arises, whether this introspection certifies its own exist-
ence or requires another introspection for this? If the former

1 Ghatadivyavahare jhiananvaya-vyatirekadastu tadapeksa.—T.C., p.
784. Bib. Ind. Series.

2 (a) Vijndnarh lavat svaprakidam svata evarhsiddhasvaripam, na
khalu vijiidne sati jijiiasorapi kasyacit jainami na veti sarhéayah, na janamiti
va viparyayo vyatirekaprama va.—Kh. Kh., p. 81.

3 Vyavasayasys anuvyavasayaniyaman na tatra saméayadi.—Kh. Kh.,
p. 88.
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alternative is conceded the Naiyayika gives up his own position.
The Naiyayika maintains that all existents are objects of know-
ledge and as such their existence is proved by knowledge only.
Knowledge too being an existent fact has also got to have its
existence certified by another knowledge. But if introspective
knowledge is believed to be self-certified then the above position
is surrendered and there is nothing to prevent the extension of
this self-evident character to any and every instance of knowledge.
So it must be held by the Naiyayika that introspective know-
ledge is incompetent to prove its own existence. And in the
absence of such proof existence is liable to doubt and error.
Such being the case, how can you pat absolute reliance on intro-
spection as proof of knowledge when the former’s own existence
is open to doubt. The consequence would be that knowledge,
too, for the proof of whose existence introspection was called
into requisition, would become equally liable to doubt or error.
And this contingency cannot be avoided even if three or four steps
in the process of introspection are admitted, because in the case
of the last introspection again the same difficulty would arise.!
None of these difficulties arises if knowledge is regarded as self-
illuminative, that is to say, if its own existence is believed to be
self-evident. If, on the contrary, knowledge is not believed to be
capable of revealing its own existence and if it is thought to be
dependent on another distinct knowledge for the revelation of its
existence, the consequence will be a vicious infinite series and so
no knowledge would be possible. The existence of a thing is
revealed by knowledge and if this knowledge again is unrevealed
and so would have a doubtful existence, it cannot be conceived
how this knowledge would serve as proof of the existence of the
object. The proof of any thing must not be liable to doubt,
otherwise its probative value would be doubtful. Thus know-
ledge being the proof of an object’s existence must be free
from doubt and error. And this can be possible 1f knowledge is

3- .Kh' Kh-’ pp- 83'85-
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believed to be self-evident. The multiplication of instances of
knowledge would serve only to add to our embarrassment if each
and every instance of knowledge is believed to be incompetent to
prove its own existence and thus be made dependent on another.!

The Naiyayikas here argue that the entire charge of the
Advaitins, that the vicious infinite would be inevitable if know-
ledge is made dependent on another knowledge, is without
foundation. If we (Naiyayikas) held that all knowledge must be
cognised by a subsequent knowledge then the charge could be
brought home against our position. But such is not believed to
be the case. We maintain that the cognition may remain un-
cognised and still reveals its object. The revelation of an object
is not dependent upon the revelation of the knowledge which
is assumed by the Advaitins without any reason. It may be
urged that knowledge must be cognised by an introspection as
the causal factors necessary for such introspection are present
intact. Well, the Naiyayikas postulate that the cause of intro-
spection is the contact of the mind with the soul in which the
particular knowledge inheres. Now this condition is present in
full and there is nothing to prevent the introspection (anuvya-
vasaya) from coming into being. But this objection, the
Naiyayikas rejoin, is futile. Because the presence of the causal
factor does not guarantce the emergence of the effect. The
cause becomes operative only when there is no obstructive
element (pratibandhaka) to frustrate the causal operation. In
the case of prospective knowledge of intro§pection there nay be
an obstruction from other factors, for instance, there may be
presentation of a new perceptual datum or the rise of pleasure or
pain which would divert the mind from its original objective.
So there is no |restriction that knowledge must necessarily be

1 (a) Anubhiiteranubhavyatve’ navasthapatat.—Cit., p. 15.
(b) Yadi vijidnarh paratah sidhycdanavasthi syat.—Kh. Kh., p. 85.

p. 791.
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cognised as we have proved that knowledge may function even
remaining itself uncognised. What is wanted for the revelation
of the object is the mere existence of the knowledge concerned
and not the cognition of the knowledge as well.!

The Advaitins urge 1n reply that this assertion of an un-
proved knowledge is only an ipse dizit which cannot be accepted
unless independént proofs are advanced in its favour. In the
absence of such proofs the existence of such knowledge is a
matter of doubt, and it can be asserted, on the contrury, that such
knowledge does not exist. The existence of an entity is attested
by an independent proof and when such proofs are lacking and
the existence is only dogmatically asserted the opponent can
equally assert its non-existence. Likewise the existence of the
knowledge at issue has got to be proved on the evidence of another
knowledge and this would necessitate a regressus ad infinitum.
If the existence uf a proof could be accepted without regard to its
own proof then the existence of a pot also could be asserted with
equal disregard of all proofs.* The result will be that logical
procedure will be rendered absolutely futile and nugatory. No
evidence can therefore be advanced for the existence of an un-
known knowledge which is made the corner-stone of the Nyiya
epistemology. It has becn argued by the Naiyayikas that
general evidence is not lacking though specific evidence in all
cases of knowledge is not sought after. The existence of know-
ledge is revealed to us when there iy an enquiry about it. The

1 (a) Avadyavedyata vitternibhyupeyate, svarthovyavaharastu svarapa-
sattaya prasiyata iti kvinavastha.—Kh. Kh., pp. 86-87.
(b) Vitteravadyavedyatvabhavena anavastha vigamat.
—T. C., p. 798.

2 Tathi ca pramanasatiipi tatpraminasaitimantarena na pramani-
kasyangikirirha............... yadi hi vinaiva praminasattim pramanasattam
paro’ngikaryeta tada ghatasattdmapi tathaivangi karyatamiti ghate’pi vrtha
pramanopanyisayasah.

—Kh. Kh,, p. 90,



46 POST-SAMEKARA DIALECTICS

existence of the knowledge before the enquiry is made, remains
unknown and unattested. On the analogy of such unattested
knowledge the existence of other cases of unattested knowledge
is inferred. And this inference by reason of its universal refer-
ence carries its own proof also. But this contention of the
Naiyayika is opposed to the testimony of experience. We could
admit the validity of such inferences if we had even a single
experience of a series of knowledge-instances in which each
succeeding knowledge would have for its content all pre-
vious instances of knowledges with their respective contents.
As a matter of fact our experiences are of the form ‘this is a pot’
and I know this pot, and no further knowledge is known by us
which could be pressed by the Naiydyikas as evidence of the
aforesaid experiences. And even if it had been possible this
would inevitably give rise to an infinite series. The contention
of the Naiyayikas, that the presence of other perceptual data
cuts short this process, is equally hollow and unsubstantial;
because the mind could not be diverted from this process of
infinite knowledge making for the attestation of the previous
knowledges. The Nuiyayikas however have urged that this contin-
gency would occur in the case of any and every instance of cause
and effect. ‘The effect must have its cause and this cause again
would have a further cause and that again another and so without
end. This sort of infinite regression is not a fauly, because it
could arise only if there be such a scries of enquiries which how-
ever arc absolutely redundant. 'The Advaitins point out that
the analogy here is not on all fours. The infinite series of
enquiries about the cause and effect does not arise beciause there
is no doubt about this causal relation ever coming lo a cessation.
If this break in the causal series could be possible the effect in
question would have been uncaused and so would have been
either eternally present or eternally non-existent. But no such
a priori absurdity affects the question of infinite series in regard
to knowledge. The series of knowledge instances is certainly
causally determined and if it breaks down at any particular
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instance of knowledge then the last knowledge would become
impossible without its cause, so retrospectively it would entail
the absurdity of all previous instances. If to avoid this contin-
gency it is presumed that a particular knowledge is cognisant
of all knowledge-instances in general we, the Advaitins, would
ask, is this knowledge cognisant of its own self ? If so, it would
become self-luminous which is our position. If it is belicved
to be cognised by another it would lead to the vicious infinite,
and if it is held to be uncognised and unattested it would fail
to serve as evidence of the previous series.

Morcover the contention of the Naiyiyikas, that knowledge
is cognised by another knowledge when there is an enquiry about
it, is an assumption which does not save it from the charge of
the vicious infinite. Enquiry about anything is possible only
if there is a previous knowledge of it. But how could
this previous knowledge be possible if the knowledge in
question is not belicved to be self-evident. If this previous
knowledge is held to be caused by another knowledge this would
causc a rearward infinite series. If the knowledge about a
knowledge is held to be caused by the influence of the latter
without there being an enquiry this would lead to an infinite
regress in the forward order.' All these contingencies however
are avoided if knowledge is believed to be self-luminous and self-
evident as held by the monistic teachers.

The monistic conception of self-illumination has been
challenged by the Naiyayikas on the ground that a logical deter-
mination of self-luminosity (svaprakasotva) is an impossibility
because, as they contend, the concept cannot give us any definite
idea. The author of the Tattvapradipika has set forth a number
of definitions of the concept of self-luminosity (svaprakasatva)
which, in our judgment, seem to be different landmarks in the
history of the evolution of the concept. These definitions are

1 Xh. Kh., p. 96.
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not to be regarded as mere scholastic elaborations having little
philosophical interest. There is good reason, on the other hand,
to belicve that these definitions, despite their scholastic appear-
ance, really represent the devclopment of the dialectic movement
of philosophical thought in course of which the status and func-
tion of consciousness in relation to the objective reality were
brought to a focus. The problem is one of absorbing interest
and has a profound value in its bearing on the philosophical
issucs. We propose to examine the different conceptions that
have been discussed by Citsukhacarya, onc of the greatest
dialecticians in the Samkara-Vedanta, land shall assess their
philosophical value.
Now what is the import of the concept of self-luminosity ?
Selt-Juminosity do- It may be conceived to consist in the union
fined. of existence and illumination. In other
words we shall regard a thing to be self-luminous if we have
reason to believe that illumination constitutes its very being and
nature.! Objects of our cmpiric knowledge have existence of
their own, but as they lack the character of illumination they
cannot be thought to be sell-luminous or svaprakasah. Know-
ledge, on the other hand, combining in itsclf both existence
and illumination thus alone becomes fit to be characterised as self-
luminous. This conception of self-luminosity however would be
futile. For the Naiyiyikas to whom knowledge is cognised by
introspection (enuvyavasaya), do not deny the fact that knowledge
has its own existence as well as illumination though not
caused by itself. And the definition would obliterate the line of
demarcation between the concept of auto-illumination (svapra-
kasatva) as held by the Vedantists and that of alter-illumination
(paraprakasatoa) as maintained by the Naiyayikas.
Now this conception of self-luminosity may be so modified
as to avoid this absurd issue and this can be done if the illumina-
tion in question is regarded as caused by its own self. To be

1 Svakcasau prakadadea svaprakadall.—Cit., p. 3.
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explicit, we should regard that alone to be self-luminous, the
illumination of which is caused by its own self and not by an
alter.! But even this modification would not make the concept
of self-luminosity free from objections, because it makes con-
sciousness both its subject and its object—-both cogniser and the
cognised—which is evidently absurd, as the same thing cannot be
regarded as the subject and the object in the same reference. The
subject (kartr) is what exercises a function and the object is that on
which an effect is produced by the operation of the subject. The
operation must exist in a thing which is distinct from the object
operated upon. The carpenter converts a piece of timber into a
table by exercising an operation, which is found in the carpenter
and not in the timber which is operated upon, nor in the table
which is the resultant product. The timber is the object because
the effect, namely, a transformation of the shape, is induced on
it by virtue of an operation which inheres in another distinct
entity, viz., the carpenter.® So to make the same thing the subject
and object is logically absurd because it splits up an identity into
two opposed factors, which is against the law of identity.

This absurdity has been sought to be avoided by a further
amendment. Knowledge, it is contended, is self-luminous because
it is not lighted up by any homogeneous illuminating factor.®
Thus a lamp might be called svaprakasak or self-luminous be-
cause it is not illuminated by any other illuminating factor which
may form the same class with the lamp. Cognition too is self-
luminous, because according to the theory of the monists cogni-
tion is cognised neither by its own self nor by any after-cogni-
tion or anuvyaevasaya.

The qualifying adjunct sajatiya (homogeneous) is of vital im-
portance as it serves to make the definition precise and definite,
excluding the possibility of extending its application to the
Naiyayika view of cognition, for prakasa without sajatiya may

1 Svasya svayam eva prakiéa iti va.—Cit., p. 8.
2  (Cf. Parasamaveta-kriya phala-§alitvarh karmatvam.
3 Bajatiya-prakadaprakadyatvam.—Cit., p. 8.

7
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mean both material and intellectual illumination. If the former
sense is accepted, the Naiyayika cognition revealed by the after-
cognition and not by any material illumination would come under
the definition.

This definition has been seriously challenged by the ecritics
who argue that this very adjunct would prove suicidal, for the defi-
nition would then apply to the lamp, etc.,
which is admittedly not sclf-luminous accord-
ing to the Advaitin. The lamp is rcvealed by knowledge
which is not homogeneous with the inert lamp. If, however, the
definition were without the adjunct there would be no question
of extension to the lamp because prakasa then might mean in-
tellectual illumination by which it is revealed. Thus the Advaitin
is in a logical seesaw, the definition with or without the adjunct
sajatiya being absurd.

These difficulties led the Advaitins to further modify their
conception of self-luminosity and the result was a new formula-
tion. Knowledge is called self-luminous because, when it arises, it
never remains unmanifested.” According to Advaitins knowledge
is called jiiatasattaka or something whose existence is always known
and never remains unknown. That knowledge exists but remains
unmanifested, is a position which has been denied by the
Advaitins, It is also a common experience that knowledge reveals
itself to its knower at the very moment it originates. No sane
knower argues that he has knowledge but it is not manifested
to him.

Criticism,

This new formulation however is also faulty for it is appli-
cable to pleasure, pain and other feelings which never remain un-
manifested to the persons who feel them.

This difficulty is sought to be avoided thus. ‘“ What does
not form the object of knowledge is called self-luminous.’”?

| Svasattiayam prakasa-vyatireka-virabitatvam.—Cit., p. 4.
?  Jnanavigayatvam svaprakadatvam.—Cit., p. 5,
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Pleasure, pain, similar other feelings and the lamp, the sun, and
all othcer physical illuminations being objects of empiric
knowledge cannot be characterised as jéanavisaya and claimed to
be self-luminous.

It might however be argued that in avoiding the defects of
the previous formulations which it successfully does to a great ex-
tent this new formulation creates an impossible position for the
Advaitins as it takes away the only ground from under their feet.
How could knowledge be avisaya or incapable of being an object
of knowledge, seecing that this very thesis has to be established
by inference and authority, etc., thereby making it at least the
subject (object) of such discussion ?

To obviate such an obvious criticism, a little modification
might be introduced by saying that self-luminous character may
be ascribed to ‘“ what is subject to vyavehdra or empiric usage
while at the same time is not an object of knowledge.”’*

The latter part of the definition as already explained simply
means that knowledge itself is not an object of knowledge like
other ordinary objects such as the pot, cloth, etc. And by the first
part ‘ vyavahdra-visayatvam’ it is merely implied that the logical
judgment in the form ‘‘ knowledge is self-luminous’’ is capable of
being logically proved, i.e., subject to inference and other proofs
like other logical judgments.

This however affords no real escape from the difficulties of
the position, for the admission of its being subject to logical
criticism means no more than that it is subject to inference and
other proofs which are not other than knowledge.

Again, this position is suicidal, because it is inapplicable
to the case of Brahman, the Highest Consciousness, which being
beyond all logical determinations cannot be characterised by
vyavahdra-vigayatva or subject to the usages. For all usages cease
and limitations are negated, reasonings or tarka are denied at
the dawn of super-consciousness.

1 Vyavaharavigayatve sati jnanavigayatvam.—Cit., p. 5.
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In order to meet the criticisms that have been levelled by
The final solation. the Naiyayikas, the Advaita-Vedanta defines
finally the self-illuminative character of know-
ledge as follows :

¢ Though incapable of being an object of knowledge, yet
possessing competence for perceptual use.’”

Even this elaboration of the concept might be made the
target of criticism. For this would be inapplicable to
Brahman, the final consciousness, which is beyond all deter-
mination and therefore also all usage. To avoid this, the
Advaitin has to take a roundabout course in order to
explain the definition so as to make it applicable also to Final
Consciousness. Following the well-known Nyaya method of
explanation by negations, he takes the phrase aparoksavya-
vaharayogyatvam or ‘ capability of perceptual usage ' not in its
apparent ordinary positive sense but in a technical sense to
imply or connote ““ what would be the non-receptacle (anadhi-
karana) of eternal and absolute negation (atyantabhava) of the
capability of perceptual usage.”” *  Thus by use of two negations
the Advaitin seeks to apply it to both empirical and transcendental
or absolute consciousness. It is of course clear that empiric
knowledge has capability of perceptual usage, but can the same
thing be said of transcendental consciousness? Evidently it
cannot be said that absolute knowledge has this capacity as
empiric knowledge has it. Now if ‘capability of perceptual usage’
be absent in Final Consciousness, it logically follows that the
absolute negation (atyantabhava) of the © capability of perceptual
usage * would be there and the critic’s charge of a ¢ too narrow ’
definition would stand unassailable. But ‘ absolute negation’ truly
construed means that it is eternal (nitya) and therefore it can

1 (a) Avedyatvg sati aparoksa-vyavahirayogyatvarh svaprakadatvam.
—Cit., p. 9.

(b) Aparokga-vyavahrteryogyasyédbipadaeya nah sambhave svapra-
kasasys lakganasambhavahkutah.—Ibid, p. 9.

2 Aparokgavyavaharayogyatvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam. Vide N,

Prq p- 9.
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never reside in any locus where its counterpart or pratiyogi can
be found at any stage or in any form. The Naiyayika vindica-
tion of the definition of Substance or dravya as essentially a
seat of qualities (gumavatva) illustrates it. The Naiyayikas
define the substance as the seat of properties, but they admit
that at the time of origination, there is no quality or property
attached to substance ; and the dcfinition would become ° too
narrow ' as it would not cover the case of substance at the time
of origination. To avoid this difficulty, they too have to main-
tain that ° the seat of property,’ the essential mark of substance,
implies the ‘‘non-location of the absolute negation of the
seat of properties,” ! thereby making the definition applicable
to substance both at the time of origination and thercafter : for
though at the time of origination there was no quality in a
substance, 1ts absolute negation was not also there; since absolute
negation means eternal negation ir:she locus of its counterpart,
and eternality or absoluteness attributed to negation means that
its counterpart or pratiyogi is to be found in the locus at no
time or stage.? For example, there is absolute negation of form
in the air because at no time and under no circumstances, is there
any form in air, i.e., air is eternally formless.

The expression avedyatva or unknowability has been intro-
duced as a qualifying epithet to the second condition to exclude
pot and such other things which may form the objects of percep-
tual usages. They being the objects of our empiric cognitions
cannot come within the scope of avedyatva. Now the critic may
return to the charge and say how it is possible to speak of Super-
consciousness as avedya? For in the admission of the Advaita-

1 Moksadagayam ca vivaksitadharmabhive’pi kadicit sattvena tada-
tyantabhavinadhikaranatvasya gunisrayo dravyamitivat siddheh
—Citsukhi, p. 9.
2 Na ca yogystalaksapa-dharmangikare avyaptirmokssadasiyarm
tadasambhavad apasiddhanta$ceti §ankaniyar, yogyatvatyantibhivinadhika-
ranatvasys tattvat, gunavattvatyantabhavinadhikaranasya dravyatvavat,
tena navyaptih.—Citsukhi, p. 9.
Op. Advasitasiddhi, p. 768 ; Bombay, edition.
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Vedianta the self-luminous knowledge forms the object of
authority or verbal cognition. Agama or scriptural testimony
is the only source to realise the true nature of the Absolute, Pure
Being-Bliss-Consciousness. The highest being or Brahman has
been characterised as aupanisada, i.e., the reality cognisable
through the Upanisad texts which only can vouchsafe unto us
the truths of revelation. And no knowledge in Vedanta, empiric
or intuitional, can be marked as self-luminous or svaprakasa,
as all forms of knowledge came under the scope of vedya
or knowable. Hence to avoid the suicidal character of the
definition the expression avedyalva should be taken in a
technical sense. Tt means phalavyipyatvabhavca. Phala implies
the result of the definite functioning of the psychosis or
menfal process in the immediate cognition; and the mental
process functions in revealing objects of cognition in its due
vividness. Phalavyapyatrab idra is a negative mark which
denics the determinate or definite mental functioning nccessitated
in the immediate cognitive process. Psychosis or ovrtti in the
Advaita-Vedanta works definitely and indefinitely. In the case of
concrete objects it is definite and determinate but in the casc of the
Absolute it is undefined and indeterminate. The former called
phalavyapya and the latter is called vrttivyapya in the is Vedantic
terminology, or, in other words, a concrete object is charac-
terised as phalavydpyae and Brahman is known as vrttivyapya.

To put it more clearly, a perceptual process in the Advaita-
Vedanta implies the identity of the percipient-consciousness
(pramatreaitanya) with the object-consciousness (visayacaitanya).
The object-consciousness is the locus of the object and directly
reveals it.  The immediate knowledge of the object to the subject
supposes that the percipient-consciousness must acquire an
identity with the object-consciousness.

¢ The external perception is marked by the antahkarana
going out through the senses. The outgoing antakkarana soon
gets the form of the object. ~This transformation is called vrtti.
Vriti is a psychosis which acquires a definiteness due to the
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functioning of mental consciousness according to a mould and
form. Consciousness in that determinate form removes the
ignorance and establishes the identity of the percipient and object
consciousness.”” It is called phala in the determinate perceptual
process. Advaita-Vedanta recognises three aspects of conscious-
ness and their identity in perception. Pramatreaitanya is
the subject-consciousness, Visayacaitanya is the object-conscious-
ness and Vrtticaitanya is the consciousness immanent in the
psychological process. ‘‘ Antahkarana is a dynamic entity
and “mceasingly active in receiving the forms of ohiects. It

ge “h the sense channels and is engralt a thing
of the object.”” Revelation d ‘s to
.ct is called phalazyap itoa in the . “na

Y negation of such a fhalavyapyatva is evige.

K Jq,d i she case of abjects of pact and future and of unper-
ceivable things, ¢.g., merits, demerits, .+ a5 in those cases the

outgoing of antakkarana through the sense cu.npels is not possible
because all those objects lie beyond the range of ou. genses ; and
identity of the three aspects of consciousness is also 11 possible.
As a result the definition of self-luminous knowledge charactemor]
by phalavyapyatvabhavae connoted by the expression avedyatoa in
no way extends to the objects beyond the class defined.

The Advaitins further observe that the self-luminous
character of knowledge is a logically valid concept which might
also be established by proofs (pramanas). And what is
established by proofs must have some essential characteristics
which are set forth in the definition. The function of definition
is to point out the essential features of the things defined and
to classify them on the basis of their essentials. It is therefore
clear that if the Advaitic category under discussion is established
by proofs (pramanas) it can also be logically defined. But the
proofs advanced by the monistic teachers, bave strongly been
criticised by the Naiyayikas. To appraise the value of their
arguments we should give an account of the dialectics used by

the rival schools of philosophy.
Y 20436



56 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

The Advaitins advance the the following gyllogism in their
. favour.  ““ Consciousness 18 self-luminous
Advaitin's  infer- . e ¢ _
ence to prove selflu-  because it Possesses the characteristic ¢ anubha-
minosity. . .
d titva.’  And what does not possess this charac-
teristic © anubhatitva ' is nob characterised as self-luminous or

‘svaprakada,’ e g., the pot.!  Or in other words :

(A) all self-luminous things are possessing the
characteristic anubhititva.
(E) No pots are possessing the characteristic
anubhititva.
(E) No pots are self-luminous.

I Y syllogism nr be explained thus: (1) pratijii@ or
mepbsition or the thesis to « established is : consciousness 18}

characteristic anqyugmt'ua," (8) udaharama or explanatory
example is the p?',><e};atha ghatah). Examples may be homo-
geneous or - Yrmative or “sadharmya’ where the property to be
proved .fid the ground (hetu) are present, and heterogeneous or
,xegative (vaidharmya) where the property to be proved and the
ground are both absent. In the syllogism under discussion all
positive instances come under the scope of the minor or ¢ paksa’
and this is why there is no concrete positive illustration to' be
cited to prove the co-presence of the major or the property to be
proved and the middle or the ground. As the syllogism is
purely negative in its character only the negative instance is
ghown to prove the co-presence of the ‘hetu’ and * sadhya’ on
the basis of the negative dialectic patent enough in the proposi-
tion ¢ yannaivarn tannaivam ' or whatever does not possess the
characteristic ‘anubhititva’ is not to be called ¢ svaprakasa’ or
self-luminous, (4) Upanaya or application: It asserts the

! Anubhitih svayarhprakass anubhititvat yannaivarh tannaivarh
yatha ghatah ityanumanam,.—Cit., p. 11,
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presence or absence of the ground in the *paksa’ or minor. In
the former case it is affirmative and in the latter it is negative,
‘upanaya’ or application is evident in the judgment °tatha
ceyam’ or so is this consciousness. Because consciousness
possesses the characteristic ‘ anubhatitva’ it is self-luminous.
(5) The statement of conclusion is called nigamana. Nigamana
restates the proposition as grounded. =~ What is tentatively put
forth in the proposition or ‘pratijfia’ (the first member of the
syllogism) is established in the conclusion.

This syllogistic argument, the Naiyayikas point out, is
vitiated by a number of fallacies. The syllogism involves a

dilemma whose two horns or pr)les are rendered
The Naiyayikas' ob-

jections. faulty by the two fa,lln oifasgye. he found
and sadhyaprasiddh” ls 10 the 5  sha
whether the prive conception of the Ly‘ln ahy the Advaitic /hiec,

garv ~' 1t in the Advaitic inference ? “* ay of siddhasadhan
sitive in their answer, the major or'<™ug has its pré-
. its nature cannot stand by itself ; it™. '~ature of the
tance. Conception of an attribute without its . %5~ and

on is an absurdity. To be logical one has to admit N

L % %xbute (dharma) (svayarprakasatva) or self-luminosity—
%aa 2 fajor of the Advaitic syllogism—resides in a capable
% 2 1) substrafum which may be characterised by such an
':Q'g 'c; “ute. Consciousness or anubhiti is the only possible sub-
j"; % where this attribute is ascertained (nidcita). As a
2% existence of the major in the minor becomes a
ed fact and the syllogism commits the fallacy of
hanata.!

;,5_, ,:ci '_é The condition precedent of inference is the fact of Paksata, which
S g = in simple language the absence of previous proofs in favour of the
w E ndum (sadhakamdnabhdve). In other words, the probsndum must
'E < & oe known to have been established before. Inferemce in Indian logic
3 5 % at material truth and not formal consistency alone and the truth
o  JHeh is sought to be established must be such as constitutes a real ad-
-%” 2 fance in knowledge. So when a partioular inference is found not to prove

[}

8

W
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Again if the preconception of the major be an admitted fact,
the purely negative character of the inference (kevalavyatireki), as
has been suggested by the Advaitins, is an illogical assumption.
Kevalavyatireki or the purely negative character of the inference
implies that the positive concomitance or anvayavyapti of the
middle and the major is an impossibility and the concomitance is
apprehended only negatively. Now if the prior conception of
the sadhya be accepted the positive concomitance is not an im-
possibility and the purely negative character of the syllogism, as
given by the monistic teachers, is illogical. 1f, to be consistent,
the Advaitins adopt the negative course, or, in other words, if
they deny the prior conception of the major they commit the
fallac_y“afdf“" . ' majoror sadhyaprasiddhi.' The inferen-
menfats ¢ syllogism m) - ledge is self-luminous, is intended to

‘ ,ub'l.tlon or the thesis to b"eifledge possesses the_fenture _indi-

P luminous, (2) hetu or the ™&c Sax <o e - .

ffin .~ Knowledge marked out by the predi-
characteristic anul

0 ) impli ‘ious notion of the
example is the pp,,nu’uddlu) implies the previous notion

geneous or =~

proves unknown before and as such only repeats a known fact and does
oo make any advance, it infringes the fundamental condition of inference
and virtually forfeits its right to be regarded as an inference. This is
technically called the fallacy of Siddhasiadhana which is a purely Indian

ant

conception.

v Sadhydprasiddhi.~—~Another condition of inference is that there
must be an invariable and universal concomitance (vydpti) between the
probans and the probandum without which no inference is possible. The
universal proposition or the major premise in Aristotelian syllogism em-
bodies this invariable concomitance. Now, the universal concomitance
fails to materialize if either the probans or the probandum is an altogether
unknown fact, because the rolation between two unknown facts or of one
unknown fact with another known cannot be conceived. If the probansis nob
known, it constitutes a case of fallacy called Sadhanaprusiddha and in the
case of an unknown probandum, it becomes sadhyaprasiddha. The above
fallacies also occur, when the probans or the probandum, though known to
be existent facts, are qualified by an unknown and non-existent adjective
in which case it gives rise to the fallacies of vyarthaviéeganasidhana and
vyarthavideganasadhya, respectively.
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property to be proved. Concrete conception depends upon the
pre-notion of the property which makes it concretised. Predica-
tive idea or viesanajiiana stands as the causal factor of the
concrete aspect of knowledge visistabuddhi. As the judgment,
“a man characterised as the holder of the stick,” logically pre-
supposes the notion of the stick, similarly, all concretc notions
imply the pre-cognition of the property predicated of the subject.
Hence the particular judgment construction of the Advaitins
‘ consciousness 1s sel{-luminous,” to be logically valid, must pre-
suppose the predicate which is to be proved in knowledge by
means of inference. —Alld_tll'Ough t.he. sy]ht(he gen&er‘gixlglseglf:eg}ls%?tj
avoid the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi he o a8y by fou d
fallacy of siddhasadhanata or proving“alls to the y  ~ f‘,h;h n

Bo .repudiate the charge of sadhyu, athy the Advaitic™;Niec.,
nat@ which represent the two poles of wii o v ciranasadhas
the Advaitins argue that tiew,, pas its pré-
major of the syllogism 1s not a...iyre of the
factor. The major or sddhya has its pre-cognition in a ge. opd
way on the basis of an inference known as samanyato--
drsta in the Naiyayika terminology. When we see a horned
animal and infer that it has a tail, we have a case of samanyato-
drsta inference. It is based on gencral observation and on the
uniformity of expericnce. Experience teaches us that self-lumino-
sity or svaprakadatve is not an absurdity. It is an attribute
located in a substrate. But the special features of the substrate
are not known to us and we cannot characterise the substrate
with its particular name and form and other essential natures.

To establish the prior conception of the major, the Advaitins
observe that all dharmas because they are dharmnas, are subject to
eternal negation or atyantabhava in a particular substrate, ¢.g.,
“$uklatva’ or whiteness. * Whiteness which serves as an attri-
bute to a white pot, is denied in a black pot.  And on the basis

Advaitins’ reply.

1 Vedyatvam kifcinnigthatyantibhavapratiyogi dharmatvit gauk-
lyavat.—Cit., p. 12.
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of such an explanatory instance it is inferred that all attributes
are absolutely negated somewhere because they are the pro-
perty of a particular substance only. Vedyatva or knowability
is a property ; it is thercfore subject to absolute negation in a
particular substrate. In this way avedyatva or ncgation of
vedyatva in a substrate being logically established, it implies the
svayamprakadatva or self-luminosity—the major (s@dhya) of the
syllogism under discussion. Svayarmprakasatva, as is understood
by the Advaitins, rests on the absolute negation of vedyatva or
knowability. What does not form the object of cognition is
called svayamprakasa. Avedyatva thus is the essential character-

v Gl ‘na 33 we have studied before. Now the

jobin =L nennn
.uaey of tha - ' ma

o Thed syllogism ma J“]‘e' sidhya being thus a logically esiab-
menta

wosition or the thesis to uactor, the syllogism cannot be vitiated
P luminous, (2) hetu or & fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi as pointed
characteristic ¢ apakas.
example is the_ument, on the other hand, cannot also be rendered
geneous oyy the fallacy of siddhasadhanata because the given
PrO%uestion of siddia-  Syllogistic argument based on general obscrva-
3",‘3’;‘3"“*‘1;‘{3;‘;" &> tion or uniformity of cxperience may indeed
Advaitins. indicate the necessity of a substrate, for a
property without a substrate cannot be conceived. But the sub-
strate with its particular name and form and other essential
features which may characterise or individualise it as such and
such a thing, may yet remain totally unknown and unapprehend-
ed by the suggested inference. And it is now individualised
with all its special features, if there be any, as consciousness by
the suggested syllogistic arguments. And the question of sid-
dhasadhanatd cannot be urged here because the substrate of self-
Juminosity with all its essential marks was not pre-established.
It is however to be noticed in this conncetion that the sadkya or
the major of the Advaitin’s inference is known not in its positive
phase but only negatively through the negation of vedyatva.
Vedyatvabhava is only one of the negative essentials of self-
luminosity. Self-luminosity has been defined by its two essential



SELF-LUMINOSITY OF KNOWLEDGE 61

marks avedyatva as well as aparo ksavyavaharayogyatva or
capability of its direct or immediate apprehension. And hence
the negation of vedyatva is not sufficient ground to establish
self-luminosity, the major of the Advaitic syllogism. The ques-
tion of sadhyaprasiddhi still vitiates the whole circle of argument.
In refuting the objection the Advaitins argue that the capability
of immediate perception or aparoksavyavaharayogyatva as a
characteristic mark receives support even in the Nyaya-theory,
of knowledge. Negation of " {yatva is therefore the
only other essential mark whihe /& Cnathked ¢ 088 WO oo 4hg
Nyaya standpoint. But abcdyal“’ ot (()ffthe POt’ but the

established on the basis of inferenc S The enlénctlons I]f’“s 2

with all its essentials is proved and the o. kg has preciscly

‘ba-s \
viseganatd or unproved probendum falls 1o thc I ]};; found
0 L

We have already scen the reason why the Advaitic"‘::hiet~

The charge against does not commit the fallacy of siddhasadhan
the purely  negative though the major or sadhya has its pre-
ence cannt stand. established character. The real nature of the
substrate with all its special fcatures being unknown and
unestablished, the co-presence of the hetw and sadhya in their
positive concomitance cannot be logically urged. And the co-
existencc or the positive concomitance of the middle and the
major is to be explained only through the negative dialectic.
Negativity is therefore the only mark which will explain the
vyapti or concomitance of the middle (hetu) and the major
(sadhya). The negation of the major (sadhya) implies the
negation of the middle (hetu). It is therefore that form of infer-
ence wherein the middle and the major do nowhere co-exist
except in the particular locus and the concomitance being merely
negative, the inference is known as kevalavyatircki. The objec-
tion, based on the negative character of the inference, can inno

way stand.

We have already seen that the major of the Advaitic syl-
logism is not an unestablished factor and the Naiyayika objection
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of the aprasiddhavisesanata or unproved major is based on the
misapprehension of the Advaitic position. It is now to be
examined whether the paksa or the minor and the hetu or the
middle can be logically determined.

As regards the minor, Naiyayikas contend that conscious-
ness, which according to the thesis of the monistic philosophy
is one and absolute without any characteristic of its own, es-
capes all logical determin: ‘ions and cannot therefore be styled

ka“d pb " to fOl‘I“ ! 'linOI' Of & SOllll(l SyHOgiStiC reasonin Y

nowa ili y. N doeS ' . . 5

11 d s;zlg‘jm'nprakdéa Ue#v’ed 1ts ESSSIltlals (l:Ild an Cllt-lty
calle . A

. . o cu. , ure and characte..ctic of its own can
,..:]:f(‘zi‘of i‘go = ' rdefined and determined. Anubnatitva,
mm&fs,i]t‘ii?osryll?glf%nct.ion of the middle, must subsist in the
D lu e hananded ina vz}lxd syllogistic argument. Pres.e].lce

~‘middle in the minor is an absolutely necessary condition

%f‘;yllogistic reasoning and anubhatitea, the middle, has thus to

be assigned to consciousness, the minor term. This 1y

fatal to the fundamental principles of absolute monism.

Again anubhatitva itself which is the determining feature

(paksatavacchedaka) of consciousness, the minor term, cannot

be logically categorised. It exists in one absolute conscious-

ness and cannot therefore be styled ‘jati’ or gencrality
which resides in many things and not in one thing and
helps us, in a way, in grouping together the things which
possess the samc features. Oncness of object is held by

Udayana as one of the six causes which prevent common

characteristic becoming a true generality or class concept.!

Categorical determination being thus impossible, anubhatitva

cannot be styled a logically valid concept. And its validity or

1 (1) Vyakterabheda stulyatvarh samkaro’ thanavasthitih
Riipahanirasamibandho jatibadhakasamgrahah.
—Kir., p. 33, Benarcs Edition.

(b) Anubhdtitverh nama na tavajjatih, anubhaterekatvangikarepa
vyaktyabhoedasya jatibadhakatvat.—N. Pr., p. 13.
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reality being thus questioned it lays itself open to the fallacy of
Tue Nyaya charge of svaripasiddhi in the Advaitic syllogism. Scari-
Svarapdsiddha. pasiddha or unrcal in itself is that type of rcason
which does not exist in the subject and therefore cannot afford
the basis for any reasoning, as in the proposition, ‘‘ the lake is
a substance, because it has smoke.” ! Unreality attributed
to the middle (hetu) vitiates the whole system of inferential
argument. It affects the subject, and t_he relation of the mlddle

term to the subject, and the relation .’ te\ "éddle.(qu I‘IO animm
terms.

\E Snd thou of the pot, but the
When the subject itself is an ur 8 2 nob ¢ functions has a
from the fallac}

g« Tl

1€ gene.
The Nyayncharge ... .4 bstrat The g‘ has preciscly
of Asrayasiddha. regaras substra um. 1 o ifa-8y.. he found

the minor term may be unrcal in . ahg,.

it may be a wholly imaginary thing as in the casc of reasuhig,
‘ The sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus ; where the un
reality of the subject renders the conclusion impossible.?  Or the
subject may be deprived of the essential characteristic which
makes it fit to be a subject of a syllogism. ““In either case
the reflection or paramaréa on the clements of the syllogism
is impossible, since unreal things—things imaginary or devoid
of categorically definable cssentials cannot be made the objects of
such reflection or paramarsa ‘‘ Hence this species ranks as
“unrcal as regards the substratum ' (svarapasiddha).”’ The
Advaitic syllogism under discussion comes within the scope of
the latter division. I‘or the reason or ‘hetu’ or the middle term
being unreal in itsclf (svardpasiddha) and non-existent in the
subject cannot be counted as the essential mark of the subject,
and the subject is left without any logically valid essential.

! Hrado dravyar dhiimavatvidatrasiddhirathapara.

—Bh. P, and 8.M., sl. 76.

Gaganarsbindarh  surabhi, arabindatvat sarojarabindavat, atra
gaganarabindama $rayah sa cva nasti.
— T.S., p, 85, R. Ghosa’s Edn.

2
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As regards the concomitance or (vyapti) of the middle and
the major the Advaitins’ syllogism commits
the fallacy of vyapyatvasiddhi. The reason,
which is unreal in regard to the concomitance
between the middle term and the consequence, and does not
present itself as inevitable and invariable, is called vyapyatva-
siddha.

There are two fo;r(g}e' of this class: in the first the
WValid - - “mpy, 10 ot exist; in the sccond, there is
knowability. W v ‘does ditianal (aupadhika) onec, which is
called svaymhpraﬁ%éa. A, In the first case we have such

_d'”i;é:"o'fcfz;,; S "untain has fire because it has golden
‘ .Q,,..hce“ syllogisre addition of the ¢ golden’ destroys the con-
~usition or ffnce golden smoke does not, in the Indian view,
P Jumin~ “ The conditional concomitance is illustrated by such a
ckse as the argument, ¢ the mountain has smoke, because it has
fire.” The proposition is conditioned by the fact that there is
no universal concomitance between fire and smoke, but only
between fire produced from wet fuel and smoke.’”” ?  This is the
real essence of the Nyaya charge of vyapyatvasiddhi or the
reason which is unrcal in regard to the concomitance. It is
assigned to the Advaita-syllogism on the ground that for
want of proofs or pramanas there is no concomitance pos-
sible between the major and the middle of the syllogism under
discussion.

Concomitance or vyapti being thus questioned for want of
proofs, it is obvious that its very existence as well as its
universal character is challenged.

In order to repudiate the charge of asiddhi or unreality of
reason in its three different aspects, viz.,
(a) svar@pasiddha or unreal in itself, (b) déraya-
siddha or unreal as regards the substratum, (¢) vydapyatvasiddha

The charge of
Vyapyalvasiddhi,

Advaitin's reply,

1 Parvato vahniman kificanamayadhimat.
? 1L.A, pp. 148-49,
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or unreal in regard to concomitance, them1 raitins observe
that the Nyaya charges are groundless ‘\‘Oog,ased only on
the misapprehension of the monistic posmon As regards
the objection of svaripasiddha or the unreal in itself the
monistic philosophers argue that though consciousness or
‘cit * in its finality is purely absolutiyand featureless and all
ideas of empirical duality die out “""mc\“e dawn of supreme
Reality yet they do not deny the fact v ... —n& as empiricis
exists and consciousness is dominate. ., g i1 has no ammal
demands, concrete and relative ideas and thou ¢ 416 pot, but the
possess validity of their own and are not ¢ eypctions has a
Logic has its value in its own province. The gene. has precisely
representing the middle or hetu of the Advaita-sy.. e found
attributed to consciousness or to the subject. Generic chau.
implies its own naturc as well as the characteristic of the objec.
in which it inheres.  Consciousness characterised by its general- .
ity is no doubt opposed to the spirit of absolute monism, but it
cannot be denied so long as the Advaita-Vedanta is studied as a
science of reasoning.

Though the charge of svarapasiddha may be disposed of
in this manner, the objection of asrayasiddhi still vitiates the
argument. The charge of a@érayasiddhi is founded upon the
falsity of the essential characteristic of the subject or paksa
of the proposition. It is contended by the Naiyayikas that
anubhititve or essential mark of the subject (paksatdvacchedaka)
being posited in one unitary consciousness, cannot be
logically categorised. To judge the question from the
standpoint of the monistic teacher it appears as an absurdity.
Plurality of consciousness due to different conditions and
limitations is not denied in the Advaita-Vedanta. Knowledge
transcends all limitations only when it reaches its finality
and empiric logic dies out. The Nyiya objection artses
from the failure to distinguish between two forms of knowledge,
viz., (a) empirical, and (b) transcendental. Advaitism is
very eloquent on the fact that plurality in consciousness

9
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is conditional or rather superimposed (kalpita), conscious-
ness is one and unitary in its reality. But this super-
imposed nature of plurality will not affect the notion of general-
ity residing in consciousness though one as an inherent essential.
For the Naiyayikas on their own admission accept moonhood or
candratva as a genus or; jati * on the ground that the moon,
though one, appears a¢ y when reflected in water. And it
is on the bas‘iswb‘ forrl{:plural appearances that moonhood is
WHalid ~ s]mp]l)orp‘;;r jati.  An estimation of the Nyaya
knowability. W ,y explain the fact that anubhatitva or the
called svayamproof consciousness or the subject or paksatavac-
» (l,:(':v”of” (0o non est ; it can be logically categorised as genus
. Thed svihe apparent plurality of consciousness due to super-
mfﬂgtimion just like moonhood residing in many moons due to
P luniection in water. And the charges of svaripasiddhi or the un-
reality in itself and of @§rayasiddhi or unreality as regards the
substratum fall to the ground.

As regards the objection of wyapyatvasiddhi or the
unreality with regard to the concomitance, the Advaitins
argue that the opponents, in assigning this objection, ques-
tion the inevitable and invariable nature of concomitance
between the middle term and the consequence. And their
objection is valid only in the case wherein the con-
comitance cannot invariably and unconditionally be proved.
To establish the logical validity of concomitance Gaiigesa argues
that the hetu is that which immediately and always precedes
the effect. The essence of inference lies in the invariable
concomitance (vyapti) between the middle (hetu) or vyapya
and the resultant or the major or vyipaka. How is the in-
variable concomitance known ?  Simple observation or con-
comitance in a particular case or a few cases is not enough for
the Yogical validity of inference. To attain certainty the notion
of concomitance must be examined by the method of positive
and negative instances. If a discrepancy occurs ‘then it must
either be shown to be an apparent exception, or the doctrine
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of concomitance must be admitted to be conditional (aupadhika)
and therefore useless for logic.” The concomitance can be
either positive-negative (anvayavyatireki) or an agreement in
presence and absence between the hetu and sadhya ; or an
agreement in presence only (kevaldnvayi) or there can be a
negative concomitance only (kevalavyatireki). In the pro-
position ‘Living organisms have souls, since they possess animal
functions’ there can be a negative concomitance only (kevalavya-
tireki), since the proposition ¢ What has no soul has no animal
functions * can be illustrated by the case of the pot, but the
positive proposition ‘ that which has animal functions has a
soul * cannot be illustrated since the conclusion has preciscly
the same extension as the subject and canont therefore be found
anywhere outside it.!

If this form of syllogism which is based on the explanatory
instance, heterogencous with the proven (vipaksa), and is not
supported by a similar case or (sepaksa)—which is an impossi-
bility in the case of negative concomitance—is taken by the
Naiyayikas as the logically valid form of inference, their charge
of wvyapyalvasiddhi urged against the negative syllogism of the
Advaitins is not to the point. The Advaitins reject both
the forms of inference keval@nvayt and kevalavyatireki. The
former because the kevalanvay:r inference rests upon the
invariable and undeniable concomitance between the hetu and
sadhya—a concomitance which excludes proof of negative
examples. In the Advaita-Vedanta all things arc negated
in Brahman and therefore the negative concomitance is not an
impossible one. Kevalavyatireki, being founded upon negative
concomitance only, comes under the scope of Arthapatti where
we proceed from the effect to the cause.” Advaitins accept the
inference known as anvayi or agreement based on concomitance
invariable but not undeniable. It is only on the admission of

! Vide I.L.A., p. 149.
% Vide A.C.K., p. 26
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the Nyaya-view that the Advaitins put forward the purely
negative form of inference to establish the sclf-luminosity of
knowledge. This being the position of the Advaita-Vedanta,
the Naiyayikas' attempt to criticisc the purely negative con-
comitance of the Advaita-syllogism is to assail their own position.

Again the condition or wupddhi, as its definition indicates,
cannot be urged in the purely negative form of inference. For
the Naiyayikas define condition or wupadhi as what covers
the major but not the middle or in other words what invariably
co-cxists with the major but not with the middle.” This being
the essential characteristics of condition or wupadhi, the condi-
tional concomitance, to prove its invariable existence in the
major, requires an cxplanatory cxample. Now the question
arises whether this explanatory instance proves the invariable and
universal co-presence of the major and the condition or upadhi in
the suggested minor (paksa) or elsewhere. If itis to be proved
elsewhere, a sapaksa or an instance homogeneous with the
proven is absolutely required to satisfy the first condition of the
conditional concomitance or to prove the universal co-presence
of the major and the suggested condition. But this inference
being purely negative in its character it becomes an impossibi-
lity to adduce any similar example or sapaksa ; co-presence of
the condition and sadhya may, therefore, be proved only in the
suggested minor (paksa) of the inference. But the cxistence
of the major in the minor is a matter of doubt in any syllogistic
reasoning and requires to be proved by inference founded on
these premises. If the presence of the major in the minor is
pre-ascertained, the necessity of inference as well as supposition
of condition become futile.

Condition or wupadhi makes the inference impossible. It
vitiates the invariable concomitance or wvyapti, the true
foundation of inference, and thercby renders the inference

1 Sadhyasya vyapako yastu hetoravyipakastatha sa upadhih—Bh, P.
and S. M. 8. 1. 80.
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faulty. Now if the existence of the major in the minor be
pre-accepted, inference, as a valid source of proof, becomes
useless and naturally the question of condition vitiating the
true foundation of wyapti bears no utility of its own. Hence
to prove the validity of inferential proof the presence of the
major in the minor is to be everywhere doubted and to be estab-
lished by the syllogistic reasoning. Again if sadhyavyapakatva
or the co-existence of the major with the condition or upadhi
is proved in the suggested minor or paksa, it becomes an ad-
mitted fact that the condition exists in the minor and as a result
the co-existence of the condition with the middle is also estab-
lished as the presence of the middle in the minor (hetoh
paksadharmata) is an absolutely necessary condition of the infer-
ence. And in this way the condition becomes a part and parcel
of the syllogism and its own conditional character rendering
the inference faulty, is denicd. Hence the question of vydpya-
tvasiddhi or unreality of concomitance cannot arise in the purely
negative form of inference. To estimate the corrcctness of the
middle (hetu) it is also further observed that the middle term
is not subject to any other form of fallacies which invalidate
the inferential judgment.
The reason or ‘ hetu * advanced by the Advaitins cannot
The reason or hetu be called a contrary (viruddha) one. The
:iizaﬁcﬁgtbithfoﬁﬂﬁ; contrary reason is what goes to prove exactly
one: the opposite of the thesis it is adduced to
establish. Tt is defined in the Nyaya literature as sadhyabhava-
vyapyahetu or the middle which exists only wherein the major
is wanting. The viruddha hetu thercfore does not exist in the
positive instance (sapaksa) but docs exist in counter-examples
(vipaksa). ¢ The lake is fiery because it has water’ (hrado
vahniman jalat). In this inferential judgment it may be

1 Na ca pakse sidhyena anvayah tatra sadhyasya adyipi sandigdhatvat
nifcaye ca siddharm nah samihitamiti kimupidbih karisyati. pakse ca
upiadhivrttau saidhenavyapakata ca durvara, etc.—Cit., p. 14.
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observed that where there is water there is no firc. Or, in other
words, where water representing the hetu exists, e.g., in the
pond, the negatiou of fire or sadhyabhava is apprehended. And
again wherein fire or the major is cognised, e.g., in a kitchen,
the hetu or water does not exist. This form of reasoning is
styled viruddha or contradictory. The Advaita syllogism escapes
this contradiction because knowability or wvedyatva, which re-
presents * sadhyabhava ' or the negation of self-luminosity,
the major of the monistic inferential judgment, may exist
in the pot and such other concrete objects but anubhatitva
or the ¢ hetu ’ of the syllogism, which, as an essential nature,
inheres in consciousness, where in the existence of the major is
only a matter of doubt, cannot reside in the knowable. The
middle term therefore cannot be characterised as sadhyabhavavya-
pyahetu or the cause existing only where there is the negation of
sadhya ; and it docs in no way violate the conditions of valid in-
ference or go to prove {he oppositc thesis and cannot be called a
contrary one.
It is also not inconclusive or discrcpant or anaikantika in
The Advaitic middle its character. Anaikantika or inconclusive
is not inconclusive. reasoning leads to more conclasions than one;
the conclusion ceases to possess any certainty
and remains thercfore as an object of doubt. *‘ I'rom the ground
of intangibility we may conclude -either the ecternality or
the non-eternality of sound, since both eternal atoms and
non-eternal cognitions arc intangible. The middle term is not
pervaded by the major. As the middle term is not uniformly
concomitant with any one alternative, it is called anaikantika in
later logic. Threc subdivisions of these are admitted, namely,
(@) sadhdrana or common, where the middle term is too wide,
(b) asadharana or the uncommon, where the middle term is too
narrow, (c) anupasamharin or the indefinite, where the middle
term cannnot be verified.”” None of the three divisions of the
anaikantika fallacy can find its way to vitiate the Advaita
syllogism.
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Sadharana anaikantika has been defined by the Naiyayikas
The middle term is 28 S@dhyabhavavadvrttihetu or a type of infer-
ok too wide. ence in which the middle term co-exists cven
with the negation of the major term, e.g., ¢ the hill is smoky
because it is fiery.” In this inferential judgment the middle term
fire exists even in the overheated iron ball (ayogolaka) wherein
the major, smoke, is wanting and the middle term being too wide
in its nature the inference is called sadhdrana anaikantika or the
common inconclusive. But in the Advaita syllogism under dis-
cussion svayamprakasatva or self-luminosity, the major term, is
ncgated in the knowable, e.g., the pot, ctc., but the middle term
cannot be predicated of it becausc consciousness does not exist
in the pot or such other inert substances ; and the middle term is
not too wide or sadharana anaikantika and is therefore distinct
from the common inconclusive.
The middle or ¢ hetu ’ is also not too narrow and the charge
The middle term is Of @sddhdrana anaikantika cannot be urged in
vob too narrow. the Advaita syllogism. TFor ¢ the too restricted
reason (asadharana) occurs nowhere outside the subject itself.
Its absence from the opposite instances or counter-examples tends
to establish the validity of the conclusion, but its absence from
the similar instances or examples tends to invalidate the result
which remains therefore a matter of doubt. ““ Sound is cternal
because it is audible >’ is the standing example of asadharana
anaikantika fallacy. As we have secn the fallacy is distinguished
in the modern school from the purely negative inference by the
reason that in the fallacy the major term has greater extension
than the other terms, while in the inference which is valid all
three terms have the like extension.” Now in the given inference
audibility or the hetu does neither exist in a similar instance or
in an instance homogeneous with the proven, e.g., the sky,
nor in the counter-example or example heterogeneous with the
proven, e.g., the pot, ctc. ; it exists only in the subject or the
minor and the reason becomes too narrow or asadharana
in its character. The question of too restricted reason cannot
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invalidate the Advaita inference because the inference being purely
negative in its nature has no similar instance or sapaksa to
prove the negation of its middle term in homogeneous cases.

Again the charge of indefinite reasoning or the reasoning
The eharge of indefi- in which the middle term escapes verification
nite reasoning canuot cannot also be brought against the Advaita
stand. syllogism. ‘‘ The reason which does not sub-
sume (anupaswrihdrin) is that which is alleged of a subject
which is so extensive as to permit neither of examples or
counter-examples, as in ‘“ All is eternal, becausc it can be
known.’’ The nature of all forbids the possibility of any uni-
versal concomitance. Or equally well the opposite argument
can be used ‘‘All is transitory, because it can be known.”” It
is therefore a doubt which makes valid inference an impossibi-
lity. The existence of the middle in the instance heterogeneous
with the proven or ‘vipaksa’ or in the instance in which the
negation of the major is doubted, though not ascertained, invali-
dates the syllogistic argument. And to prove the validity of
inference, the possibility of such an existence of the middle
should be denicd by the help of ‘‘badhakatarka’’ or contradictory
reasoning. If there is no counter-reasoning or badhakatarka to
prevent the existence of the middle in the counter-example or the
example in which the major term is doubted, the reason cannot
lead to a valid inference. In the Advaita syllogism, the Naiya-
yikas contend, consciousness is the minor term and svayar-
prakasatva or self-luminosity major term is doubted in the minor,
for otherwisc the inference commits the fallacy of siddhasa-
dhanatd and the presence of the middle in the minor (hetoh
paksadharmata) being one of the conditions of the inferential
judgment the hetu or the middle term invariably exists in the
minor. Now doubt as a logical category implies two poles-—(a)
position and (b) negation ; and svayaraprakadatva or the major
term in the Advaita-inference being doubted in the minor, may
be negated in the said minor and the reason becomes an indefi-
uite one, :
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To repudiate this charge of indefiniteness of the reason the
Advaitins argue that the position taken up by the Naiyayikas
has been rendered faulty by infinite regress and cannot therefore
be accepted. If knowability is urged in consciousness the first
cognition forms the object of the second one and the second of
the third and so on. The Nyaya theory, in this way, cannot
escape the unending question of infinite regress. It is to be
prevented by reasoning or tarka for such an endless regress will
go to prove the non-existent character of consciousness. Hence the
negation of self-luminosity cannot be urged in consciousness and
the inconclusive or indefinite character of the hetu or reason on
the basis of doubt cannot be logically put forward in the Advaita
syllogism. There are, rather, favourable arguments (anukala-
tarka) to posit the monistic view against the standpoint of the
Naiyayikas in which the question of unending regress makes
knowledge itself an impossibility. Contra-arguments or badhaka-
tarka put forward by the Advaitins may refute the Nyaya
standpoint but this does not establish their own theory.
Arguments are therefore necessary in their favour to lead the
Advaitins to a valid result. The Advaitins argue that
there are two points which can be urged by the opponent
school : (i) consciousness is not known at the time when it illu-
mines its objects, or (ii) it is illumined by another conscious-
ness. In the former case cognition remaining totally unknown
and unobserved its validity might easily be questioned by an in-
quisitive mind. Knowledge lights up its objects and if it is not,
later on, vitiated by falsity, doubt, imagination, ete., thenit is an
objectively valid cognition and is therefore capable enough to
satisfy the demands of pragmatic life. Such an empiric know-
ledge not, later on, vitiated by falsity, doubt, etc., goes to prove
the existence of its own self. It is a universally accepted prin-
ciple that the want of the later idea of falsity doubt, etc., with
regard to a thing originates its definite and empirically valid
cognition which is styled pramd or true knowledge as distin-
guished from the faulty or doubtful notion. For example, if the

10
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definite knowledge of the pot is not proved false or doubtful in a
later stage it is taken as definite and pragmatically valid (prama)
notion. When an inquisitive mind observes a thing and forms
a judgment ‘I huve seen a thing,” the thing shines forth and
knowledge also is apprehended at the time of the enlightening
of objects. For otherwise there would arise the possibility of
doubt or falsity as regards the knowledge which lights up the
object. But a normal mind never suspects the definiteness of
knowledge when the objects of knowledge satisfy the pragmatic
demands of life. Want of falsity or doubt, etc., therefore, stamps
knowledge with a degree of reality. As a source of pragmatic
usage therefore it is also self-shining or self-illuminated. Denial
of illumination of knowledge at the time when it lights up its
objects would invalidate its nature and would put a stop to all
endeavours. It is rather an absurdity to suppose that knowledge
whose only essential nature is illumination illumines or lights up
things and it itself remains totally unnoticed and unobserved.'
The second alternative which represents the viewpoint of the
Nyaya can in no way escape the question of the unending
regress. Hence the only way out is to accept the Advaita view
of self-luminosity.

Vicaspati in his Bhamati also establishes the svayamprakasa-
tva of knowledge by a different though very in-
teresting piece of dialectic : what is the nature

Vacaspati's view.

U Some Western thinkers also advocate the similar view. Cf.
Varisco: ‘ That Imay know, it is necessary that I should be conscious, that
I should know that I know.” It follows that the act of comsciousness
proves the reality of itsclf and of the thinking subject (Know Thysclf, p. 5).

Bonatelli the Italian philosopher observes that in the knowledge of any
fact there are given together the knowledge of the fact and the fact of
koowledge.

’f. Hamilton: “ An act of knowledge may be expressed by the
formula ‘I know ;" an act of consciousness by the formula ‘I know that I
know ’; but, as it is impossible for us to know without at the same time
knowing that I know, so it is impossible to know that we know without
our actually knowing.”’
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of the cognition in which the object (artha) and the self are re-
vealed ? he asks. Is it self-reve \ling (svaprakada) or other-revealed
(jada) ? If it is taken as other-revealed (jada), then the whole world
would be steeped in darkness being without a revealer ; for the
object and the self being both taken as revealed are jade and the
cognition itself being now taken as other revealed also becomes
jada and there would be no revealer! Now can it be held
that the sarmmvit or consciousness, though itself not self-revealing,
reveals the objects and the self just as the eye though not seeing
itself sees everything clse ; for what is meant by this revelation
of objects is nothing but the production of their cognition
or awareness (jianajanana) and if the cognition is supposed to
be not self-revealing, the knowledge of a thing becomes
impossible. In short revelation means nothing but the
generation of a process of consciousness and if consciousness
itself is not self-revealing, then the case for all revelation is
lost. Hence Vacaspati urges that sassvii must be regarded
as depending not on anything else for its revelation.? But
here a new difficulty crops up: HKven supposing that samvit
is self-revealed, how does this self-revealing character help
the revelation of objects that are essentially jada? These
objects cannot be revealed simply because they are brought
into relation with the self-revealing consciousness ; for a
mere relation with something self-revealed does not qualify the
objects unrevealed for being revealed. To argue like this is
the same as arguing that because the son is a learned man,

1 Bhamati, p. 35, Bombay Edition.

Yo'yamarthaprakagah phalarh, yasminnarthaéca &tma ca prathete, sa
kim jadah, svayarhpraki$o va, jadadcit vigayatmanivapi jadaviti kasmin
kiih prakaéeta avisegat, iti praptamandhyamasegasya jagatal).

2 Ibid, p. 35:

Na ca nilinameva vijidnamarthitminau jidpayati caksuradivaditi
vicyam. jhidpanarh bi jiiinajananam, janitafica jiidnem jadarh sat nokta-
disanamativarteteti, evamuttarottaranyapt jianani jadanityanavasthd
tasmadaparidhinaprakasa suiivit upetavya.
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therefore the father also is learned.! Mere relation is not
enough ; the relation has to be further determined ; if it were
so, the self-revealing consciousness would reveal everything
at the same time which is as absurd as the above argument.
If however it is argued that it is the nature of sasivit that it
reveals itself only in conjunction with the revelation of objects
and the self and that there is no revelation of samvit where
there is no revelation of objects and the self, the Vedantist
replies that if the revelation of objects and self is different
from the sammvit, then the self-revealing character of sazwit
also would disappear since it has to depend on something other
than itself for its revelation. If however it is not different
from samoit, then the revelation of objects and sclf being not
different from sanmvit becomes identical with sarmrit and there
is no force in the argument.? Besides, the consciousness
of absent objects such as the past and the future cannot be
simultaneous or in conjunction with the objects themselves.
And what is more gross material things cannot be object of
the self which is of the nature of pure consciousness— these
material things being always perceived as external having
extension and magnitude and pure consciousness being felt
to be wholly internal having no extension and magnitudes
Hence the only right conclusion to be drawn is that the object
as something different from self-revealing consciousness is
indefinable in character.® This revelation or consciousness has

1 Bhamati, p. 86:

Tat kim putrah pandita iti pitapi pandito’stu.

2 Bhamati, p. 36:

Sahirthatmaprakadena samvit prakdso na tu arthaprakiadarh vineti
tasyah svabhava iti cet, tat kiih sarhvido bhinnau sarvidatmaprakadau ?
tathd ca na svayarhprakaéd saravit, na ca sarhvidarthatmaprakaa iti,
atha sarhvidarthatmaprakasau sarhvido na bhidyete, samvideva tau......
tatha ca na vivaksitarthasiddhih.

3 Bhamati, p. 87:

Tasmat candre anubhiiyamana iva dvitiyaécandramih svaprakaéa-
danyo’rtho’nirvacaniya eveti yuktamutpadyamah.
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no internal division of its own and the division of the object
which is indefinable (anirvacya) cannot introduce any division
into consciousness which is determinate and definable ; for
that would mean determination of the determinate by some-
thing indefinable which is an absurdity.' Hence the Vedanta
concludes that there is no revelation of the conscious or the un-
conscious as such by another, that pure consciousness is sclf-
revealing and the object becomes revealed only when it is
in illusory identification (tadatmyadhyasa) with pure conscious-
ness.

Prakagatman in his Vivarana corroborates the same by
saying that consciousness (sazwit) is self-revealing and that its
self-revelation is not due to any other self-revealing cause.” Tt
is, on account of this natural self-revelation of consciousness,
that its objects also appear as self-revealing.” Padmapada also
in his Pafcapadikd means the same thing when he states that
the self is of the nature of pure self-revealing consciousness.
When this consciousness appears in connection with other objects
and manifests them it is called experience (anubhava), and when
it is by itself it is called the self or atman.*

Anandabodha Bhattarakacarya further observes that if at
the time when an object is known, knowledge itself were not
revealed, then there might arise the doubt ‘‘ Have I known or
have I not ?°’ ““Did I see or did I not ?° No one however has

I Bhamati, p. 37:
Na ca anirvicyarthabhedah prakddam nirvacyam bhettumarhati
atiprasangat.
2 Sarmvedanam tu svayar-prakasa evana prakasantarahetuh.
P. V., p. 52.
3 Tasmad anubhavah sajatiyaprakadantaranirapeksash prakiéamana
eva visaye prakididivyavabiranimittarh bhavitumarhati avyavadhinena
visaye prakisidivyavahiranimittatvat.—Ibid, 52.
4 Tasmat citsvabbiva evitmi tena tena prameya-bhedena upidhi
yamino’ nubhavibhidhiniyakari labhate avivaksitopadhiritmidisabdaih.
P.P.p. 19.
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such a doubt. Thus it stands to reason that knowledge itself 1s
revealed when an object is apprehended. Now admitted that
knowledge is revealed, it may still be doubted whether 1t 1s
revealed by anuvyavasiya or after-cognition as held by the
Naiyayikas or by jiiatata or cognisedness as held by Kumarila
Bhatta or whether it is self-revealed. If knowledge 1is sup-
posed to be revealed by another cognition then that cogni-
tion itself will require, for its revelation, another cognition
and so there will be unending regress." Kven when it is said
that knowledge is inferred from jianajanya-jiatata, the question
arises : ““ Does jiiatata generate knowledge being itself unrevealed
or does it generate knowledge being itself revealed simultane-
ously with it ?°* If jéatatd were unrevealed at the time of
knowledge then there would arisc the doubt, “Did I cognise the
fact or did Inot 2’ But no such doubt arises.And if cognised-
ness (jfiatata) is revealed simultaneously with knowledge, then
the objection would be that simultaneity is not possible as one
is the effect of the other. Cognisedness being the product of
knowledge and knowledge being inferred from cognisedness,
knowledge and cognisedness are not simultancous ; the one

1 (a) Vijianamarthaprakisasamaye prakiadate tadupadhiivanantararn
sandehiiyogyatvit arthavas, prakisaminatdbhyupagame tu yadi vijiiinanta-
ridhinamasya prakasanarh tadaiva tatripi vijiianantaramavasyambhivi-
tyanavasthii prasajyeta, na ca asti ekadaiva anantavijiianapratibhiisah

—Ny. M. K., pp. 1:,8-139.

(b) Adyasarivedsnasya vedanintaravedsniyatve anavasthiprasan-
galakgsat;a-tarkopakpmnulambh&deva tasya abhiavasiddhau pardegit svapra-
kidatasiddhih, uktafica—Asarvittau vitterna khalu tadupiadhivyavahrtih,
pratitivanyasyarm prasabhamanavasthi prasarati iti.

—Pr. M., pp. 14-15.

Cf. Mind, 1908, p. 33:—

« To affirm that all cognition is mediate in this sense leads inevitably
to a vicious circle. If mediate cognition could only be mediated by
cognition which are themselves merely mediate, knowledge could never
get a start. It is as if one should say that, in building a wall, every brick
must be laid on the top of another brick and none directly on the ground.”’
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produces the other so that knowledge is inferred from cognised-
ness which again being produced.by knowledge there would be
the fallacy of [tarctaraéraya or mutual dependence. Again
when an object is cognised, there is said to be produced in the
object a peculiar property called cognisedness or jaatatd, and so
when this cognisedness is known, there will be produced another
cognisedness in that cognisedness, and so on ad infinitum. If,
to avoid such an infinite regress, cogniscdness be regarded as
self-luminous it may as well be argued that the cognition itsell
is self-luminous.’

This self-luminous character of knowledge has also been
advocated by the Jaina and Buddhist thinkers in their theory of
knowledge.

Buddhist thinkers hold that all consciousness, cognition

- (citta) and feelings (caitta) are known by them-
Qelf-cognition  or .
svasavedanam  of  gelves; or in otherwords they are self-trans-
the Buddhists. - . . .
parent and seli-luminous.? Consciousness 1s
diametrically opposed to matter in this that it is of the nature of
illumination like the luminary in the firmament, whereas matter
is veiled and hidden by a constitutional darkness. The being of
consciousness is its illumination, its luminosity and so it cannot
be unknown. Consciousness thus differs from dead unfeeling
and unthinking matter which has no light in itself. The im-
materiality of consciousness carries with it the prerogative of
self-revelation and does not connote any subject-object relation in
its constitution, which its very immateriality precludes. Matter
alone can be divided and consciousness can be consciousness only
if it refuses to be split up into compartments, which the subject-
object relation involves.” So self-luminosity of consciousness

1 Yatha ca arthe jiiiyamine jiiitatd, tathd jiataldydmapi juiyami
niyirh jiatatintaramityanavasthi, atha iyam svaprakiéi jiane kah pra-
dvesah.—Ny. K. P., 97, Benares Edn.

2 Qarvam citta-caitti nimitma-samvedanam.

8 (4) Vijiiinarh jadaripebhyo vyivrttam upajiyate

Idamevatmasarhvittirasya ya’'jadaripats,
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does not connote a bifurcation of consciousness into a subjcet
and object, which would be absurd in a single unit. Con-
sciousness and self-consciousness, therefore, are interchangeable
terms., The light of consciousness makes the dead matter
shine and if the consciousness is supposed to be hidden
and veiled in and by itself, there is no knowing how
knowledge can arise at all. Dharmakirti has very pertinently
observed ‘“perception of an object is impossible if perception itself
is unperceived.”’ ' If cognition cannot shine in its own light but
only in the borrowed light of another cognition, how can the
second cognition, which equally lacks original light like the first,
make it shine ? Certainly there must be light somewhere and
if it is supposed to belong to some remote cognition, what is the
harm if itis be conceded to the first 2 If you deny original
light to any cognition whatsoever, perception of objective
reality will bccome impossible, as darkness cannot be removed
by darkness. And the alternative of shining in borrowed light is
exposed to the charge of regressus ad infinitum. The contention
that a cognition reveals its object, though lying unknown by
itsclf, like the sense-organ, has been proved to be a colossal
hoax. A cognition reveals objects, which are foreign to it, only
because it is self-revealing like light. The subject-object relation
does not exist and so there is no dichotomy in consciousness. Tt
is immediate in all knowledge and is not known like an external
object. Its nature is to be revealed and revealing. It shines,
it sheds lustre and all things coming in contact with it are revealed.
To say that I do not perceive consciousness in perceiving an
object is tantamount to saying that I do not know il I have a

Kriyikarakabhiivena na svasamvittirasyatu
Ekasyinar§aripasya trairGpyinupapattitah.—Ta. 8., Sls. 2000-2001.
(b) Nahi grihakabhiivena itimasarhvedanam abhipretam, kit tarhi,
svayarh prakrtyd prakisitmatayi nabhasthalavart) alokavat.
—Ta. S. P., Sl. 2000.
1 Apratyaksopalambhasya narthadrstih prasidhyati.
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tongue or not. Argument will be lost upon him—a human
statue in stone, who perceives an object but is not conscious that
he perceives it." To say, therefore, that the object is known and
not the fact of knowledge is to talk nonsense. The contention,
that awareness is only implicit in objective perception and so
knowledge is not always of the form ‘I know the object,” but it
is simply of the object, does not prove that the knowledge is un-
known. Tmplicit or explicit awareness is always self-awareness.
The reference to the subject and the object in a judgment is a
question of emphasis and is possible only if there is a recognition
of the fact of knowledge. So the self transparency of knowledge
is the presupposition of all knowledge and cannot be denied
without denying the very possibility of knowledge.*
Prabhacandra in his prameyakamalamartanda, strongly
criticises the Nyaya-Vaidesika view that ‘‘cog-
nition is manifested by another cognition
since it is an object of knowledge like a cloth.’””® The argu-
ment that a cognition is cognised by another cognition is refuted
by the fact that pleasure is self-cognised and also by the fact
that the cognition of God though not cognised by another cog-
nition is valid. If however, it be held that cognition of God is
cognised by another cognition then that will involve unending
regress.” If this infinite regress is sought to be avoided on
the assumption that there are two cognitions in God, one cog-
nises the universe and the other cognises that cognition, then

The Jaina position.

1 (a) Bodhe’pyanubhavoyasya na kathaficana jayate
tarh katharn bodhayet $astrarh logtamnarasamakrtim.
(b) Jihva me’sti nave’tyuktir lajjayai kevalar yatha
na budhyate mayabodho boddhavya iti tadrsi.
Cf. Paficadasi, 111, 19-20.
2  Jhinarh Jhanintaravedyam prameyatvit patavat.
3 Vide Pr. K. M., p. 34.
* For the Buddhist exposition I am highly indebted to my friend and
colleague Dr. Satkari Mukherjee, M.A., PH. D., Lecturer in Sanskrit and

Buddhist Philosophy, Calcutta University.
11
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the answer is that the assumption is absurd as two cognitions of
the same nature and existing as long as the object endures are
nowhere found. Even if the assumption be supposed possible in
God, the question is “ Is the second cognition perceived or not ?
if it be not perceived how then can it revcal the first cognition? ”’
if it be held that even though itself unperceived it can cognise
the first cognition then the first cognition though not perceived
may also cognise the object ; if it be held that the second cogni-
tion is perceived then the question arises *‘Is it perceived by
itself or another ?’’ If it be perceived by itself then this capa-
city may also be attributed to the first cognition. If it be per-
ceived by another, i. e., a third cognition, then there will be the
fallacy of infinite regress. If the second cognition be perceived
by the first and the first by the second then there will be the
fallacy of mutual dependence (anyonyadrayatvam).! More-
over, does the second cognition arise when the first cognition
exists or after its disappearance ? In the first case there will be
two simultaneous cognitions which is absurd. In the second
case, what will the second cognition perceive ? If it be said
that the non-existent first cognition is perceived by the second
cognition then the cognition becomes false as its object is non-
existent. Similarly, in human consciousness, is the second cog-
nition perceived or not ? If perceived, is it perceived by itself
or by another cognition ? If it be perceived by itself then we
may as well attribute the capacity of self-perception to the first
cognition. If it be perceived by another it will lead to infinite
regress. If it be not perceived then how can it perceive the first
cognition ? If it be said that unperceived second cognition per-
ceives the first cognition as the sense organs though themselves
unperceived, produce apprehension of objects, then why should
not the first cognition though unperceived perceive the objects ??
Thus the assumption of a second cognition is useless.

! Vide Pr. K. M., p. 34.
®  Vide Pr. K. M., p. 84-37.
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To obviate all difficulties, it must be held that consciousness is
self-revealed. 1In the case of God his cognition in apprehending
the universe apprehends itself. Self-revelation is inherent in the
nature of consciousness as such, whether divine or human.!

1 N.B.—In order to give an insight into the incisiveness and subtlety
displayed by Indian thinkers, it was felt necessary to give this rather
elaborate logical disputation about the nature of svaprakidatva or self-revesl-
ing character of knowledge. Sometimes it does happen, as is natural, that
in their enthusiasm to pick holes in the armour of the opponent, they lose
gight of the main point and wander into byeways but on the whole the
argument never misses or ignores the challenge but tries to meet it fairly
and squarely.



CHAPTER III
Varipity or KNOWLEDGE

The most important question which demands our attention
in the epistemological survey is the validity of knowledge. We
derive knowledge every day from different sources, ¢.¢., percep-
tion, inference, authority, etc., but in cvery case validity consti-
tutes the chief problem. The question invites keen interest of
the epistemologists in the domain of Indian Philosophy because
the teachers of ndian Philosophy Idiffer widely in recording how
far the claim of epistemology is sustained and justified. Both
as regards the nature, validity and sources of knowledge the
opinion of the sister schools of Philosophy are divergent.
Our task, in the present thesis, is to examine these different
theories of knowledge and to estimate their respective position
in the science of knowledge.

As regards the validity of knowledge there are chiefly two
issues in Indian thought, (i) ‘svatak pramanyavdda’ or the
theory which advocates the truth or validity of knowledge as
self-constituted and self-evident, and (i) *paratah-pramanya-
vada '—a theory which maintains that the validity of knowledge
is borrowed or imported from without. Knowledge does not
carry with it its own conviction of proof. Its validity depends
upon something else which does not itself constitute knowledge.
The term ‘ vada’ means the bone of contention upon which
the teachers of philosophy form divergent opinions and about
which they are divided among themsclves.

(1) The Samkhya school maintains that both validity and
non-validity, proof and disproof, are inherent in the cognition
itself. (2) Naiyayikas hold that both are proved by something
else, i.e., by extraneous causes as inference, etc. (8) The
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Buddhists are of opinion that invalidity inheres in all cognitions
but validity is established by something else. (4) Mimamsists
and Vedantists believe that validity is self-evident and invalidity
is determined by extraneous causes.!

An claborate treatment of the question requires a fuller
account of pramanya or validity as a philo-

Explanation of the . € oim = 3
theory. sophical concept. What ‘ pramanya’ connotes
is a problem which faces us here. And diver-
gent opinions which have been formed by the teachers of Indian
Philosophy are mainly duc to their different conceptions of
prama and pramina in the theory of knowledge. To estimate
the nature of validity as advocated by the teachers of Indian
thought what demands our attention first is the nature of prama
or true knowledge to which pramanye or validity is assigned
as ils cssential nature or property. If the definitions advanced
by the different schools of philosophy are critically viewed, two
striking features are revealed. Knowledge which reveals the
nature of things as they are (yalhabhuta) and which is not
sublated (abadhite) is called prama or valid.® Revelation of
objects in their true perspective and correspondence of ideas with
objects arc essential marks of valid apprehension. This corres-
pondence of ideas to objects, the Naiyayikas hold, cannot
straightaway be known. One has to infer this correspondence
from the capacity of knowledge to lead to successful action.
Validity is determined by an appeal to facts. Knowledge is an
incitement to action. It unfolds to us an object which may be
desirable, or undesirable, or indifferent. The percipicnt subject
is not a purely passive spectator interested in mere contemplation

1 Pramipatvipramanatve svatah Sarkhyah samasdritah
Naiyayikaste paratah Saugatiascaramarh svatah,
Prathamarh paratah prahuh praimanyam Vedavadinah
Pramanatvam svatah prahuh paratadcapramanatam.
—8.D.8., p. 279, Abhyankar Edn.
2 ¢ Pra’-Valid, * Ma ’-Knowledge.
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of things. He is eager to attain desirable objects and to avoid
undesirable ones. The Naiyayikas here agree with the modern
pragmatists in their view that *“ Knowledge has its basis in the
practical needs of human life and its validity lies in the practical
results in which it issues.”” The study of the Nyaya theory of
knowledge reveals the fact that truth of validity of knowledge
depends upon its relation to facts it reveals, and the relation 1is
one of agreement and correspondence inferred from the working
of ideas, our knowledge leads us to action. When by acting
according to it we attain the desired object we call it valid
knowledge; when we fail to attain it we call it invalid
knowledge. So from conscquences we infer causes. Here we
see that paratah-pramanye of the Naiyayikas is a logical
necessity. Thus this successful issue of knowledge is the ratio
cognoscend: that it is valid.

The question may be viewed from another standpoint :
““ Truth is prior to verification. A judgment is true, not because
it is verified by an appeal to facts ; but it is verified because it
is true.”” When the problem of validity is tested from this stand-
point, it is clear that the validity of knowledge as revealed
by the inference from its pragmatic utility presupposes that
the truth of knowledge was already pre-existing independent-
ly of such inference and it is in this .sense that knowledge
may be said to be self-valid. In other words pragmatic
utility merely reveals and confirms the pre-existent truth of
knowledge. Hence as regards the ratio-essendi or origin,
validity was already there in knowledge. The question whether
such self-validity is due to the inherent elements of knowledge
itself or is the result of extraneous elements is a different prob-
lem which requires separate treatment. Savara, the great
exponent of the Pirva-Mimarsa and his followers Prabhakara,
Kumarila and teachers of the Vedanta, who advocate the self-
established authority of the Vedas, maintain the self-evident
character of knowledge as an imperative demand of logic. We
shall try to give an account of their respective positions when we
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shall deal with their standpoints. It is here noted only by way
of introduction how those two theories svatak-pramanye and
paratak-pramanya came into being in the study of epistemology.’
This analysis of the problem of validity in Indian noetics
rests on two well-known principles, viz., (i) appeal to facts and

1 N. B.—Ttis significant and interesting to note that even in the
domain of Western Philosophy we have almost parallel theories about the
validity of knowledge. The Pragmatic and the Realistic school in modern
Philosophy advocates the theory of Paratah-pramanya and Arthakriyakaitvae
of the Nyaya and Buddhist school. Thus James in his Pragmatism, p. 201,
says ** Truth happens to an idea. It becomes true, is made true by events.
Its verity is in fact an event, a process : the process namely of its verify-
ing itself, its verification. Its validity is the process of ils valid action.”’
See also the meaning of truth, pp. 200, 222. Prof. Dewey says, ‘* The true
meaps the verified and means nothing else.”” Prof. Watts Cunningham
in his Problems of Philosopby, p. 120, also explaining the pragmatic test
of truth asserts ‘Utility is the criterion of truth. A judgment is made true
by being verified and apart from its verification it cannot in any iutelligible
sense be said to be either {rue or erroneous. Similarly, Joachim in the
Nature of Truth, p. 19, in explaining the correspondence theory writes: ‘‘ A
judgment is true, if the thoughts whose union is the Judgment ‘eorrcspond’
to the facts whose union is the ‘real ’ situation which is to be expressed.
My Judgment is true if my ideas, asserted by me in my Judgment, corres-
pond to the facts. But my ideas are ‘real ’ and ‘real ’ not simply in the
sense that they are certain evenis actually happening in iny psychical
history. For it is not qua-psychical events that my ideas correspond with
the facts and in corresponding are true.’”’ Similarly an adumbration of the
conception of svatak-pramdnya might also be traced here and there. Thus
Joachim in his Nature of Truth while criticising the correspondence theory
and explaining the neo-Logic and Metaphysics of the Realistic school
as represented by Bertrand Russell and G. E. Moore writes: * Truth is
what it is independently, whether any mind recognizes it or not.”” (P.18.)
““We do not create truth, but only find it ; we could not find it if it were
not there and in a sense independent of our finding.”” (Pp. 13, 14, p. 20.)
“A truth is independently of my thinking it, and again, in independence of
the process through which I come to think it.”” *‘ Truth is discovered, not
invented.” It must however be recognised that the similarity of the Nyaya
and Buddhist position with that cf the Pragmatists does not go far enough.
A judgment is true or false because of its own causes and conditions and its
truth or falsity is made known by verification or contradiction.
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correspondence on the one hand and excessive belief in the
maxim, (ii) that ‘a power by itself non-existent cannot be
brought into existence by another,' on the other. It is fur-
ther significant that Buddhists propounded their theory of
validity on the basis of the first principle while the Sarmkhyists
take their stand on the second in explaining their viewpoint.

Thus Buddhist thinkers in explaining the valid nature of

Explanation of the experience lay siress on correspondence, and
Buddhist view. workability is the only test of truth in their
theory. Right knowledge is uncontradicted knowledge (avisarm-
vadijiana) which enables us to attain the knowledge.® Attain-
ment of objects means successful activity in regard to the objects
and implies understanding them in their true perspective.

Dharmottara thinks that the object attained is not identical
with the object known, for the object attained is different from
the object known, because the latter does not cxist when
the former is attained though they belong to the same stream or
series.

The Buddhists and the Naiyayikas agree in this that they
accept practical efficiency or ‘‘arthdkriyakaritvam’” as the test
of truth, The relation of facts and ideas of the Buddhists, how-
ever, differ from that advocated by the Naiyadyikas. It should
be remembered that the Buddhists hold that invalidity inheres
in all cognitions but validity is established by something ex-
traneous; for, according to the metaphysics of the Buddhists,
Sanyam or Universal void is the highest truth. And in order to
establish this position, Nagarjuna, the greatest Bauddha dialecti-
cian, has shown that everything is full of contradictions admit-
ting of no logical scrutiny. Nagarjuna thus assailing the
realistic position, establishes the Bauddha theory that the inherent
nature of knowledge is bound to be invalid and validity in any

1 Nahi svato’sati faktih kartumanyena éakyate.
—8. V. Codanasiitra verse 47.
2  Praminamavisarvadi jianamartha-kriyasthitih svisarhvadanamiti.
—Tarkikaraksa, p. 14,
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particular case can only be established as due to extraneous causes.
In the Buddhist epistemology knowledge is studied from its two
different aspects : (i) knowledge transcendental, and (i) cxperi-
ence immanent. Knowledge from the metaphysical standpoint
is momentary, svalaksana and nirvikalpa. Experience, how-
ever, has some practical validity as it leads to the attainment
of the object Dharmakirti speaks of this kind of practical
knowledge as pramajaana or right knowledge. Samyaqgjiiana or
true knowledge, Dharmakirti observes, is the invariable ante-
cedent to the attainment of all a man desires to have.!

When with the presentation of any knowledge we get the
object presented by it, we may be said to have right knowledge.
The process of knowledge starts with the perceptual presentation
and ends with the attainment of objects represented by it and
fulfilment of some practical nced. There are five stages in the
acquisition of experience.

(I) The presentation of the object, i.c., pure sensations as
““something”’ which causes these sensations of sight and touch,
cte., by stimulating the appropriate nerves, i.c., the book.

(IT) Representation—In this stage ideas from memory due
to past experiences are called up and associated with the pure
sensations so as to make them intelligible by bringing them
under different categories of genus, differentia, etc., such as this
sensation-giving object belongs to the book class and so on.

(IIT) In the next stage, there is a consciousness that this
object may serve some good purpose (Istasadhanatajiianam).

(IV) In the fourth stage there is the prompting of desire
in response to it.

(V) In the last stage therc is an activity in accordance with
the prompting to realise the object following the direction of know-
ledge. It is this rcalisation which is called arthakriyakaritvam
of knowledge and determines its validity from the practical

1 Samyagjfiina-pirviki hi sarvapurugirthasiddhih.—Nyiyavindu, p. 3.
12



90 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

standpoint. This arfhakriyakarilvam is almost the same as the
test of workability of the Western Pragmatists.! This, in its
extreme form, implies that no perception or knowledge can be
regarded as in any way valid unless it leads to the realisation of
objects fulfilling the nced which it was meant to fulfil. This
however to be rather an extreme position even from the Buddhistic
standpoint. For how could we then explain perception when
it is not accompanied by the cffort to test it by practical
efficiency? If the knowledge of the object is not put to the test
by practical effort are you to reject it as invalid? Obviously this
cannot be so ; for a very large number of perceptions is never
put to such actual practical test. Therefore it would seem
that all that the Buddhists mean to imply by this arthakri-
yakaritvam is that perception or knowledge gained thereby must
be capable of being verified in some practical manner when occa-
sion arises. It is this difficulty which leads Dharmottara to
make a distinction between the right knowledge which is the
immediate antecedent of attainment (arthakriyanirbhasam) and
that which leads to attainment through certain intermediate
stages (arthakriyasamarthe ca pravartakam).

Thus though pure sensations are nirvikalpa still perceptions
as they cnter into our experience would seem to involve many
notions which elaborate the sensations which we receive. But
the question is : Are the notions to be regarded as real and
empirically valid or are they to be looked upon as creation of
mere imagination and therefore as utterly illusory ?

An analysis of the perceptual process will reveal how the

Nature of nmotions ~ Dotions enter into our perception and make
,‘:3;;‘3 .c‘(',’,?ffmk“z,';'(i our knowledge concrete and determinate.
determinate Whenever anything is presented it excites and
revives the memory of similar past impressions through sponta-
neous suggestive forces of the word implying the object ($abde

1 Cf. James’ Pragmatism, p. 201.

True ideas are thosc that we can assimilate, validate, corroborate and
verify. False ideas are those that we cannot.



VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE 91

smrti). As soon as these impressions are recalled they help to
revive some non-sensuous elements such as the notion of sub-
stance, universality and particularity, etc. The sensuous or
presentative elements are then synthesised with these non-sensu-
ous elements and the object is apprehended as a substance having
attributes, as a particular belonging to a certain genus, and as a
whole having parts and so on.

These non-sensuous elements being subjective contributions
without any objective counterpart have not got that particular
vividness and distinctness which is the distinguishing mark of
the sensuous element (visadavabhasa). They, however, by
virtue of their synthesis with the sensuous elements appear to
be apprehended as equally vivid, distinct and objective and
ordinary minds therefore fail to notice the distinction between
sensuous and non-sensuous eclements in perception and their
notions of universality, etc., are regarded as extramental. Thus
it is their association with sensuous eclements which makes them
appear as sensuous and objective. Non-sensuous elements there-
fore shine with a light not their own but borrowed from the
sensuous ones. Perception involves both sensuous or presenta-
tive and non-sensuous or representative elements. The problem
therefore arises—as to how are we to construe and explain the
origin and nature of these non-sensuous notions ?

Perception is the result of the conjunction of the organ of
sense and the object. But mneither the sense-organ nor the
object has any capacity to act upon the non-sensuous elements
by appealing through memory. For by the time the non-sensu-
ous elements are revived and integrated with the sensuous ones,
the operations of the organs of sense will have ceased. The
subsequent apprehension of the revived elements cannot therefore
be said to be dueto those operations. The subject alone has
the function and capacity to revive these elements through
memory. Hence the so-called sensuous apprehensions of the
universal, etc., by means of the senses is erroneous.’

1 Indriyartha-sﬁmarthyajam jianarh pratyaksam, na cendriyasyar-
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If sensuous apprehension of the universals, etc., were at all
possible, it must be due to the sensc-organs acted upon by the
object characterised by universality, etc., present in the object or
by these revived notions (smaranasahitendriyajam) or by the
object and the revived notions operating together. In the first
case, the universal, etc., not being in touch with the sense-organ
could not be sensuously apprehended, in the second case, they
would be apprehended simultaneously with the sensuous processes
waiting for the revival of the word images and the notions but
that is absurd. In the third case the resulting apprehension
would not be sensuous but a combination of sensuous and non-
sensuous elements,

Deeper metaphysical speculation shows that the so-called
universalily, substance, ete., do not exist as eternal self-existent
realities and that these very notions of universality, substantiality,
ete., involve antinomies and contradictions. Hence in the ab-
sence of such realities, any sensuous apprchension thereof, even
though certified to be valid by sense-pereeption for the time
being must be regarded as erroncous ; for obviously what does
not exist at all is unfit to occasion any sense-perception.’

Thus it is clear that what appears to be a substance having
attribute, as a thing having parts and so on, is not an extra-
mental fact, bul something built up by the subject out of
clements contributed from within.?

An analysis of the notions as involved in the mental processes
reveals that there are some notions which have an objective basis
and reference while there are others which are purely subjective
being the products of imagination. Thus there are two distinet

thasya va smarturh simarthyam, savikalpafica smrtya krstarh  jatyadi
yojanaya upajayate.
—Nyayaratnakara, p. 161,
1 Vide Upaskira, 8-1-2.
2 FEvametah pravartante vasanamatra-nirmitah
Kalpitalika-bhedidi-prapaficah patica kalpanih.

—Ny. M. P,, 94.
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groups of notions, according to the author of Nyaya-mafijari—one
idantdgrahi apprehended as implying an objective reference,
the other anidantagrahi implying no such objective refer-
ence. The first group comprises notions of universality, sub-
stantiality, etc., for they are apprehended though erroneously
as something sensuous and objective and implying extra-
mental reality. The second group includes the processes
which are purely subjective implying no objective validity
(chatramanoratha-viracita). The Buddhistic schools call bLoth
the kinds of notions, vikalpas or notions wrongly apprehended.
This the Buddhistic schools maintain by showing how these
notions enter into our knowledge though they have no metaphy-

sical validity." ,
This is what may be called the phenomenal aspect of know-
ledge or the aspeet in which knowledge appears to us. Knowledge,
in this sense, is dependent or pratemtra and is the work of- the
understanding and its categories having validity only within
experience. Thus the phenomenal existence of the world with
its distinctions of subject and object is accepted by the Buddhis-
tic thinkers; and judgments are [ormed to explain the empiric
experience which helps our life progress. When such experience
answers the need of our practical life it is called valid, other-
wise 1t is invalid, What is called valid or normal knowledge is,
from the standpoint of the Buddhistic metaphysics, invalid as
the categorics themselves which form the so-called valid judg-
ments ure erroneous or false. Buddhists have emphasised the
false character of all existence consistently with their views of

non-validity of all knowledge (svatahpramanya).

In analysing the viewpoints of Dharmottara and Dharma-
Criticrsm . of  the kir.ti it appears that the Buddhist thinkers take
!1‘3:‘;13:113; validity of  their sta'nd only on the workability (artha-
) kriyakaritvam) of knowledge. Determinate

1 sarva evami vikalpah paramarthatahartharh na spréantyeva vikalpih
svabhavata eva vastusarhsparakausaladinyatmana iti.
—Ny. M.P., 297,
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knowledge or experience by itself is from the standpoint of
the Bauddha metaphysics, erroneous and its erroneous character
has been justified by their explanation of determinate factors of
knowledge. But our experience of the pragmatic life, which
enables us to attain the object and is therefore uncontradicted,
is taken as valid. The only test of truth is its verification.'
Experience is verified because itis true. Verification is
not the cause or guarantce of truth. In that case, some forms
of valid experience themselves would be divorced from the cate-
gory of validity. For cxample, the inferential knowledge which
goes to establish the objects of past and future apprehension is
to be taken as invalid in its nature as at the time of inference
the verification of past and future objects becomes an impossibi-
lity. And again if such an inferential knowledge is denied
validity, then the definition of validity based on verification
becomes too narrow. The definition becomes also too wide as
it will include smzti or memory knowledge if memory-knowledge
is to be excluded from the category of valid knowledge or pra-
majiigna—for in memory verification cannot be questioned.
Uddyotakara thus says that practical efficiency is not, however,
the sole test of truth. There issuch a thing as inferential
validity. The Naiydyika definition of pramajianam thus
does not deny validity to past and {future facts where the test of
practical efficiency is inapplicable, nor does it include smrti-
jsanam or memory-knowledge which is placed in a different
category as smrtijii@nam is based on samskara only (samskdra-
matrajanyarm jianarn smriih). This will be made clearer when
judging the Naiydyika position.
The Samkhya school advocates the doctrine ‘‘ex nihilo nihil
Samkhya conception JUb  the existent cannot come out of the non-
of Vahdity. existent nor can the non-existent come out of

! Yathavagatartha-prapakatvamavisarhvadakatvarh pramanyamiti.
—Ny. M.P., 24.
2 (a) Vide Tarkikaraksa of Varadarija, p. 14.
(b) Nyayamaijarl. p. 24.
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the exigtent. The effect persists in the cause in an unmanifest-
ed state. What is ‘valid is always valid and what is invalid is
always invalid. Validity inberes in valid knowledge and invali-
dity inheres in invalid knowledge. Valiity and invalidity
are therefore to be admitted in knowledge. Pre-cxistence of
validity and invalidity before manifestation follows from the
Sarkhya theory of causation or Satkaryavadah.
In every determinate cognition we have two elements in the
Saikhya explaos- Samkhya  epistemology, determination of
tionof the Validity of  Buddhi particularly modified and consciousness
Knowledge. reflected in  the modification. Buddhi works
in determinating the nature of objects and the force of conscious-
ness (citisakti) works in reflecting itself in the modified Buddhi
and imitating the modification. Question of doubt, invalidity,
etc., cannot be urged in the purc consciousness ; they are func-
tions or modifications of Buddhi. Consciousness even in the de-
terminate conscious process being only an aspect of pure eternal
consciousness can in no way be called invalid in its nature.
Invalidity may thereforc be urged in the function of Buddha.
"Pruth of knowledge consists in recording the things as they are.
When Buddhi determines the object in its true nature the expe-
rience is called valid, otherwise it is invalid. Through the media-
tion of Buddhi connection of the unattached Purusa with the
object has been established and called knowledge, again the
connection of Purusa with this definite knowledge resulting in
the determination ‘I know’ is known as revelation of apprehen-
sion (prama-bodhah).! Validity, invalidity, proof and disproof are
inherent in the nature of this apprehension of Purusa. It is proved
and disproved by itself. All appearances forming the objects of

1 Buddhau aropitacaitanyasys visayena sarhbandho jidnam. jiieyena
sarhbandhah cetano *harh karomityupalabdhil, ete.
—Haridasa’s Commentary
on the Kusumaiijali, 1-24.
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knowledge are valid entitics." As regards the validity of know-

ledge the Samkhyas belong to the school of extreme realism. To
them appearances have value and validity of their own. Even
false appearances, because they arc appearances, are not false,
they are also valid entities implying objective reality.? What
we call valid and invalid knowledge, the Samkhyas hold, stand
on the same footing. The facthood of theorctic assuredness of
the false percepts is not denied in the Samkhya system. In
explaining the epistemology of illusion the Samkhyas argue that
in every case of perception, truc or false, an object is actually
perceived.  Prabbacandra in his Prameyakamalomartanda
mentions prasiddharthakhyati as the view supported by Bhaskara
and the followers of Samlkhya. According to this theory what-
ever appears, is; for, there can be no appearance of what never
exists. Though what appears at one moment may not exist in
the next moment, still it is at the moment when it appears. If
non-existence at a subsequent moment be the ground of invalidity
of knowledge, then existence will have to be denied to lightning
which disappears immediately after it has flashed.’
In criticising the view, Prabhacandra argues that this view
is not at all satisfactory because it makes all
S&?(:litt;:gc;??heog;. the  cognitions valid and the distinction between
truth and falsity of cognition is without any
meaning, for all knowledge rccords the objects as they are.* This

1 In this respect the Sirmkhyists agree with the Raminujists to
whom all knowledge is valid (yatharthai sarvavijianam). We have deve-
loped the viewpoint of the Riimiinujists in the chapter, ‘ The Epistemology
of Tllusion.”’ Vide the topic ‘‘ The Satkhyativada of Rimanuja.”’

2 Maricikiayim jalalaksanal arthah satyibhitah pratibhasamanatvat
ghatavat.—Pr. K. M, p. 14.

8  Yadyapyuttarakilarh tatha sah arthah niisti tathipi yada pratibhati
tada tavadastyevianyathi vidyudaderapi sattvasiddhirna syat.—Pr. K. M.,
p. 18.

4 YathavasthithrthagrhititviviSesehibhrinla  bhrantavyavahiribha.-
vah syt sarvajiiininam avitathirthavisayatvividegat.—Ibid, p. 13.
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is an absurd position and involves contradiction. In the expla-
nation of the Samkhya theory of valid knowledge we have
already noticed that in defining Pramd@ or valid knowledge the
Samkhya logicians take their stand on the record of things as
they are (yathartha-paricchittik). The form artha, Vijiiana-
bhiksu observes, indicates its distinction from false knowledge '
And now if the Samkhya teachers explain the object of illusory
cognition as an established object (Prasiddharthakhyati) they
cannot avoid self-contradiction, If falsity and truth ol know-
ledge be self-constituted, then the contradictions i:i coxnitions
cannot be explained. The Switkhpa masim that Salti or capa-
city which is not existent by itself cannot be originated otherwise,
is not enongh to give the satisfactory explanation of the validity
and invalidity of knowledge. When T cognise water as water we
call it valid and when I mistake the rays of the sun as water it is
called invalid.  In both cases judgment has been formed ‘T sce
the water,’ it is now therefore to be admitted by the advocates of
the prasiddharthakhyati that the $akti or capacity of both
validity and invalidity lies in the judgment construction ‘I sce
the water.” But a question may be asked that if validity and
invalidity, proof and disproof, are equally self-constituted, con-
formity and non-conformity would arise indiscriminately in cog-
nition, as there is no law or limiting principle to guide confor-
mity in the case when it is called valid and non-conformity in
the case of invalidity and thercby to establish truth and falsity
on the sound logical basis. To explain avway the apparent con-
tradiction if the Samkhya logicians advance different sets (groups)
of causal relations (elements) in the case of conformity and non-
conformity with the objects in cognition, their own theory of
~elf-dependence falls to the grounds ; by introducing the extra-
neous causes to explain true knowledge they will have to admit

1 Vide Sarnkhyapravacanabhasya, 1.87 Vieaspati Misra al<o in his
definition of prama or vahd knowledge excludes false knowledge from the

conception of validity.

13
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the Naiyayika thcory of paratah pramanya discarding their own
theo'y.

Prama or valid knowledge has been defined by Udayana in
his Tatparyya-parisuddhi as © Cogniiion of the
' What constitutes the
real nature of things 2 “‘It is notling clse
but Leing or exitence in the case of that which is and non-bcing
or non-cxistence in the case of that which is not. 'llatis to say,
when scmething that is. is apprehended as it really is (tatha-
blatam) a1d not as something of a contiary nature (aviparitam),
then that wkich is thus apprehended constitutes the true nature
of the thing, and aralegously when a non-entity is apprebenddd
as such, d.e., as what is not. as something of a contrary nature,
then. that which is thus apprehended constitutes the true nature,
of the thing.""
tion. Anda judgment consists of subject and the predicate
linked together by a copula. Subject is something which is
characterised by the predicate which characterises the nature of
the subject. The subject gives us a glimpse of its ex‘stence, it is at
first apprehended as *‘ this’’ without any particular characteris-
tics, and the predicate determines the nature of the given by
specifying its properties. Where the determinateness agrees
with the nature of the object, it is called valid or Yathartha, and
where it does not agree it is cal'ed invalid or ayath-riha.
Valid knowledge, according to Nyayd view, copi.s reality of

The Nydya theory . R
of salunty and invali.  real natwie of things.
dity of knowledge.

Knowledge advances with judgment construc-

.1 (a) Tatteinubhavah prama.
(b) Yathirthinubhav-h prama tatsadhanaiica praminam.
2 (a) Yad yatristi tatra tajjiiin+th prameti niruktam.
Vardhamiina’s Kusumaijnli prakiiéa, 4.5,
(h) K'm punastativam ? cataéca sadbl @ivah nsaradeisadbhiivah, sat
saditi grhynman: h Yatbil hiton eviparitith tattvi i blaveti acacea ad 4
erhyamip 1 tathabldtamaviparitar tattv h bhavats
Nyayabhigya, 1.1 1.
(c) Vide Nyayavirttika and Nyayavarttikatatparyatika, 1.1.1,
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things. Things are the grounds of logical truth. Tu is the
ex.crnal world existing apart trom our knowledge that de.cr-
mines the true nature of our knowledge. Experience is the
product or resuliant of the causal action of the not--ell on the
self. The causal categories are called pramawas or sources
of val.d knowledge and the absolute and umiversal chara teri-ue
of vahd knowledg: 1s known as preminyz in the Nyiya
epistemology. 'T'his exp'anation of valid experience is shor:-
sighted. It caniot include God's eternal knowledge in
its scope. The Gol of th: Nuaiyiyita is the crcator of this
universe.  He possesses existence, knowledge and bliss
(saccidinanda). He is endowed with such qualities as absence of
demerit (adharma), wrong knowledge (mithyijiina), and negh-
gence (pramida), and pre-ence of merit, knowledge and equinimity
(darmia asamidhisampad).  He 1s ommipotent in regard to
his creation, tho1igh he is influenced by the results of acts done
by the beings he creites. He is omniscient since he pos-esses
right knowiedge, which 1< an in lependent apprehension of reality.,
He his eternil telligence anl since his eaghitons are ever-
lastinz there is no nexd for memory an l infereatil knowledge.
Tins eternal ever-valil cons iy 1sness of God cannot be styled
the product or resultant of proofs (prominaphiald) and the suggested
explanation of valility is not enough to prove the vali ity of
GHd's supreme consciousness. The Nyvya explanation of pramina
asmeans of vahid knowledge, cannot be taken asall-comprehensive.
Such an explination only goes to prive the Ihgical validity of
empirical knowlsdge. Udiywa in his Kusumidjali explains the
notions prami and pramina, etc., in an all-co nprehensive way
which co nprises both empirical knowlelg: as well as the eternal
consciousness of God. Varalarija in his T rrkikarakge follows the
view-point of Udayan1 and gives twofol ! explanations of the no-
tions of pramd and pramana, etc., from its eternal and non-eternal
standpoinis. This gives us a clue to understand the real nature
of valid knowvledze in the Nysya epistem>logy.  Yathirtha-
nubhava or knowledge of things as they are, is the characteristic
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mark of valid knowledge and this spocial feature may be
noticed both in thz individual expericnce and in the eternil
experience of Gol. Buat the notion of pramrpa, Varadardja
observes, differs in eternal and non-cternal knowledge. In the
case of God's eternal consciousness, on account of its eternality,
pramina cannot be explained as means or source of knowlzdge,
but it means the substratum (asraya) of consciousness, while
in the ordinary logical experience, pramanpa is defined as
pramikarana or means of valid knowledge.'

Pramdnya or the absolute characteristic of prama or valid
knowledge may thus be cxplained in two ways. In the case
of wvalid logical experience it is valid because it is the result of
the causal categories which bring forth the correspondence of
ideas to objects. E«perience belonging to God is taken as
valid because God Himself who is endowed with the absence
of false knowledge is the substratum of such experience. This
explanation thus avoids the narrowness of the definition of
pramina.? Both God and individual beings are called knower
in the Nyiya theory of knowledge. Here again the same
question arises that knowership or jiéina kartrtva implies activity
on the part of the agent. And this explanation again fails
to explain the knowership or pramatrtea of God, the possessor
of eternal consciousness ; for any activity attributed to the
kno ver ty originate knowledse will negate the eternality of
the divine experience.  To explin away this diffienlty
Udayana in his Kusumiiijali defines pramatrtve or knowership

1 (a) Tatra praminarm pramaya vyiptam pramitisidhanam,
Pramisrayo va tadvyipto yathiarthinubhavah prama.
(b) Nityioityatayd dvedba prama nityapramasrayah
Praminamitarasyistu karanasya praminata.

Tarkikaraksi, verses 2.8.

2 Sadhanisrayayoranyataratve sati pramdvyaptarn pramanpam,
tatadca I8varasydpi pramii§rayatayd praimanyasiddber navyaptiriti,

Tackikaraksa, p. 7.
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a3 the basis of the absolute relation with prama or valid
knowledge. The nature of this relation may specifically be
explained in different cases. In the finite experience of the
individual being:, senses, mind, etc., are the apparatus which
constitute means of their valid knowledge, and they prompt
men to action, to examine the correspondence of ideas to
outward objects and thereby to appraise the value of knowledge.
In this way, in the cause of originated knowledge some
form of activity is attributed to the knower or pramata or one
endowed with the action favourable to valid knowledge
(praminukala-krtimatvam). Each of the elements constituting
the apparatus of knowledge has a function peculiar to itself.
But that function depends on the activity of the percipient
subject. No question on activity dependent or independent
can be introduced in the eternal consciousness belonging to
God. Notions of pramatrtva and pramanatva applied to God
imply no idea of agency or instrumentality. What they con-
note is his inherent and absolute relation with prama or valid
knowledge.’

Pramanya or validity, which inheres in valid knowledge,
Validite and it oni is studied in the Nyaya-epistemology from two
outim io the Nyaye different standpoints: origination and appre
epistemology. . . .o .

hension (utpatti and jiapti). The bene of
contention regarding validity of knowledge centres round the
causal clements which originate knowledge (janaka-karapa-visa-
yaka) and the factors that make knowledge intelligible (jiapaka
karana-visayaka). Here the Nyaya explanation differs from

1 (a) Pramitrtvarn  pramisamaviyitvam etacea akaranatve’pi
pramiyd I§varasya siddham, evarh pramayi saha ayogavyavacch.dena
sarhbandhitaya i§varasya praminatvom.

Haridasa’s commentary on Kusumaigjali,
verse 5, stavaka 4.
(b) Mitih samyak paricchittistadvatta ca pramatrta
Tadayogavyavacchedah priminyarh Gautame mate.
Udayana’s Kusumaijali 5.5,
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that of the Mimansists who advocate self-validity of knowledge.
According to the Naiyayikas vahdity is established by paratak or
something other than the cousiituen.s ol knowledge.  In sup-
port of the.r proposition regarding origina.ion, the Naiycyikas
argue that prama or right knowledge depends on some cau~cs
(e g.. absence of defect, ele.) other than comm.on constituents of
knowledge and is an cffect just as false or wiong knowledge is,
by comumon admission, an effect originated by cau~es other than
the elements giving rise to the cognition.! In explaining the
position Udayana followed by Gangeéa contends that if hnow-
ledge for its crigination depends only upon the common consti-
tuents of knowledge themselves, there would le no generic
distinction between right and wrong apprchension ; for even in
the case of invalid knowledge the presence of the common ele-
ments of knowledge cannot be denicd.? 1f, however, it is contended

1 (a) DPramajdanahetvatirikta-hetvadhind karyatve sati tadviSesatvat

apramas at.
Uday ana’s Kusumiiijai, p 59, B.nares edn.

(b) Ta'tvacintin ani, p 2'1.
Cp Russell, Prin-iples of Mathematies, p 38:

The quest on i~ how doe- a proposit'on d.ffer by be ng actually truc from
what it would e a- an entity if it were 1ot true. Iris jlamtlat troe and
fal<e projositions aiike are er tities of a kind  but thar the projori ivnr's have
a q ahty not belonging to fa's: ones—a quality which may be called beiny
asserled.

2 (a) TUtipadyatepi prama paratah na fu svatah jidnasimagrimatrit
tajjany atvena aprawipi prama »yat an)athi jiinamapi +a na ~yat.
Tattvacintimani, pp. 287-88, B.1.S.
(b) Yadi ca taivanmitradhira Lhavet apramipi pramaiva bhavet
asti ca tatra jnioahetuh an)athd jidvamapi si na sydt.
Udayana’s Kusumanjali, p. 59.
(c) Pramiya jlidnacdmanva-simagri-janyatamitridrayaive  jfiina-
simanya-simagri-janyatvena apraomip pramd sy adityarthah.

Mathuri on Tattvacintamani, p. 288.
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that distinction would be there as invalid knowledge is due
to certain particular defective clements (losas), it might be urged
that this does not much impr)ve matters ; since the distinctions
then lie in certain special features superadded to the common
elements. Since invalid knowledge is explicable by the mtro-
duction of certain defective ele nents (drgs) in addition to the
common constituents, invalid knrwledge would be only a parti-
cular form of prand. For it is a well-known truth that a par-
ticular form or vari:ty of anything is constituted when the
comnon essence warks itself out in conjunction with special
ele:nents.'  And if it be urgel thut the presence of the conmmon
elemeits or es~ence dhes mot altogether obliterate the distinetion
between primi and aprami or the analogy that inspite of the
co nmoa essence between two pots (ghfas) or twins, the differ-
ence between them is well-mairked and cannot be mistaken, the
Naiyayika argues that the analogy is not applicable. For the
distinction between one pot and another is a distinction between
two objects belonging to the same genus and coustituted by the
particular elements forming the individuality of each pot, while
the distinction betwen prama and aprama is not one between two
species ol the same genus, as the two are contradictory terms
forming two different classes. If, therefore, this gencric differ-
ence is to be explained satisfactorily, it is inevitable that the
reason must be sought [or in the causal differences origmating
the two. For Gange$ain his Tattvacintamani says that it is a
well-known principle and a fact of experience that whenever
there is a generic difference between two things, the reason for
the diffcrence must be in th ccauses giving rise to them. Thus
the pot and the cloth belong to two different classes Lecause

V' Jiinaimazryam Jdosinupravesid uprameticet tarhi jiiinayicsavad
gpramd p amiv § sah syat jiinasiwayri-junyatvat, tasu at pramipran ayor
vaicitry digunadosa-jan) atvaw.

Tattvacintamani, p. 289,
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their originating causes are different. Similarly, the knowledge
of pot and the knowledge of cloth are two separate effects as
their orizinating causes are distinct, the contact of the sense
organ with the pot being the cause of the former while sense
contact with the cloth is cause of the latter. In the case of
pramd, it is common ground to say that it arises as a result of
certain defective elements (dosas) as its cause and if we are to
distinguish prama as a separate genus, the inevitable demand
of logic is that we must postulate some causal difference
(such as guwa) which is opposite or contradictory to that of
apramd and since doga is, by common consent, the originating
cause of pramd, guna, its contradictory, must be rcgarded
as the dilferential orniginating cause of prama, thus constituting
the two as separate distinct categories.* By this dialectic the
Naiyayika shows how inevitably we are led to conclude that
valid knowledge has causes other than those constituting
common elements. For if we are to distinguish prama from
aprami which by common admission is paratek, we cannot
help introducing other elements as the originating cause of
prama which therefore is also proved paralah.

1 Yatkiryam yatkaryavijitiyarm tat tatkirapavijativakirana-janyam,
yathd ghutaviji iyah pntah  anyathd kiryava jitya-yikesmikatvapattel,
ghatijdaoajitiyamapi kiryam tadvijatiyaki:yakiranavijatiya ghatendriya~
saonikargddi-janyam iti na vyabhicarush.

Tattvacinidmani, pp. 808-9.
2 (s) Evam anityapramitvam  anityajfiinatvivacchinna-kiryatva
pratiyogika-kiran tabhinax-kir wpatipratiyog ka-kiryatavacchedakam anitya

jianatvavyapya-kiryativacchedakadharmatvat  apramitvavab ityanitya-
prawiydmapramivy dvrttinugata-hetusiddhib. :

Tattvacintamani, pp. 811-12.

(b) Vide Vardhamina-prakisa, p. 4, stuvaka 2,
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As regards the cognoscibility of validity the Naiyayikas

‘ argue that apprehension or cognition of validity
appeonton 2 *llig also not self-evident.! Tf validity were self-
apprehended, then there would be no doubt

in regard to a cognition, for then cognition itself would imply
or certify its own validity. If cognition itself does not assume
the certainty of validity, then the inevitable implication is
that validity is not self-apprehended.” This fact of doubt about
the validity of knowledge leading to the inference that validity
is not self-apprehended but other-apprehended may be put
syllogistically thus: validity of the first cognition is not appre-
hended by the causal conditions of knowledge, it is apprehended
by elements other than those causal conditions ; since inspite
of the presence of the causal conditions of knowledge, doubt
about its validity rises at the next moment just as in the case
of invalidity or apramanya.’ Cognition is apprehended by sense
perception but sense perception does not carry with it an
assurance of its own validity. Validity is apprchended by the

I Cf. Derke: ‘‘all cognitive experiences are knowledge of, not
possession of, the existent known (if it is an existent); their validity
must be tested by other means than the intuition of the moment.”’

Critical Realism, p. 32.
2 (a) Pramanyam na svatograhyuri sarnSayénupapattitah.
Bh. p., 81 76.
(b) Priamanyasya svatograhe anabhyasadasotpanna-jiine tatsarhéayo
na syat jiidnagrahe praminya-niSca)it, aniScaye vi na svatahprimanya

grahah. . .
Tattvacintamani, p. 184,

3 (a) Anabhyisada$otpannajiiinapraminyarn na  svidreysgrihyam,
svidrayatiriktagribyarh va, sviéraye satyapi taduttaratrtiyaksanavrtti-

sarhéayavisayatvat, aprimanyavat.
Tattvacintamani, pp. 240-41,

(b) Vide Vardhamanaprakada, p. 9, stavaka 5.
(¢) Priminyam paratojiiiiyate anabhyisadadayirn sirhdayikatvis
apriminyaval, yadi ca svato jiiiyeta kadicidapi primanyasathéayo na gyit.
Udayana’s Kusumaiijali, p. 7, stavaka 2.
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mediate process of reflection, or in other words, by means of
inference. A man seeking water perceives water at a consi-
derable distance and on the basis of his perception he attempts
to have it. If the exertion he puts forth becomes fruitful the
cognition is called valid ; if again it is futile, cognition is invalid.
Now from the fruitfulness of the cognition, validity of knowledge
is inferred for that which is not valid does not give rise to fruit-
ful exertion.! This is a purely negative form of inference
(keralavyatircki) based on the failure of one’s attempt. There
are other stages to bce marked to prove validity of knowledge.
First an indcterminate cognition of water arises and it becomes
determinate as this 1s water, and then his desire for water
springs forth and activity begins. And when the activity of
the knower answers his nced, the cognition is taken as valid
by reason of his successful activity. The negative inference
further implies that no positive instance is possible to prove
the validity of a first case of cognition. In the first cognition
of water (anabhyasadasotpannajsana) validity cannot be estal-
lished cxcept by this purely negative inference.? In the second,
third and subsequent cognitions the validity may be proved by
the inference based on both positive and negative instances.
The valid nature of the previous cognition serves as a positive
instance and its invalidity as a negative one. The infercnce
is thus called anvayavyatircki or positive-negative in its character
and runs as follows: The second and third cognition of water
is valid because it belongs to the same category in which the
activity of the knower has been proved fruitful, ¢.g., the first
cognition of water.,” Similarly, invalidity of cognition is also

1 Piirvotpannarn jalajiiinar prama saphalapravritijanakatvat yannai-
vaih tannaivari yatha apramii.
Nilakantha’s Dipika, p. 89.
2 Tattvacintaimani, p. 253.
4 Dyitiyidi  jalajiiinain  pramii  samarthapravritijanakajatiyat viud-

idyajianavat,
Tarka-kaumudi, p. 18,
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inferred in the Nydya theory from the failure of the atiempt
of the knower." In the pragmatic affairs of life some activities
arc fruitful and some are futile. The question may naturally
arise—what are causes of success or failure in the activity of
life? Perception themselves cannot explain the enigma. Ior
it is obvious that the sense-perception cannot always unfold to
us the true nature of objects. We perceive the sun moving
and the earth steady but in reality the fact is quite otherwise.
We see the moon having a particular size and shape but the
moon is far bigger than what she appears. Hence perception
itself is not the guarantee of its validity. To explain the success
and failure of life and thus the validity and invalidity of know-
ledge we must endeavour to find out some extraneous causes
which determine the true nature of cognitions. When our
attempts fail we conclude that we are mistaken because some
defects in addition to the common causes must have crept into
the process of our cognitions and it is these defects which veil
the real nature of objects from our sight and make them appear
what they are really not. And again in cascs where the objects
of knowledge appear as they are and the exertion undertaken by
the percciver is fruitful, the cognition is regarded as valid and
it is concluded that the causes which lead to unsuccessful acti-
vity are here absent and in addition to the common causes there
are some extra qualities, vividness of objects, etc., as a result of
which the objects flash outl in their true perspective.* Thesc
defects or dosas and gunas or extra qualities are of various kinds in

U Idah jhdnamaprama  visainvadipravritijanakatviid  yannaivain
tannaivarh yathi prama.

Nilakantha's commentary on priminyavida, p. 187.

2 (Cf. Joachim: The Naturc of Truth, p. 48.

For a true proposttion, we may say, involves an element which is noi
contained in a false proposition; and it is this additional element which
constitutes its truth. 'The clement m question attaches to the proposition
itsclf. We may adopt Mr. Russell’s terminology, and call this element
‘assertion.’
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different types of cognition." \nd absence of defects or presence
of extra-qualities (guunus) in addition to the common causes lead to
the validity of cognition and thereby answer our need in the
pragmatic life.  Defects in addition to the common ground make
our attempts vain and thereby invalidate our cognition.

Sriharsa in his Khandanakhandakhalya proves the un-

Criticism  ngainst satisfact.ory character _Of pf‘amd as defined by
g'f';rfmya conception  the Naiyayikas. Natyayikas define prama or
valid knowledge as tattvanubhitih or cognition
of a thing as it really is. DBoth the words tattvar and anubhatik
are significant for anubhatih or apprehension cannot by itself
constitute valid knowledge, for there may be wrong apprehension.
Again, tattvam alone cannot be prama, for tattvars means
reality and may thus include objects of knowledge, prama is
however, subjective.?

Sriharsa says that this definition is fallacious ; it will not
bear scrutiny. In taltvanubhitih there arc two component terms
tattvarm and anubhatik. Now what do the Naiyayikas mecan by
tattvae? It may have a derivative meaning (yogarthah) or it
may have an accepted meaning independent of its derivation
(radharthak). In the first alternative the term tat implies a
previous reference and tattvam will then mean the essence or quid-
dity of the referred. In immediate knowledge the presented
object will call up a memory image, and knowledge will result
from a synthesis of the presented and represented elements, but
the memory image called up may not correspond to the object
presented ar.d the synthesis will not result in valid knowledge.
The term tat may refer only to the object of memory image
which is representative of an object previously known, but the
memory image may not unfold the reality of the presented
object, and the definition of tat cannot stand on the basis of

1 For an account of extra qualities (gupas) and defects (dusas) see
Nilakantha’s Dipika on the Tarkasamgraha, pp. 36-87.

2 Vide Khandanakhandakhidya, p. 239, and Vidyasigarion Khandana,
p. 2389.
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reference to objects previously known. Take the example of
nacre mistaken for silver. The image of silver called up by
nacre will make nacre appear as silver. If by tattvamm the
essence of the represented object is meant, then the tattvam will
be rajatalvam and nacre appearing as silver will satisfy the con-
dition of tultvanubhatih and will constitute valid knowledge.'

If by the term tat is meant the object called up only in cases
where there is ¢orrespondence between the memory image and
the object presented, then the definition will involve the charge
of almasrayatvam or proving idem per idem. Again, if tattvam
is taken as bhavavaci or in the abstract sense to mcan only
quiddity, then tallvam will not include concrete objects such as
pot, cloth, etc., and the knowledge of particular objects will not
be prama or valid and the definition becomes too narrow.

To avoid these difficulties if tat{vam is taken in a technical
sense as svarzpam (peculiar characteristics) even then the defi-
nition cannot steer clear of lallacies. If by svarapam is under-
stood a being not immanent in many but the special form of
every individual object, the question arises: does tattvam
connote all the peculiar forms of all individual objects combined
or these forms separately? Tn the first case, all the forms are not
to be found in any particular object and the definition becomes
absurd. In the second case, one particular form, say of pot,
is not to be found in another particular object, say cloth, and so
the apprehension becomes invalid.”

I Tattvanubhiitih prametyayuktain tattvaéabdirthasya nirvaktuma-
Sakyatvit, tasya bhiivo bi tattvamucyate prakrtaiica tacchabdarthah na citra
prakrtam kincidasti yattacchabdena parimréyate, athinubhityi svasari-
bandhivisayn aksepid buddhisthah karyate sa tacchabdena parimrsyate,
tena yasya arthasya yo bhitbaly tasys tattvumucyate—iti, na arajutiaderapi
rajutidyatinani  anubhitivisayatdasarbhavad asatyinubhutyavyavacche-
aat. Khandanakhandakhadya, pp. 239-40, Benares Edn.

2 Ghatadi svaripavisesasya tattvapadarthatve patidipramiya apra-
mitvapatah, sakalasvardpaviSesanarh sarmbhiya tattvapadarthatve ekaika-
travyaptiriti.

Vidyasagarl on Khandana, p. 242.
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Again, this delinition of taflvanubhalil cannot bar wrong
apprchension, though tatfram is taken to mean svarégpam, in
the case of wrong apprehension such as the apprehension of
silver in nacre cognition of scarépa cannot be questioned. The
judgment in wrong apprehension has three clements or compo-
nent parts, namely, thisness (idant@), characteristic of silver
(rajatatvam) and the relation (sarbandha) existing between
the two —there is svariipam in all these clements. The svar@pam
of ‘this’ (idum) cannot be denied nor can the svariipam in raja-
tatvamn, or the sevarapam of the relation of inhcrence (samaraya
swimbandha) be gainsaid.  Therelore even in wrong apprehen-
sion there is svaripanubhati. To avoid this charge the Naiyayikas
may argue that an inherent relation should not be taken in the
sensc of purc existence or existence as such, i.c., asa mere
abstraction free from the concrete components. But it skould
be taken in the sense of an inherent relation betwcen the
presentation and the representation.  So the problem of validity
turns really on the nature of inherence. The presentation
(idam) appearing as silver presents a case of wrong inberence ;
there is nothing wrong in the presentation (idam) as such, nor
is there anything wrong in the conception of silver as such, the
wrongness is in the relation between the two, there being no
correspondence between the presented idam and the represented
clement (silver). Idam not appearing as nacre which it really
is, the falsity really lies not in the individual components, but
in their mutual relation. This relation between the two com-
ponents being false, it cannot be held that we have here a case
of svar@ipa of their inherent relation. The advaitins however
contend that the relation of inherence itself is not thus invalidat-
ed though in this substratum it might be false and therefore the
apprehension of its real character (svarapa) is not an impossibility.
As Sriharsa puts it, when it is said that Devadatta is
not at home it does not mean that Devadaite is non-existent.
The inherent relation though denicd in a substrate has a
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svarupum, and svariapanubhiati will include a case of wrong
inherence and therefore of wrong apprehension.’

As regards the definition of right cognition as the direct
apprehension of the real nature of things, Sribarsa argues that
such a definition is faulty, since, if one by accident hits
rightly on certain things concealed under a cover and not
perceived, or makes a right inference from faulty data or by
fallacious methods, though the awarcness may be right, it cannot
be called right cognition. Cognition, to be valid, must be pro-
duced through nnerring instruments; here, however, in case of
chance guesses it may sometimes be right without being produced
by unerring sense instruments.  Correspondence ol the cognition
with its object (yatharthanubharah prama) cannot also be taken
as a proper definition of right cognition.  Such correspondence
might mean cither that which represents the reality of the object
itself or similarity to the object. The real nature of an object is
indeterminable, and so correspondence of awareness with the
object may rather be defined as similarity of the former to the
latter. If this similarity means that the awareness must have
such a character as is possessed by the object (j@anavisayikrtena
rapena sadréyam), then this is clearly impossible ; for qualities

1 Suktau hi yo rajatamiti pratyayal so’pi svaripabuddhirbhavatyevs,
na hi dharmi vi rajatatvar vi na svarGpai), napi tayoh pratibhisaminal
sarhbandhah ny svaripamiti yuktam, samavayo hi tayoh sarmbandhah
pratibhiiti sa ca svaripameva, satyar samaviyal svaripari sa eva tu Sukti-
kidau rajatatvasya nastiti cet maivam, tatra nistitve’pi svaripatiya
avyivrtteh na hi grhe Devadatto nastiti svarapain na syat.

Kbandanakhanda-khadya, pp. 243-44,

This ecriticism of Sriharga proceeds mainly on the linguistic import
of the terms used by the Naiyiyikas not having much philosophical
significance. Other objections turning on a more profound philosophical
import are discusscd at a greater length,
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that belong to the object caunot belong to the awareness ; there
may be an awareness of two green pots, but the awareness is
neither two, nor green.! It may be contended that the corres-
pondence consists in this, that the greenness, etc., belong to the
object as qualities possessed by it, whereas they belong to
awarcness as being qualities which it manifests.” DBut even this
would not hold good in the case of illusory perception of silver 1n
a conch-shell ; the awareness of ““ before me *’ in the perception
of “before me the silver ’ has to be admitted as being a right
cognition. Tf this is admitted to be a right cognition, then it is
meaningless to define right cognition as true correspondence. If,
however, entire correspondence of awareness and its object be
insisted on, then partial correspondence like the above can hardly
be brought within the definition. But, if entire correspondence
is considered indispensable, then the correctness of the partial
correspondence has to be ignored. It is, however, conceded by
the Naiyayika that all cognitions are valid, so far as reference to
an object is concerned, and only the naturc of cognition may be
doubted as right or wrong, when we are considering the
correspondence between the nature of the object and the mental
modification qualified by the awareness of the object. Morcover,
the correspondence can refer only to the character, form or
appearance of the thing as distinguished from the thing itself.
Hence our affirmations regarding the objects as distinct from the
characters and to which the characters are supposed to belong
would be false. ’

Udayana’s definition of right cognition as semyak paricchiltih
or proper discernment is next taken up and Sriharsa says that
the word samyak (proper) is meaningless ;. for if samyak means
“ entire ’ then the definition is useless, since it is impossible to
perceive all the visible and invisible constituent elements of a
thing, and no onc but an omniscient being could perceive a thing

L I'ide Vidyasigari on Khandana, p. 398,
[/]

2 Khandana, p. 399,
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with all its characters, properties or qualities.' If right discern-
ment means the discernment of an object with its special
differentia, this again is untenable, for even m wrong cognition,
say of conch-shell as silver, the perceiver seems to perceive the
distinguishing marks of silver in the conch-shell. The real
point centres in the difficulty of judging whether the distinguish-
ing marks observed are real or not, and there is no way of
determining this in the definition advanced. If, the distin-
guishing features be described as being those characteristics
without the perception of which there can be no certain know-
ledge and the perception of which ensures right cognition, then
it may well be said that it amounts to begging the question.
Besides it is impossible to discover any feature of any cognition
of which one can be positively sure that it is not wrong. A
dreamer confuses all sorts of characters and appearances and
yet perceives them all as right. It might be argued that in the
case of right perception the object is perceived with its special
distinguishing features, as in the case of the true perception of
silver, whereas in the case of the false perception of silver in
the conch-shell no such distinguishing features are observed.
But even then the question is how to determine the essential
nature of the distinguishing features ; for if an, kind of distin-
guishing feature would do, then in the case of the false perception
of silver in the conch-shell the distinguishing feature of lying
before the eyes is also possessed by the conch-shell. If all the
particular distinguishing features are insisted on, then it is
impracticable as an object has an almost infinite number of
distinguishing features and it would be simply impossible to
make the definition include them all., ‘

Finally taking the definition of right cognition as ‘‘appre-
hension which is not incorrect or not defective ’’ (avyabhicari
anubhavak), Sriharsa contends that °

4

not incorrect ’ or ‘ not

1 Vide Khandanakhandakhidyam, p. 413.
2 Vide Khandana, pp. 414-20,

15
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defective * cannot imply that prama or valid cognition exists
only when the object exists, for then inferential cognition,
which often relates to past, distant and future things, wonld be
false. Tt cannot further mean that the right cognition is
similar to its object in all respects, since cognition is so different
in nature from the object that it is not possible that there should
be any case in which it would be similar in all respects. And,
if it be maintained that awareness and its object are one and
the same, then this would apply even to thosc cases where one
object is wrongly perceived as another and hence the word
avyabhicari would not be able to distinguish right knowledge
from wrong cognition. In other words, distinction between
prama and apramd@ would be obliterated.’
Now, if we examine the Nyaya syllogism advanced to ex-
plain the genesis of validity, we meet with a
the";j;‘:;:me;g;:,‘:;f number of difficulties. In the first place, it
ton o‘;‘vfl‘ﬁﬁt‘;‘“"’" might be asked in the given inference * what is
the implication of the major term—‘‘ ele-
ments other than the common constituents of knowledge ? *’
If knowledge in the major means all cognition, the major
would imply ‘¢ generated by causal conditions other than
the causal conditions of knowledge. In other words, the
absence of elements generating knowledge would give rise
to knowledge—which is an absurdity.” And the absurdity
again would extend to the minor (paksa) and the middle.

1 Kh. Kh, pp. 427-29.

2 Pramd jfidnahetvatiriklubhetvadhinakaryatve sati tadviSesatvada-
pramavat.

Right knowledge depends on some causes (¢.g., absence of defects. etc )
other than the common constituents of knowledge and is an effect just as
talse or wrong knowledge is an effect originated by causes other thsn the
elements giving rise to cognition.

8 (a) Vide T. C., p. 291.

(b) Vide T. C. R., p. 292,
(c) Vide Varddhamana’s Prakasa on the Nyayakusumafijali, pp. 2-8,
stavaka 2,
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So far as the minor is concerned, the major as thus determined
cannot reside in it ; for prama or validity, the minor term,
having already been identified with knowledge, cannot be
‘“ generated by causal conditions which are not the causal
conditions of knowledge.” that is, there would be badha or
incompatibility between the minor and the major as ** condi-
tions of knowledge *’ and ¢‘ conditions other than the conditions
of knowledge ” are incompatible.! Similarly, there would be
contradiction between the middle (hetu) or the major (sadhya);
for the middle beiag defined as *‘ because it is originated know-
ledge ”’ (janya-jiianalodat), it cannot be related to the major
which is characterised as ¢‘ generated by conditions other than
the conditions of knowledge '’ and the two are obviously contra-
dictory. Moreover, the explanatory example aprama or invali-
dity suffers from the fallacy known as sadhya vikala ; for sadhya
or the major as thus defined, cannot be found in aprama or in
the example as the latter is a particular form of knowledge and
is, therefore, bound to be originated by conditions originating
knowledge though, of course, with additional defects or dosas.
Hence the major is inconsistent with the example.” Again, the
expression j&dna or knowledge in the major taken in the sense of
cognition in general, would include God’s knowledge which being
eternal, is without any cause. Hence the said major would be
impossible (or aprasiddha) since in the case of divine knowledge,
which is without any cause, the question of there being elements
other than those originating knowledge, seems to be absurd.’

! Pramaya jiianatvena taddhetorjninahetutaya tadatirikta janyatvasa-

dhane badhat.
Tarkatandava, p. 62.

2 (a) Vide Tattvacintdmani, p. 291.
(b) Vide Tarkatandavs, p. 62.
3 (@ T. C., p. 298.
(b) T. C. R., p. 298.
(¢) JianabvasyeSvarajiianavrttitvenn karaniprayojyatayi taiprayo-
jnknsimagryaprasiddhya sidbyiprasiddhih
Raghavendra’s Tippaga on the Tarkatindava, p 62,
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If again, ‘ knowledge ' in the major be taken to mean either
any particular cognition, such asinference, perception, etc., or the
collection of all particular cognitions (i.c., if we take knowledge
in its distributive or collective sense), there would arise the
fallacy of siddha sadhanata or proving the already proved on
either supposition ; as the major, viz., ‘conditions other than
those originating knowledge *’ would be found in the minor taken
in either of the above senses. If taken in the former sense, the
minor would include perception which has as its cause or hetu,
the sense-organ which is something other than those elements,
which constitute, say inference, a particular form of knowledge.
[f understood in the latter sense, the major ¢ conditions other
than those originating knowledge,”" would be already proved in
perception in as much as the sense-organ involved in perception
would be an clement or condition which is other than the condi-
tions of all particular cognitions taken collectively. For the
cause of one particular cognition is obviously different from the
causes of all particular cognitions taken together.'

The middle term of the syllogism (karyatve sati tadviesatvat
i.e., because of knowledge which is originated) is also not free
from defect as it suffers from the defect of redundancy. The
middle has two parts—a part qualifying and a part qualfied.
The first part karyatve sati is the qualifying part and it has been
introduced by the Naiyiyika to exclude God’s knowledge
which being eternal is not karya or originated. But this is un-
necessary, since itis not yet established and can be established
only when the syllogism under discussion has been able to estab-
lish the validity of knowledge as originating from gumas or

1 (a) Yatkificijjiiinuhetvapeksaya sarvataddhetvapeksaya va atirikta-
tve indriyiadibhih siddhasidhaniat.—T. C., p. 292.

(b) T. C. Rahasya, p. 202.

(¢) Katipayakaranacakravivaksiyaficoktarityi  indriyadibhil siddha-
stdhanil.—Tarkatandava, p. 63.
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certain additional or extra qualities." Besides middle term would
not be admitted by both parties (ubhayavadisiddha) as is re-
quired by logic, since the questioners cannot admit God's eternal
knowledge in the samec sense in which the Naiyayikas
understand it. *

Lastly, the basic principle on which the Naiyayika argument
is founded is, as we have seen, that wherever there is difference
in the effect, difference in the originating cause has to be postu-
lated ; as for example, the difference between the pot and the
cloth can be explained only on the basis of difference in their
originating causes. Now the question is, what is the meaning
of this caiyjatya or difference? Does it mean generic difference
such as in the case of the pot and the cloth as so obviously in-
tended by the Naiyayikas ? If so, this cannot apply to prama,
validity, and aprama, invalidity ; for invalidity does not differ
from prama as the pot differs from the cloth, as both being forms
of cognition. And this is further proved by the fact that even in
the invalid cognition of the oyster, as silver, we have an element
of prama or validity so far as the perception of the Idanta or
thisness is concerned.?

Moreover, the vyapti or concomitance is not universal ; for
though as in the case of different pots we can mark the difference

) (a) Vyarthavidesanatvaiica, vyavartyeévarajnanasya pararpratya-
siddheh.
Varddhaména’s Prakiéa on the Nyiayakusumaiijali, p. 2, stavaka 2.

(b) Tadvyavartyasys iSvarajiianasya  idanimasiddherityarthah,
pramaya gunajanyatvasiddhiveva vaidikapramayarh gunatays bhagavajjiiana-
siddbiriti.,—Tattvacintamanirahasya, p. 292.

2 (a) Hetau vijatiyatvarh yadi viruddhajatyadhikaranatvar tada pra-
matvasyajatitvenasiddheh.—Tarkatandava, p. 64.

(b) Idarh rajatamityidau dharmyaibée sattve’pi, dharmainée abhi-
vena pramitvasya avyipyavrttitvit, jilanatvasamaniyatatviceeti bhavah.—
Raghavendra’s Tippana on the Tarkatandava, p. 64.
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(or vaijatya) in forms and tastes resulting from the application of
heat. the cause is the same, and the difference of the causal
elements which explain the difference in the effect in the Nyaya

exposition, is wanting here.

The Naiyayike syllogism is again sought to be counter-
balanced by the advocates of the self-validity of knowledge by
showing that with the same middle term a contradictory major
may be established in the same minor, with equal logical cogency.
The opponents argue that “‘ right knowledge is not the result of
any causal condition which is other than defects or dogsas and the
common conditions of knowledge since it is knowledge as wrong
knowledge itself is.”” 'They thus reason that because aprama or
invalid knowledge is due to the presence of some defects or dosas
it does not necessarily follow that prama or valid knowledge is
due to the absence of dosa (dosabhava). On the contrarv,
dosabhdva or absence of defects should logicully be regarded as an
obstacle to the presence of aprama and to attribute dosabhava as
the cause of prama is to accept an irrelevant antecedent (anya-
thasiddha) in the causal conception of prama, since prama
or valid knowledge may very well be explained as due to the
causal conditions of knowledge (jZ@nasamagrijanya) without
the absence of defect or dosdbhdva having anything to do

with it.2

I Pakajariparasidau karanavaijatye’pi karyavaijatyadaréanacca.

Tarkatandava, p. 64.

2 Na caudayanamanumanarh paratastvasidhakamiti $arhkaniyarn,
pramit dosavyatiriktajiiina-hetvatirikta-janya na bhavati jianatvat aprama-
vaditi pratisidhanagrahagrastatvat, jfidnasimagrimatrideva pramotpatti-
sainbhave tadatiriktasya gunasya dosdbhiivasya va karanatva-kalpanayirn
kalpanigauravaprasaingit, nanu dosasya aprami hetutvena tadabhivasya
pramiith prati hetutvarh durniviramiti cet na, desibhivasya aprami prati-
handhakatvena anyathasiddhatvas.

SarvadarSanasaihgraha, p. 288.  Abbyankara’s Edn,



VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE 119

Now as regards the Nyaya theory of other-apprehendedness
Criticism against the Of vahdlty (])HTaf(llljﬁapﬁ). some severe criti-
i‘layliﬁ.g;:y?pprehemion of cisms might be offered. First of all, the Nyaya
explanation suffers from the charge of mutual
dependence. For validity of knowledge is first inferred from its
pragmatic utility but does not the pragmatic endeavour imply a
prior apprehension of validity leading to it ?* If this defect ol
mutual dependence be avoided on the ground that knowledge of
validity is not always a sinc qua non of pragmatic effort, 1t might be
pointed out that in all serious endeavours to achieve success,
the prior cognition of validity is always present as an indispen-
sable condition. Moreover if validity is to be inferred from this
correspondence or agrecment with pragmatic uses, it will lead to
a twofold regressus ad infinitum—one by way of antecedents
(karanamukhi) and the other by way of consequence (phala-
mukhi). Thus the real reason of the apprehension of validity,
according to the Naiyayika theory, resides in the conditions (such
as minor, major and middle, etc.) of the inference about corres-
pondence ; and in order that the inference might be free from
fallacies, the conditions themselves must be valid. This means
that the validity of these conditions will have to be proved by
another inference based on similar conditions and so on adinfini-
twm. Again the resultant knowledge which certifies the validity
of any particular cognition must depend on another valid
inference based on correspondence to prove its own validity, and
that again on a third and so on leading to another regressus.®

1 Pramatve jiidte pravrttikdranatvajfiinam, tenaiva ca pramatva-
jfidnamityanyonyasrayah.

Tarkatandava, p. 52.

2 (¢) Paratastve pramanyajiinasyipi priminyam samvadadilnga-
janyanumitiripena anyena jiidnena grihyam evarh tatpramanyamapya-
nyeneti phalamukhyeké anavasthd, evam primanyasyinumeyatve linga-
vyaptyadijiina-praiminyasyiniécaye asiddhyadiprasangena tannifcayartharh
lingadyantaram tajjfiina-priminyaniécayadea svikaryah evarh tatra tatrapiti
kﬁrma-mukhyanyapityanuvasthﬁdvayﬁpatteh.—Tarkatﬁgdava, p. 41.
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If to avoid this charge ol infinite regress il is argued that
this dependeuce of validity on correspondence is not always neces-
sary, but required only where there is any suspicion of defect, the
logical implication would be that this dependence on correspond-
ence is only to avoid or get rid of the obstacle to prama or vali-
dity and not to give rise to it. And this clearly establishes the
fact of self-validity of knowledge.! Moreover to avoid the re-
gress, the Naiyayika will have to stop somewhere and say that
this particular knowledge is self-valid. That being so, it stands
to reason to argue that there is no harm in regarding the first
cognition as self-valid. lastly, doubt does not argue against
self-validity ; for doubt or sanidaya is always the result of some
defects or other and does not spring out of the causal conditions
of cognition itsclf. The supporters of self-validity establish their
own thesis by showing negatively that paratahpramanya theory
is not logically a sound doctrine and positively .that the theory of
self-validity can overcome all criticisms directed against it.

It is necessary, therefore, to more clearly define the meaning

of self-validity or svatah pramanya in order to
o Timarhecks P10 ake it free from any vagueness ; but as soon
as the Mimarsists and the Vedantins proceed
to define its meaning, the Naiyayikas come forward pointing out
defects and in this duel of logic the real meaning of self-validity
emerges ultimately. In refuting the self-constituted character

(b) Vide Tattvacintimanpi, p. 182.

(c) Yadisarvameva jldnarh svavigayatvavadhirane svayamusumar-
tharh vijianantaramapeksate tatah karanaguna-sac:vadarthaknyajfianiny api
svavisayabhitagupidyavadhirane paramapekseran, aparamapi tatheti na
kagoidartho janmasahasrenipi adhyavasiyeteti primianyameva utsidet.

Sastradipiki, p. 22.

(d) Ibid., p.48.

1 Na ca yatra dogadarnkadirGpakamksd tatraiva sarhvadapekseti nina-
vastheti vicyam, tathatve pratibandbanirasarthameva sarvadapeksa na tu
pramar_lyagmhﬁrbhamiti manmataprave§apatteh.

Tarkatandava, p. 41,
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of cognition, the Naiyayitkas ask what does this self-validity
connote ? ‘‘Is it (@) that the self-constituted character of
knowledge springs from itself ? or (b) that it springs from the
right knowledge in which it resides ? or (¢c) that it springs {rom
the causal conditions which produce the right knowledge in
which it resides ? or (d) that it resides in a particular know-
ledge produced by the causal conditions which produced right
knowledge ? or (¢) that it resides in a particular knowledge pro-
duced by the causal conditions only which produce the right
knowledge ? *’

The first proposition is untenable because it implies a causal
relation and wherever the relation of cause and effect is found
there must exist a difference between the cause and effect in
their particular essentials ; and they being characterised by their
distinctive nature cannot reside in the same subject or in other
words validity cannot cause itsell. The second alternative cannot
be maintained because il cognition be taken as the inherent or
intimate cause (samavayikarana) of its own validity, a property to
be produced in knowledge by itself, cognition would no longer
remain a quality, but being the cause of property, it would be
classed with substances which only can cause properties or
qualities.! Against the third it may be argued that validity accord-
ing to the third explanation cannot be produced at all. For validity
as a logical concept must be categorised as ‘upadhi’ or general
characteristic or *jati’ or a ‘genus.” But in either case, the
question of origination scems to be an absurdity. For as a
general characteristic or upadhi it nay be defined as the absolute
non-existence of any contradiction to a certain kind of knowledge
which does not possess the nature of recollection. Now validity
characterised by such an absolute negativity cannot be called

1 (a) Gunasys sato jiidnasya priminyain prati samaviyikiranatayi

dravyatvipatat.
Sarvadar$anasarhgraha, p. 280, Abhayarmkara’s Edn.
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‘originated.” As a genus or ‘jati’ also, eternality being its
criterion, it escapes origination and the suggested definition
becomes an impossibility." The same objection may be urged
against the first and second explanation of validity as well. The
fourth interpretation is too wide as it extends to wrong know-
ledge ; for wrong or invalid knowledge also is a particular kind of
knowledge produced by the same general conditions as lead to
validity only with this difference that some detects or ‘ dosas’
such as distance, imperfect nature of organs, etc., are added to
it. It is a universally accepted principle that the instrumental
causes originating the general are included in those producing
the particular, just as the general idea of seed as applied to a
tree is included in the particular seed of any special tree. If if
be argued that a limiting epithet matra or ‘only’ should be
added after the common causal conditions of knowledge (jZana-
samanyasamagri) so that the wrong notion might be excluded
from the scope of self-validity, the Naiyayikas pointedly ask
whether by being produced by the causal conditions ‘ only’ in
your definition of self-validity, you mean to include or exclude
the absence of defects? If absence of defects be included and not
excluded in the causal condition, validity does no longer remain
self-constituted and self-evident and the definition only explains
the Nyaya theory of paratah pramanya. Again, if it is
argued that the absence of defect is not included but excluded in
the causal conditions of validity, such an assertion is against
experience.  For all cases of valid knowledge are accompanied
by the absence of defects and invalidity is always characterised
by the presence of defects. If there be dosabhava, there is

1 (a) Pramanyasya upadhitve jatitve vi janmiayoght, smrtitvanadhi-
karanasya jianasya badhatyantibhavah praményopadbih, na ca tasya
utpattisarhbhavah atyantabhavasya nityatvabhyupagamit ata eva na jaterapi
janiryujyate.

8.D.S., p. 281.

(b) Vide Citsukhi, p. 115, Bombay Edn.
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prama or true knowledge. Absence of dosa is, therefore, not an
unimportant factor which can be ignored in a logical definition
of self-validity." To this long catalogue of defects urged by the
Nawyayikas, the Mimarsists reply as follows : The Naiyayika-
objections as to the real definition of self-validity are really
beside the point; for evidently, as already shown the Naiyayika-
objections are based on their own idea that since aprama or
invalid knowledge is due to the common causal conditions plus
defects ete., valid knowledge also must be due to the common
causal elements plus the absence of defects. But, as has already
been discussed, the latter proposition is not a logical corollary of
the former. Hence origination of validity may well be defined
logically as ‘‘ due to the common causal conditions of knowledge
and as not produced by any condition other than these.”’ The
syllogism underlying this may be set out as follows : validity 1is
not produced by any other causal conditions than those of
knowledge, because it is something which cannot be the recep-
tacle of invalidity, e.g., the cognition of a jar.® It might
also be pointed out here that the syllogism while it establishes
the Mimamsaka's position also serves to counterbalance the
syllogism advanced by Udayana and Gangesa as already shown
and thereby it tends to weaken the Nyaya position.

1 (@) Kimh dogabhavasahakrta-jiiinasimagri-janyatvameva jiidna-
simagrimatrajanyatvarn kim va dosabhavasahakrta-jiianasimagri janyatvam,
nadyah dogabhavasahakgta-jﬁﬁnasz‘xmagri-janyabvameva paratah-primanya-
miti paratah-prﬁmﬂnyavadibhirurarikaranét ; napi dvitiyah dosabhiva saha-
krtatvena simagryim sahakritatvesiddhe ananyathasiddhanvaya-vyatireka-
siddhatayd dosibhavasya kiranatiyd vajralepayamanatvat.

S.D.S., pp. 281-82.

(b) Vide Citsukhi, p. 115, Bombay Edn.
2 Vimatdi prami vijfiinasimagrijanyatve sati tadatinktajanyi na
bhavati apramatvinadhikaranatvit ghatadipramivat.
8.D.8., Jaimioiyadaréanam, p. 283,
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As regards the origination of validity, this is the position of
all Mimamsaka-schools. But with regard to the cognoscibility
of validity (jAapti) the schools of Mimarmsakas differ among
themselves since their views as to the real process of apprehen-
sion differ from each other. They all agree in taking validity
(pramanya) to be known through the very elements of know-
ledge itself. Thus the judgment ““I know the pot’’ while it
reveals the knowledge of the pot to me also serves to reveal its
validity. As GangeSa in his Tattoacinlamani puts it, while
criticising the Mimarsakas, the common ground among all
Mimarsa-schools in the definition of self-validity is that ¢ self-
validity is cognisable by all the common causal conditions of
knowledge which at the same time are exclusive of the conditions
which produce wrong apprehension.”’’ The three well-known
Mimarhsa schools differ among themselves when applying this
common definition to their respective views of the process of
apprehension.

Prabhakara is an advocate ol tripufi samoit, according to
which the knower, the known, and the
knowledge are given simullaneously in cvery
act of cognition. Knowledge reveals itself along with the
knower and the known. In the judgment “‘1 know this’’ (¢ham
idam janami), we have three presentations of the ¢ T’ or the
subject (aharvitti) ‘this’ or the object (visayavitti) and the
conscious awareness (scasaneitti).  Cognition according to
Prabhakara is self-valid and self-apprehended. Knowledge is of
the nature of light which illumines ils own self as well as its
objects. It is not apprehended as an object of any other cog-
nition for it then would lead to an infinite regress.? All ex-
perience comes to us as determinate, c. ¢., ‘T know the jar

Prabhikara’s view.

! Tadapriminyigribaka-yivyj jfiinagrihaka-simagrigrihyam.
Tattvacintimani, p. 122,

2 Saiwittayaiva ln saiwit sidhyati na tu smiwvedyataya.



VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE 125

characterised by jarness’’ (ghatatvena ghafamaham janamd).
Such an experience reveals the jar, the object and itself as the
consriousness of awareness and the subject or triputi.,t  Triputi
explains the judgment as a combination of cognition and
after-cognition of Nyayu. Hence according to Prabhakara validity
is cognised along with the cognition itself and is self-produced
because the causal conditions of cognition themselves produce it,
knowledge being the locus of validity.?
The school of Murari Misra differs from the Prabhakara
school 1n holding, unlike the latter, that
o rart s’y knowledge itself is not simultaneous combina-
tion of cognition and after-cognition. On the
contrary, Murari Misra maintains that the after-cognition
(anuvyavasaya) comes immediately after the cognition. Thus
there is first the cognition ‘ thisis a jar * (ayam ghatak) and then
immediately after arises the introspection that *“ I know the jar
as characterised by jarness (ghatatvena ghatumaharn janami).
Now the introspection has its constituent elements—(a) the per-
ception of the jar, (b) the perception of jarness, (¢) the percep-
tion of the inherent relation between the jar and jarness, (d) the
perception of consciousness as modified by ¢, b and ¢ and (¢) cog-
nition of the self or ‘I’ as having an inherent relation with
a, b, ¢ and d.* Tt is thus clear that as soon as the after cognition

1 (a) Jiidpasya ghatadivisayasvasvarapatmaripadhikaranaitat-
tritaya-vigayakatvadeva triputi-pratyaksata-pravidal
Nyayakosa, p. 518.
(b) Mitimatrmeyanarh jianasya cka-simagrikatvit triputi tat-
pratyaksata.
Ibid, p. 518.
2 (@) Priminye svatastvari nama  yivat  svidraya-visayaka-jiana-
grihyatvam.
(b) S8vasyaiva  svapraminya-visayakatayi svajanakesimagryeva-
svanigthapriminya-niscayiki iti guravah.
Mithuri on T.C., p. 126.
3 Ghatamahaih jinimityanuvyavasiyastu ghatai ghatatvain sama-
viiyaiica visaylkurvanpatmani prakiribhitagha{amitminai tatsaihbandhi-
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arises as a result of perception, consciousness of validity at once
arises without depending on anything else except the causal con-
dition of perception itself. Hence validity is self-proved.' It
may be noted that the Naiyayitkas who advocate paratah-
pramanya also refer to anuvyavasaya or after cognition as reveal-
ing knowledge. But a closer study of the two positions will
reveal the fundamental difference between the Naiyayika school
and that of Murari Misra. In the after-cognition or unu-vyavasaya
of the Naiyayikas, there is no perception of the inherent relation
(samavaya) between the jar and jarness.” Hence the Natyayika
has to establish validity of cognition by an inference based on
correspondence leading to practical success.  But sueh is not the
position of Murari misra. His introspection or after-cognition
includes within itself the perception of an inherent relation
(samabaya) between the presented jar and jarness, thereby unmis-
takably proving the truth of the perception, since truth or vali-
dity implies the apprehension of the real characteristic mark of
the thing in the presented object in its proper relation.

Tha Bhat{a school diverges from the Misra school in the
interpretation of validity revealed by the after-
cognition. Murari Misra holds that the after-
cognition or introspection and its constituent elements are object
of direct perception whereas the Bhafta school maintains that

Kumaérila's view.

bhita-vyavasiyam visayikaroti evain  purovartiprakirasainbandhasyaiva
pramitva padirthatvena svata eva pramiinyam grhnatiti.
Nydyakosa, p. 518.

1 Syottaravartisvavisayakalaukika pratyaksasya svanigtha-praminya
visayakatayil svajanya-svavisayaka-pratyaksa-simagri svanistha-praminya-
nidcayika iti Miérah.

Mithuri on T. C., p. 126.

2 Naiyiyiki api anuvyavasiye visesyatvaprakiratvayorbbinumangi-
kurvanti; purovartinain ghatatvensa jinimi ityikirasyaivinuvyavesiyasya
tairangikarat, paraniu purovartini ghatidau ghatatvadi riipaprakiirasmiiban-

dhabhinaih nangikurvanti.
Nyayokosa, p. 518,
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knowledge being atindriya or beyond sense perception cannot be
perceived and the validity brought forth by the so-called
anuvyavasadya is not perceived but inferred from jRatata or cogni-
sedness ' resulting [rom perception which imparts the revelatory
vividness (prakafya) to the object perceived.” Thus according to
Kumarila, the judgment  ‘this is a jar’ imparts a sort
of cognisedness to the jar whereby it is made vivid ; and
the revelatory cognition that ‘‘ T know the jar >’ is inferred
from the cognisedness (jiiatata) in regard to the jar. The
form of inference is ‘“ I know because of the awareness of the
cognisedness in me.”” The validity of knowledge is also
to be inferred from the cognisedness (j#atate) to the
object.” Now this cognisedness which reveals the object is
the quality or property of the object cognised ; and if the
cognisedness modifies the object in the precise form of the
jar as it iy, the cognition is valid or prama and the syllogism
might De  put thus:  The jar is the object of determinate
cognitioti in which the jar is the object determined and

I Jiatati ca jiata iti pratitisiddho jhidnajanyo visaya-samavetah
prakatyiparanimatiriktapadarthavisegah.

Tattvacintamanirahasya, p. 126,

2 Vyavasayotpattyavyavahitottaraksanenotpannanuvyavasiya-vyak-
tereva Bhattaih jiatatalingakanumititvena MiéradiviSca siksat karatveni-
bhyupagamat.

Tattvacintamanirahasya, p. 148.

3 (o) Bhattairapi vyavasiy-apiirvotpannena vyavasiya-samakilot-
pannena va smaranidyitmaka-parimaréena vyavasayotpattidvitiyaksane
janitaya sham jhdnavin jhatativativadityanumityaiva pramanyagrahi-
bhyupagamit.

Tattvacintamanirahasya, p. 148.

(b) Jnanasyatindriyataya pratysksisarhbhavena svajanyajiiitati
lingakanumitisimagri svanistha pramanya-niécayika iti Bbattih.

Tattvacintimanirahasya, p. 126,
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jarness is the determining mark, since the awareness of
the cognisedness is qualified by the characteristic mark of the
jar.! In other words when we analyse the judgment ‘I know
the jar ' it means that I know the jar as characterised by the
essential marks of the jar since the revelatory vividness or
prakatya arises in connection with the object, jar. And
this implies that the cognition is characterised or modified by
the special form of the object, jar, and this is nothing but the
cognitionthat the perception is valid.

A question may very well be raised here as to how the Bhaftas
could be called advocates of self-validity (svatah-pramanya) seeing
that they also maintain that validity is revealed through in-
ference—a position held by the Naiyayikas who support the
theory of paratak-pramanya. 'The enigma however might be
explained very well in this way. Self-validity really means
that validity is apprehended by the same causal conditions
through which knowledge is known or revealed to the knower,
and not by something elsc other than these as held by the
Naiyayikas. As we have already seen the three Mimarnsa
schools, though differing from one another in details, accept this
as a common principle. Thus according to the Prabhakara school,
validity is apprehended along with knowledge by the same
elements which generate knowledge (jianajanaka-samagri), viz.,
the tripufi of knower, known, and knowledge. According to
the Miéra school, knowledge itself is knownby the after-cogni-
tion or anuvyavasadya and the same anuvyavasiya reveals
validity as well. According to the Bhagla school validity
is apprehended by the cognisedness or jAatata which also
makes knowledge known. In the case of the Naiyayikas
this does not hold good. For according to them though knowledge

1 ghato ghatatvavadviSegyaka-ghatatva-prakarakajiidnavigayah ghata.
tvaprakarakajiidtatvavattvat.
Nyayakogs, p. 517.
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is apprehended by anuvyavesiya or after-cognition anuvya-
vasaya does not reveal validity. Validity has to be established
by an inference based on correspondence leading to pragmatic
success. Thus that which reveals knowledge does not reveal
validity. In other words, validity is revealed by something
other than that which reveals knowledge. But according to the
Bhattas that which reveals knowledge reveals validity. Hence
though both the Bhattas and the Naiyayikas appeal to inference,
the former is rightly regarded as an advocate of svatak pramanya
while the latter of paratak pramanya.

An elaborate discussion of self-validity from the standpoint
of the Mimamsists with regard to its origina-
tion and cognoscibility has been given above ;
and a critical study of the Advaita position
shows that the Advaitins largely follow the Mimarmsakas in these
respects. Advaiting, however, differ from the Mimarmsakas in their
conception of valid cognition. Valid cognition is defined by
Dharmarajadhvarindra in his Vedantaparibhaga as a cognition
which is not previously known and is not also contradicted.'
The epithet ‘not previously known’ is designed to exclude
memory or smrti from the scope of prama or valid cognition as
memory is alrecady known, while the epithet ¢ not contradicted ’
is meant to exclude wrong knowledge as it is always contradicted.*

The advaitin's expla-
nation of self-validity.

' anadhigatibadhitirthavigayaka jiiinatvarh pramatvam.
Vedintaparibhasi, p. 15. (C. U. Edn.)

See also Bbimati: Abadhitinadbigatasarndigdhabodhajanakatvari
hi pramanatvarh pramananam.

See Advaitasiddhi, 1.12.

2 Tt has already been pointed out that the Nyiya theory of the correspon-
dence of idea and object as the criterion of truth is reflected by the corrcs-
pondence theory of the Western Realists while the Arthakriya-karitva or
conduciveness to practical success which is regarded as a test of truth by
the Buddhist schools is represented by the modern pragmatic schools of
America and Europe. The coherent theory of the Hegelian school represents
the view of some Indian Philosophers who regard samvada and samvida.

17
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It might, however, be noted that some Advaita-teachers do not
exclude smrti or memory from the scope of valid cognition. Hence
from their standpoint the epithet ‘not previously known’ or
anadhigata has no utility. If however smrti is to be excluded
from the scope of valid cognition by this epithet an obvious diffi-
culty crops up, for the epithet, ‘ not previously known ’ would bar
out a continuous process of cognition, since these perceptions, as
they come after the first, are already previously known. And this
would be a manifest absurdity. Dharmarajadhvarindra himself
realises this difficulty and tries to wriggle out of it by saying that

katva, i.c., harmony with experience, as the mark of truth. The Advaitins
hold a different view according to which the truth and validity of knowledge
consists in its non-contradictedness (abidhitatva). This is very much akin
to Hegel’s own view of truth as resolving and reconciling all contradictions
in itself. The Vedantins proceed to criticise the different theories showing
their inadequacies and point out lhow ultimately all of them might be
reduced to their own theory of non-contradictedness. The correspondence
theory cannot prove itself ; for the question might be urged—how do you
know that knowledge and reality correspond ? The only way to prove
such correspondence is to infer it from the facts of the harmony of ex-
perience from consilience of coherence (or samviada as we have seen in
the Nyaya explanation of validity of knowledge) which is a foreign method.
But even this does not help much for all we can infer from the harmony
of knowledge with the rest of experience legitimately is not that knowledge
is absolutely free from error but that it is not yet contradicted What
is the guarantee that the futlure will not contradict it and thus falsify it ?
To meet this objection the Vedantins argue that knowledge should be such
a8 to be incapable of being contradicted at all times. The pragmatic
test of causal efficiency is also rejected by the Advaiting on the
ground that sometimes even a false cognition may lead to the fulfilment
of a purpose as when mistaking the lustre of & distant jewel for the jewel
we approach and get the jewel. Here it is clear that the falsity of the
initial cognition which caused our action is due to its being contradictedness.
This criticism of the Advaitins against the sister schools of Indian Philo-
sophy runs on similar lines with Prof. Alexander’s criticism against the
correspondence theory of the Western Realists ; in which he shows how it
reduces itself inevitably to the coherence theory.
Vide Alexander’s Space Time and Deity, Vol. II, pp. 252-253.
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time enters as an element in all perceptions and since the success-
ive moments of a continuous perception remain previously un-
known and unperceived the perception may be said to be anadhigata
or not previously known.! But this is not a very happy answer
to escape from the difficulty; for time is a common element
entering as a category in all judgment constructions and if the
particular elements (viSesasamagri) of the judgment become
known in cach successive cognition as shown, itis not convine-
ing to argue that they are not previously known, simply because
the common factor, the time element, remains unknown.

Real escape from the difficulty may be effected if we take
the term anadhigata in a tcchnical sense to mean difference
or a line of demarcation from a particular kind of knowledge
whose essential nature is that it cannot be perceived without
being previously known.? Delined in this sense, only memory
knowledge would be excluded from the scope of validity thus
defined and not the successive perception of a continuous cogni-
tion ; for it is only the nature of memory to be always appre-
hended as previously known. In the case of perception proper
the limitation would not apply, for though the second, third and
fourth perception of a continuous cognition of the jar might be
apprehended as previously known, the first perception is not so
apprehended. Thus, the sequence of a perceptual knowledge to
another perceptual knowledge of the same kind is only an
accident and not the rule as in the case of memory.

Clearly following the Mimamsakas, the Advaitins also
explain self-validity as that which is originated by the common

1 Niripasyapi kilasya indriyavedyatvibhyupagamena dharavahika-
-buddherapi pirva pirva jiinivisaya taltat ksanavidesavigsayakatvena na
tatravyiptih.

Vedintaparibhasa p. 22, C. U. Edn.

2 Yajjitiya-viéista - jiinatvivacchedena saminikiraka-nidcayottara-
vartitvarh niyamah tajjatiyajfidnabhinnatvam anadhigatatvam. [M. M,
Lsksmana Sastrin’s interpretation. ]
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conditions of knowledge and not by any additional elements
other than those common conditions.! Critics however might
stand against the exposition of the Advaita teachers and contend
that this would exclude eternal, infinite consciousness of God
from the scope of self-validity, because it is not originated.
The Advaitins have, therefore, to so explain the definition as to
include both eternal and non-eternal, infinite or finite cognition
in itg scope. Hence the true meaning of the definition from
the monistic standpoint is that prama or valid cognition is that
in which there is an absolute negation of all that is due to the
elements other than those common elements. In other words,
prama or valid knowledge means the absolute negation of aprama
or wrong notion ; and this absolute negation of wrong notion or
apramd might apply both to eternal and non-eternal or finite
consciousness.” The Advaitins further follow the Mimarsakas
in drawing this conclusion by similar counter-syllogism refut-
ing the Nyaya-syllogism establishing the theory of paratah
pramanya. It is needless to go into a detailed discussion of the
monistic argument as we already discussed the same in connec-
tion with the Mimarmsaka position. The Advaitins also conclude
that because we have to include defects (dosas) to explain aprama
or wrong notion, it does not necessarily follow that absence of

! Ahurvijidna-simgrl-janyatve satyajanyati tadanyatah pramayaistat
svatastvamititavidah.
Citsukhi, p. 122,

2 (a) Naca sjanyatvidavyiptriri§varajiiane tasya ajanyatve’pi jfiana-
simagrijanyatve satyati-riktakiranajanyatva-laksanavisista-dharmavattya.
bhavit.

Citsukhi, p. 122.

(b) Vijianasimagri-janyatve sati tadatirikta-simagri janyatvam
yadapramisu prasiddhar tadatyantd bhavavattvar hi laksanam etacce$vara-
jndne astiti navyaptirityarthah.

Nayanaprasadini, p. 122,



VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE 133

defects must be included in the causal conditions of valid cogni-
tion.

As regards cogniscibility of pramd, the monistic teachers
closely following the Mimarnsakas argue that it is apprehended
by the same common elements generating knowledge. At this
the critic might include the false cognition of silver in the
nacre within the category of prama ; for there also the common
elements generating the false cognition are there. To this the
Advaitins reply that this is not the case ; for the consciousness of
any defect in the causal conditions and awareness of contradiction
which give risc to two kinds of invalid knowledge, doubt and
falsity stand as a bar to the notion of validity. The eritic might
then argue that this means that the absence of the awareness
of defect in the causal condition and the negation of the notion
of contradiction should then be regarded as causes of prama which
is tantamount to the admission of the Naiyayika-position that
valid knowledge is due to absence of defects, ctc. The Advaitins
point out that this is not so, for the absence of defects (dosa-
bhava) cannot be regarded as the cause of prama; for what does
this absence mean ? Does it not mean that as soon as the
absence is there, notion of validity shines forth of itself.! Besides
absence being a negative idea cannot be an operative cause.
The truth is that, defects in the causal conditions or the notion

1 (@) Na ca jiina jiipakideva priménya grahane mithyarajata
buddhisu pramanys grahana prasangah, prasaktasyipi-pramanya grahanasya
karana dosivagamabidhabodhd-bhyimapanayit, na ca tibhyimapanaye
tayorabhiva-jiinasys primanyagrahanabetutvipattau paratah-primanya
pattiriti vicyam, dosabidha-bodhayoranudsya miitrena pramanya sphurana-
rasvikaranat.

Citsukhi, p. 125.

(b) Navayamapriminysjiidne kiranadoga jiiana bidhaka-jidnavat
pramanyévagsme tayorabhavajianaih kiranama-§rayimahe spitu tajiananu-
dsyamitram tena na paratah-pramanyapattiriti.

Nayanaprasidini, p, 125,
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of contradiction stand as a bar to valid apprehension and as soon
as they are absent validity shines forth of itself. Moreover, if
absence of defect (dosabhava) be regarded as the cause of prama,
it will lead toan infinite regress ; the absence of defect, which
establishes the first validity, must require another absence of
defect as its causal condition and the second absence of defects
another and so on ad infinitum.*

It is now clear that ¢ absence of defect’ cannot be regarded
as the cause of the cognoscibility of validity owing to this logical
absurdity. Hence Udayana’s syllogism ‘‘ validity has to be
cognised by something other (than the common constituents of
knowledge) since there may be doubt with regard to the first
cognition "’ 2 is not logically satisfactory. For though doubt
may be admitted in the first cognition and though along with
doubt it may further be conceded that doubt is due to the extra
conditions—organic defects—other than those of normal cogni-
tion, it does not follow that cognoscibility of validity should
necessarily be explained as due to the absence of defects which
generate doubt. Now when the absence of defects, in this way,
fails to establish the Nyaya-theory of paralah-pramanya, the
substitution of merit or guna—a positive idea—as the cause of
cognoscibility of validity in addition to the common elements
of knowledge, does not fare better. TFor this introduction of
merit or guna is also not free from difficulties. With regard to
perception, the Naiyayika defines merit or guna as contact of the
sense organs with a considerable number of parts of the object
perceived and with regard to inference merit means validity of
the middle, etc. Now both these kinds of merit fail to establish

1 (@) Yena hi dogabhédva jiidnena adyasya pramapyamavagamyate tab
pramanyavagamarthamapi dogéd bhava jiidndntaram gavesaniya-mevan-
kiaramuparyapityanavastha.

Nayanaprasadini, p. 125.
(b) Vide Citsukhi, p. 125.

. 2 Pramaparatojfiayate anabhyasadadayan sarndayikatvat.
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validity. In the first place, so far as perception is concerned, we
have valid perception of self and forms (ripa) though they have
no parts ; and in the case of the false perception of conchshell as
yellow, though there is contact of sense-organs with considerable
parts of the body, it is invalid. As to inference, it often happens
that though the middle or hetu is wrong, there is valid inference.
Thus, for example, when man infers fire which is accidentally
present in the mountain, mistaking the mist for smoke, it
cannot be said that the knowledge of the fire is invalid, because
the middle term is false. In other words, though the hetu is
here false, the cognition of the fire is valid.!

Moreover, as already pointed out, the inference of the
Naiyayika as to validity being paratah leads to a twofold regressus.
The Naiyayike inference—Knowledge is valid because it leads
to successful pragmatic results—leads to an infinite regress, be-
cause the validity of this inference will have to depend on
another inference and that on another and so on. In order to
avoid this regressus it might be urged that knowledge or cogni-
tion only is the sine qua non of practical endeavour and not the
consciousness of its validity. DBut this is not possible as it is
against experience. Experience shows that practical endeavour
is not possible without a prior consciousness of validity of know-
ledge leading to it. A closer analysis of experience reveals that
practical endeavour is the result of the certainty that the cogni-
tion is valid and it cannot be said that practical endeavour may
issue when there is a non-cognition of either validity or in-
validity. This shows that the regressus is unavoidable in the
Nyaya theory of paratah-pramanya. Hence, in order to get

1 Napi pratyaksa pramdyam bhiiyo’vayavendriya sannikarsal, riipa-
dipratyakse, atma pratyakse ca tadabhdvat, satyapi tasmin pitah §ankha
iti pratyaksasya bhramatvacca, ata eva na sallingapard-maréidikamapi
anumityadi pramayam gunah asallinga paramaréadisthale’pi visaydbadhena
snumityadeh pramatvat.

Vidanta paribhasa, pp. 268-69. (C. U. Edn.)
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over this difficulty such an acute thinker as Vacaspati Miéra in
his Nydya-Vartika-tatparyatik@ had to make the admission that
validity of inferential knowledge is self-evident.! The Advaitins,
therefore, contend that if in order to avoid the regressus, infer-
ence is to be regarded as self-valid, there is no reason why all
forms of knowledge including perception should not be regarded
as self-evident ; since the regressus is involved, as already shown,
in all forms of knowledge. Moreover, as already pointed out
the inclusion of defect or merit in the causal conditions of know-
ledge is logically unnecessary and fallacious. Hence the conclu-
sion is inevitable that knowledge is not only self-luminous but
also self-valid.

! anumanasya svatah pramanataya anvayasyd pi sarhbbavat, tatha
anumanasyatu parito nirastasamasta-vibhramagankasya svata eva prima-
nyam asnumeydvyabhi-carilingasamutthatvat.

Nyaya-Vartika tatparya-tika, IIT.

Some of the Naiyayikas, however, admit the self-evident character of
some cognitions. Udayana, for cxample, maintuins that the consciousness
of consciousness is self-evident.



APPEARANCE
CHAPTER IV

A CriTicAL EXAMINATION oF THE REALISTIC CATEGORIES.

The thesis of Samkara Vedanta that there is only one
absolute knowledge and that all else is false cannot be cstablish-
ed so long as the realistic categories of the Nyaya-Vaidesika
schools remain unassailed. Sasmkara-Vedanta therefore begins
by showing the untenability of the Nyaya-Vaisesika concep-
tions of realistic categories. When subjected to examination
they are found to involve self-contradictions. The Neo-Vedantic
teachers critically examined the categories and revealed their
untenable nature by pointing out the inherent antinomies in
them. The most famous of these teachers are Sriharsa, Citsukha
and Madhusadana. Madhusidana in his monumental work
Advaitasiddhi mainly refutes the contention of Vyasardja in
Nyayamrta. He therefore docs not show as much zeal in refut-
ing Nyaya categories as is shown by Sriharsa and Citsukha.
Sriharga’s criticisms are however all destructive. He directs
his energy mainly to the refutation of the categories. He
shows that these categories are faulty according to the
Naiyiyika’s own canons of logic and that all our experi-
ences and the categories which form the bases of our
experiences are undcfinable and inexplicable. And he con-
cludes that the phenomenal world, being neither true nor false,
being in fact indefinable, is unreal. Thus he establishes the
Advaita position of the unreality of the world. Citsukha is
a commentator of Sriharsa. He had the critical acumen of

18
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his master. But he not only refutes Nyaya categories but
interpretes the most important concepts of the Advaita-Vedanta
and establishes the Advaita standpoint. His criticisms are thus
both destructive and constructive. Sriharsa spends his zecal
more in exposing the contradictions in verbal technicalities and
in cxposing the fallacy involved in the problems of Nyaya than
in establishing the monistic position. His primary concern,
as is suggested by the name of his book Khandana khandakhadya
was to refute the Nyaya-Vaisesika categories. The name of
Citsukha’s book Tattvapradipika clearly suggests that he wanted
to throw light on the Vedanta concept of reality. He however
owes much to Srihargsa whose method he adopts in assailing
Nyaya.

Sriharsa’s method too cannot be said to be original. He
follows in the footsteps of Buddhist philosophers Nagarjuna,
Candrakirti and others. Nagarjuna was the first to lay down
this method of refuting Nyaya categories. Sriharsa only con-
tinued his method. Sriharsa however differs in his ultimate
conclusion from Nagarjuna.! In the present chapter we shall
follow Sriharsa and Citsukha in their refutation of Nyaya cate-
gories such as part and whole (avayave and avayavy), substance
and attribute (dravya and guma) co-inherence (samavaya) uni-
versal and particular (jati and wyakti), time and space (kala
and dik), cause and effect (karya, karana).

The table that we see before us is perceived as a thing
having an infinite number of parts. To a
scientist these parts are nothing but atoms,
which arc the smallest possible particles of
matter beyond the range of ordinary sense-perception.

Now the question arises whether the thing as a whole is,
or is not, different from its component imperceptible parts, the
atoms. If different, it would occupy a position in space separate

Notion of uvayaeve
and avayavi.

1 For a detailed account of the above a reference may be made to
Dr. Sq N. Das Gupta’s History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. II, Chap. XI.
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from that occupizd by its parts, e.g., ajug and a piece of cloth
are different things because they occupy different positions in
space. But we do not recognise a thing as different from its
parts, nor does it occupy a different position in space.! More-
over, if the thing were different from its parts, it would
possess a separate set of qualities, relation, functions, etc.,
distinct from those belonging to its parts. But the sensc-
perception does not corroborate the above view; for in
sense-perception we do not meet with a double set of qualities
relations, etc., in the perception of a table.

Further, if a thing were different from its parts, both the
thing and its parts would be perceived independent of each other
just as a table and a chair being different from each other are
apprehended independently. But the thing and its parts are
never perceived indcpendent of each other. Again, the relation
of thinghood to its constituent individual parts is controversial.
Does each individual part taken distributively contain
the entire thinghood or do all the parts taken collectively
contain it ? In the first alternative thc individual parts
would appear as so many things and not as parts of the same
thing. Each individual part would appear as a thing by itself
so that one individual particle of a thing would occasion the
perception of a thing as a whole. Since complete thinghood
exists in each part, any change of attribute, such as colour,
motion, etc., in any of these parts would appear as change affect-
ing the whole.?

Even incompatible changes taking place in different parts
of a thing will not warrant the conclusion that the different parts
have each a separate entity, as such changes would give
rise to a notion of contradictory relation.?

1 Yo hi yasmad vyatiriktah sa tadadhisthita~-desavyatiriktadesadhis-
thina upalabhyate ghatidiva patah,
Ny. M., p. 549, Benares Edition.
8. B. . 468 (Bombay Edition).
Pr. P., p. 18.
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The second assumption is open to a worse kind of fallacy.
Existence of entire thinghood in all the parts of the thing taken
collectively implies thinghood existing in a state of extension.
Thinghood in itself is either extended, or unextended. If ex-
tended, it has already parts and does not, therefore, require other
parts to exist in. Again how is the thinghood related to its
primary set of parts? It must exist in those parts taken either
distributively or collectively, and the same difficulty would arise
again. If thinghood were unextended, and therefore without
parts, it could not exist in so many extended parts all occupying
separate locations in space. Again, in that case there would be no
valid reason why thinghood of this table would be confined to its
own so-called parts and should not be equally related to all objects
in the world indiscriminately. The same thing may be said as
to the relation of thinghood to its so-called parts, for there would
be no reason why entire thinghood should not confine itself
to one part only to the exclusion of the rest.! Moreover, had
thinghood existed in the parts taken collectively, apprehension of
thinghood would be possible only when all the parts without any
exception would come in direct contact with the operative organ
of senscs. But this is never the case. For, in every sense-
perception only a very small number of the parts of the object
comes in direct contact with the sense-organ.?

Hence thinghood cannot exist in the parts taken either dis-
tributively or collectively.

If thinghood were not different from the parts we are bound
to conclude that thinghood as a principle of unity docs not exist
at all and that it is only the parts that exist.® And the so-
called thinghood will be nothing more than another name for its

1 P.P,p. 18.

2 (a) Ny. M,, p. 649
(b) Bha. (Bombay Edition), p. 468.
(c) S.B., p. 568.

3 P.P.,p.18.
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parts. Nor will the parts as a group constitute any principle
of unity, for the same objections will arise with regard to
the relation of the group as unity to its so-called consti-
tuents. Hence only the individual atoms, and not the prin-
ciple of unity exist.

How then can we account for the origin of a conception of
an object having a principle of unity, or of a whole having parts
as its constituent elements. The subjectivists argue that this
conception of whole is nothing but an idea supplied from mind
and arises when parts or groups of parts so cluster {ogether as to
become an object of apprehension by an organ of sense ; c¢.g.,
there is no such thing as a forest having objective reality ; the
notion of forest arises only when trees or groups of trees are so
situated together as to produce a simultaneous impression upon
our mind and as to make us losc sight, for the time being, of
the intervening space that exists between one particular tree and
another.’

The only conclusion which can, therefore, be legitimatcly
drawn as a result of this analysis and examination is that there
is no objective validity of this notion of ‘whole’ ; what appeurs
to be such is nothing but an objectification of the subjective
experience itself. The above is the conclusion maintained by
the subjectivist school with regard to the ultimate character
of ‘whole’ or a principle of unity, and to this school belong
Bauddha, Jaina, Mimarmsa, and Vedanta Philosophy.

The subjectivists thus deny the existence of ‘whole’ which
cannot be found to be possessed of any entity when disintegration
takes place among the parts composing the whole ; what appears
as the visible form giving an idea of whole is but a subjectively
valid notion arising only when the particles, so grouped together,
assume and present a particular shape. Inour entire perceptual
process there is nothing to give us any evidence as to the reality

1 (@) P, P., pp. 18-19.
(M Nv. M. n. A49.
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of whole ; what appeals to our senses is nothing but the taste,
colour, etc., of the thing, and not the so-called underlying reality
as ‘whole.” This is to be particularly noted in this connection
that the Buddhists not only deny objective reality of the whole,
but hold this idea to be a subjective illusion. In this respect the
Buddhist philosophers differ from other subjective schools of
philosophy, viz., the Jaina, Mimarnsi, Vedanta, etc., which con-
tend that the notion of whole is not an illusion but a subjectively
valid notion. We are bound to assume a sort of reality belong-
ing to whole when we note the fact that the whole exerts some
influence while serving a particular function in our practical life.
But they do not admit the objective reality of whole, inasmuch
as any analysis of whole will lead to this conclusion that the
whole is nothing but a transformed condition of the particulars
constituting it.!

Partha Sarathi Misra, the author of the Sdstmdipikd, con-
cludes a sort of subjective reality belonging to whole, but the
school does not admit that it has a sclf-existent rcality of its
own.?

The above position has becn subjected to further analysis
and elaborated by the author of the Siddhantucandrika, which is
a commentary on the Sastradipikd. In the analysis of the per-
ception of an object we are aware of the fact that our conscious-
ness of the different parts of the object is accompanied by a
simultaneous idea of oneness and the fact of this idea of oneness
leads us to conclude that the whole has an entity different from
its parts.” The question then arises as to the relation between
the parts and the whole, and as to whether the whole actually
possesses any reality of its own. A closer examination of the
thing will reveal to us that the idea of oneness does not tran-
scend our notion of parts but is co-existent with it, and that the
comprehension of whole is not possible without comprchending

1 Pr. K. M, p. 162,
2 S.D., p. 106 (Bombay Edition).
3 8, C., p. 106 (Bombay Edition).
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it in relation to the parts. The relation between the two can,
therefore, be best represented as that which subsists between
a cause and an effect. But the effect is nothing but a transform-
ed condition of the cause. Therefore, though the whole appears
to have its entity of its own, separate from that of the parts, it is
not so distinct as the reality of one thing is distinct from that of
another thing (e.g., a book and a table). The relation between
the two can, therefore, in the opinion of the Mimamsists, be
described as bhinnabhinna.!

In essence the Sarmkarites also accept this view. In their
opinion the whole has got no independent reality apart from the
reality of the parte, being nothing more than a specific arrange-
ment of the latter. The relation between the whole and the parts
has, thercfore, been deseribed by the Sawkarites as tadatmya.
The reality of one has been regarded by them as being identical
with that of the other.”

Ramanuja and his school also deny the independent existence
of the whole. They look upon parts and whole, upadane and
upadeya, as being two stages of one substance. Looked at from
one standpoint the substance gives us an impression of oncness,
t.e., of ‘whole’ while looked at from a different point of view, we
receive from it an objectively valid idea of parts. The relation
between the two is thus difference and sameness or bhinnabhinna
as maintained by the Mimamsists.® The Madhvites also hold
the viewpoint of the Mimirmsists. They more clearly indicate
the relationship that exists between the whole and the parts
and among the parts themsclves. This school holds that the
whole is identical with the parts when the latter are taken

1 §8.D., p. 108 (Bombay Edition) ; Ny. M., p. 649.

2 8. B., p. 464 (Bombay Edition).

8 (@) Upadanatiriktarh kéryadravyarh nastiti sidhyate avasthabheda-
mitram avikrtamekasyaiva dravyasya avasthbhedadupadanopadeya-bhiva
iti. T.M. K., p. 41.

(b) Tantava eva vyatiganga-viSesabhajah pata iti namaripa-karyantara-
dikarh bhajate. R. Bh., 2, 11. 16,
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collectively. The Madhvites analyse this thought further and give
a definite interpretation of the relationship between the whole
and the collection. With any and every collection, the whole
does not stand in identical relationship. DBut only that form of
collection that is definite and properly ordered can be said to
stand in identical relationship to the whole.

For example, any collection of threads cannot be called a
piece of cloth and does not serve any definite purpose, but when
this collection has been properly and definitely arranged, we can
apply the name to the form and it scrves a definite purpose.
Thus the relationship between the whole and the collection of
the parts is both distinct and identical ; it is distinct if the collee-
tion is indefinite and vague, but it is identical when the collection
is well-ordered and gives rise to the idea of name and form.

But if one of the parts is taken individually and scparately
from the body of the whole and if we cxamine the relationship
between this part and the whole we find that the relationship
between the two is both distinct and identical. It is distinct
from one standpoint and idcntical from another standpoint. It
is distinct in the sensc that apart from this part the whole can
have the namne and form and can serve a definite purpose and
the idea of the whole remains as it was. 'Thus from the stand-
point of the detached part the relationship is distinct, but from
the standpoint of the whole the relationship is identical.

Again, the relationship that exists among the parts them-
selves is totally distinet. It is true that each part stands in
complete isolation from another part, but when any part is related
not to another part but to the collection of parts, the relation-
ship becomes an identical one.!

1 (0) Am§inoméairabhedoyamarhéenatu  bhidabhida
Parasparam tatharh §anam bheda eva prakirtitah.
S. T. R., p. 12 (Madhvavilass Book Dcpot).
(b) Adesarnéairving abhivit améino, bhedah......... bhedabheda vanu
bhavasiddhéviti. Ibid, p. 12,
(c) Amsinah sarvams$airabhedah ekaikdréena tu bhedabhedau tadvina-
gc’pi améinah sthiteh. Ibid, p. 12. ' '
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To sum up :

It should be noted here that the conception of whole and
parts as one of identity in difference is completely borrowed
from Kumarila’s system of Mimarmsad metaphysics. Samkara
here subscribes to Kumarila’s position from empirical standpoint,
as in the case of other empirical categories. Being an absolute
monist the absolute reality of these categories cannot be admitted
by Samkara as has been done by Ramanuja, Madhva, consist-
ently with their realistic philosophy. This fact has been
plainly stated by Citsukha. In course of discoursing on the
unreality of the phenomenal order, Citsukha singles out this case
of whole and part, as illustrative of his thesis (¢. g., unreality of
phenomenal world). The whole, he argues, is non-existent in the
parts, because it is an cffect being made up of parts on the
Naiyayika’'s own hypothesis. Now the relation of cause ang
effect has been proved to be an illusory super-imposition like
that of silver on the shell. The effect cannot be regarded as
absolutely identical with the cause as in that case the causal
relation would be inconceivable, nor can it be held to be absolute-
ly distinct since in that case anything could be regarded as
the effect on the ground of its difference. If the pot is regarded
as the effect of the clay on the ground of the difference from
clay the cloth also could be thought of as the effect of clay by
the same logic. Sarmkara also hints as the essential unreality of
these categories, e. g., whole and parts when he says they arc re-
lated in the relation of identity and difference which is a con-
tradiction in terms. The whole thing can be easily disposed of
by the following dilemma.

Is the whole something different or non-different from the
parts? If the latter alternative be accepted then the position
of the realist that the whole is a distinct entity produced from
the parts falls to the ground. If it is different we cannot under-
stand how the two can be related. The relation of co-inherence

19
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(samav@ya) is an illogical assumption as we shall see later on
and as such cannot be pressed as an explanation of these
categoriess In short all these realistic categories are found to be
fraught with self-contradiction when logically examined.'

In our sense-perception, the object appears to us, as a

substance having certain  attributes. The

buten e S M tributes can never be perceived independent

of the substance nor can the latter be cognised

divested of the former. They are so related that the knowledge

of the one invariably presupposes that of thc other. A careful

examination reveals that what we apprehend as the substance

does not exist at all as a reality without its attributes. Now the

point at issue is whether the substance is different from its
attributes or insenarably related to the latter.

If we admit the first alternative, the substance will be
perceived in itsell apart from and independent of the attributes.
If we assume that the substance and the attributes are quite
distinct in their nature but we have the cognisance of them
together, the question would be, how do we come to the know-
ledge of the substance independent of the attributes? We do
not derive the idca of such a substance through any of the five
senses because the five scnse-organs can give usonly the know-
ledge of the attributes and not of the substance underlying the
attributes. Thereforc, we must be endowed with a new sixth
sensc-organ to have the perception of such a substance. But
such an organ is not known to exist: hence no such idea of
substance is valid.

1 Amgéinah sviaméagityantabhivasyapratiyoginah amsitviditaramsiva
digesaiva gunidigsu.  Vimatah patah ctattantunisthatyantabhavapratiyogi
avayavitvit pataniaravat, evametad guna-karma-jatyadayopi tattattantunis-
thatyantabhava pratiyoginah tattadripatvaditara-tattadripavadityevamadi-
prayogah sarvatraivohaniyal.

Cit., pp. 40-41,
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Again we may accept the other alternative, i.e., the idea of
substance is inseparably connected with that of the attributes.
Then it is evident that the substance is nothing more than an
aggregate of attributes. Now this conclusion breaks up the
idea of unity that is necessarily involved. The attributes can
never be understood if there exists no principle of unity in them.
The substance tends to unify thesc attributes. The substance
is not merely the sum-total of attributes, it is something more.
It is not wholly immanent in the attributes, i.c., the idea of the
substance is not completely exhausted in the attributes. It is
transcendent as well, and in this aspect the substance supplies
the principle of unity that we are clearly conscious of in our
sense-perception.  Again, the attributes are ever-changing and
have their meaning only in and through permancnce. There is
a permanent underlying substance and the changes have their
seat in the former and this supplies the connecting link that
runs through the series of changes. This one that supplies the
connecting link is substance or dravya.

The consideration of these difficulties, that are rightly urged
against the Buddhists, led the later thinkers of Indian Philosophy
to conclude that the substance or the principle of unity cannot
be denied. The Jaina school holds that the attributes are not
self-sufficient and cannot exist in themselves. Further the same
fact becoming the object of perception and touch-sensation proves
that there is an underlying basis that gives rise to these different
sensations.! Kumarila Bhatta in his Slokavartika and Parthae
sarathi Misra in his Sastradipiké draw the same conclusion.?
The Vedantins also hold the same view.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika systems admit the notion of the sub-

stance or the principle of unity and that of the attributes. But
the Naiyayikas and Vaidegikas differ from the system of

! Pr. K. M., p. 162,
2 8.V., pp. 181-183 ; S.D., pp. 42-43.
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Mimanmsa, Sarikhya and Vedanta with regard to the determina-
tion of the character of the substance and that of the attributes
and the relation that exists between the two. Nyaya-VaiSegika
systems of thought hold that the substance and the attributes are
independent and self-sufficient categories and there arises a third
entity namely, samavdaya that connects these two scparate cate-
gories in our experience.

A careful examination reveals that the Nyaya-VaiSesika
systems are at war, as it were, with the Advaita-Vedanta as they
accept the independent existence of three categorics, namely,
(1) substance, (2) attributes, and (3) samavaya. The definitions,
they set forth to determine the true nature of thesc three concepts
are strongly criticised by the Samkarites.

First, let us examine the definition of substance as is given

by the Nyaya-Vaisesika schools. They define
Sarbkarites’ dinlecti-  substance (dravya) as the seat of properties
cal criticism of the
definition of substance  (qundsraya). Citsukhdacarya and Sriharsa, the
advanced by the Nyiya ..
and Vaidesika schools.  two well-known critics and staunch exponents
of the Sarnkara-Vedanta, strongly criticise this
definition. It is vitiated in two ways : it is wider in one sense
and narrower in another sense. Therefore, it is erroneous in
two respects.'

The definition is wider because gunasraya or the seat of
properties is the definition of the substance and this definition
can rightly be applied to the attributes themselves for they are
also the seat of properties as they are characterised by number
(sarhkhya) and separatenmess (prthaktva). Thus colour is an
attribute but it may have other attributes. A particular colour
may be light or deep and it may be of many kinds. It may be one
or many.? The teachers of the Nyaya-Vaisesika systems were

U Avyipterapyativyapterdravyarn naivagunadraysh
Adye ksane gunibhiviad gunadavapiviksanat.
Cit., p. 175.
® Gunadisvapi caturviméatirguné ityadi sarmkhya gunanvayaviksana-
dativyapteh. Cit., p. 176.
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clearly conscious of these defects and tried to meet these short-
comings by saying that the attributes are attributeless and
motionless in their nature.! The properties, number and
prthaktva really inhere in the substance but are only falsely
applied to the attributes. This conclusion does not appeal to
the Advaita-critics as there is no ground of such false applica-
tion; and it can be interpreted conversely as well, i.e., we can
say that the attributes, number and prthaktva, etc., really belong
to the attributes themselves and are erroneously applied to the
substance.®

Again, the definition is too narrow. If the substance is
gundadraya or the locus of properties, it implies that the relation
is one of cause and effect. The substance stands for the cause
and the attributes represent the effect. The cause must precede
the effect in point of time, and therc must be a moment when the
cause exists in itself devoid of any effect. Therefore, the substance
must have a condition in which it is divested of all attributes;
and this definition in its ordinary sense cannot be applied to the
substance in that state. So this definition errs in being narrower
as it excludes that substance which is free from attributes.

In order to meet this objection the Naiyayikas explain
gunasrayatva to mean gunravattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatva or
the state of not being the substratum of the absence of having
properties. They say that though at the time of origination there
are, according to their own admission, no qualities in the substance,
still the substance is not the substratum of the absolute negation
of qualities, for in the second moment qualities inhere in it.
But this roundabout explanation of the concept gumasrayatva
does not help the Naiyayikas, for then the definition of substance
becomes too wide. Absolute negation of having qualitics (guna-
vattvatyantabhdvah) may be characterised as not being the sub-
stratum of absolute negation of having qualities which is the

1 Gunadir nirgunakriyah.
2 Citsukhi, p. 176.
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characteristic of substance,’ for nothing can be its own
receptacle. Again this characteristic mark of substance will be
found even in gunas themselves.  For gunas or qualities also
are, as we have shown above, endowed with some other gunas,
e.g., number, separateness, etc., and so they cannot be the
substratum of the absolute negation of having qualities.”

Further does the definition of substance imply the absolute
negation of one quality or of all ?

The definition would be too narrow in either case. The
gunas or qualities are twenty-four in number, and what is the
receptacle of one quality, e.g., colour, may be characterised as
the substratum of the absolute ncgation of another quality, e.qg.,
rasa or taste, and thus an entity—endowed with colour may not
be determined by the definition of substance. Again, since there
is no substance endowed with all qualities, therefore, nothing
can be characterised as not being the substratum of the absolute
negation of all qualities.’

As this definition is beset with difficulties, the Nyaya-
Vaisesika thinkers advance another definition of substance. The
definition runs thus : substance is what is organically related to
thinghood (dravyatvajati yogitvam dravyalaksanam). Chitsukha-
carya is not satisfied with this definition and strongly criticises
it. Wherefrom do we derive the idea of thinghood that attempts

1 Yo'pi gupavattvatyantabhavah so’pi svasyianadhikaranameva
gvasmin svasyavrtteh.
Nayanaprasadini, p. 176.
2  Asminnapi vakralaksane gunidigvapi saikhyaprthaktva-gunayoh
pratiteh katharh nativyaptih.
Cit,, p. 177.
3  gpadinim gunindmanekatvittadekagunadhikaranasyipi taditara-
gunity antabhavidhikaranatvideva tadatyantabhavanadhikaranatvabhavat,
sarvagunavattvitysntibhavinadhikaranatvasya sarvasminnasambhavat. sati
b sarvagunadhikaranatve sarvagunatyantabhavinadhikaranata syat, na
ca sarvagunidhikaranatvamekaikasyastiti katharh navyaptih.
Citsukhi, p. 176.
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to define the substance ? To have the idea of thinghood, we
must have a pre-supposition of something that supplies this idea;
and that something must be of the same nature and character as
those of the substance itself. Therefore, to possess the idea of
thinghood we must previously be conscious of the thing itself.!

The definition of the attributes as given by the Vaisesika
school does not also appear to be convincing. The VaiSesikas
Setikarites ariticier A€M the attributes thus : The attributes arc
athikarites’ criticism .
of the definition of jnherent in the substance and are totally
attributes. . : :

divested of any quality and motion. They are
not the causes of conjunction and separation.? The author of
the Nyayakandali defines attributes as attributeless (aguna) and
organically rclated to the universal characteristics of guna
(simanyavan). 1f we analyse this definition and make a careful
scrutiny we find that it involves the fallacy of begging the
question. In order to have a clear conception of aguna we must
have the pre-conception of guna itsclf.

It has already been proved in the examination of the defini-
tion of substance that the attributes are not totally divested of
qualities, They are characterised by number and separateness,
cte.

The author of the Kiranavali defines attributes in a different
form when he says that the attributes possess the characteristic
of universality, i.e., gunatva and lie beyond the range of touch-
sensation though inhering in the substance and they form a
separate category from motion or karma.’ This definition
involves four factors. We have already discussed the first epithet

! Dravyatvajatiyogitvamapi no dravyalaksanam
Tajjativyainjakibhavittanmianasyaniripanat.
Cit., p. 178.
2 Dravyaérayl na gunavin sarhyoga-vibhigegvakiranam nirapeksah
(gunah).
V. S., p. 94.
8 Samanyavan sparfarahito dravyasrayah karmatirikto gunah.
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and there remain three more factors to be carefully analysed and
critically examined.

We have no objection against Kiranavali when it declares
that the attributes inhere in the substance and lie beyond touch-
perception, but we cannot accept the last characteristic without
doing violence to reason. When we fully analyse the term
karmatiriktah we see that it involves the following stages:—
(1) distinet knowledge of karma, (2) the conception of gura and
(3) clear understanding of the difference or distinction that lies
between the two. To understand the nature of karma we must
have a pre-conception of guna and that of the relation between
the two. Again, to know guna, we must be familiar with the
nature of karma and its distinctive characteristics. Thus each,
in its turn, leads to the other. There is ncither beginning.nor
any end. The process is never-ending and it commits the fallacy
that is technically known as arguing in a circle.'

We have seen that in the Nyaya-Vaisesika systems
Satbkarites’  eriti- substance and attributes are two distinct
cism of the definition categories. They can never be cognised in
of ‘samavaya.’ . .
such a way. So far as our experience 1s con-
cerned, we know the substance in and through the attributes and
the attributes in and through the former. Now, these systems
are logically forced to admit the independent existence of a third
category, viz., samaviyae to account for the cognition of the
substance through the help of the attributes and of the
attributes in and through the substance. Prasastapida
defines samavaya as a category that brings into connection two

1 (a) Cit., pp. 181-84 (Bombsy Ldition).

(b) Kh. Kh., p. 580 (Benares Edition).
(¢) Yadi gunid bhedena karmajiianarh syiat karmatiriktatd gunasya
jfiiyeta naitadasti gunanirnaye tadvyatirekasyapi karmano jiatumasakyat-
viit, etallaksanena gunarh nicitya tato’tiriktarh karmajiiatva tadatiriktatva

viseganajfianam vaiichatadcakrokipattiriti.
N. Pr. P. 181.
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concepts that cannot exist independently though standing in the
relation of the container and the contained.

Sridhara, in his Nyaya-Kandali, attempts to render a
thorough interpretation of this definition.? All instances of the
relation of the container and the contained do not represent
samavaya relation. For example, a particular book is placed on
a table and they stand in the relation of the container and the
contained ; but this relation is not one of samavaya but of
satmyoga. Samavaye relationship is  distinguished from
samyoga relationship by the fact that in the former both the
entities that are related together cannot stand independent of each
other, while in the latter, they can so stand. In the previous
illustration, the book and the table can both exist independent
of each other, but a piece of cloth cannot exist independent of
the threads that constitute its materials, though the latter can
stand independent of the former. Thus both can never stand
independent of each other and this relation illustrates the distinc-
tive nature of samavaya relation.

Citsukhacarya strongly criticises this definition as being too
wide. When we cognise the negation of a certain object, viz., a
particular pot on a particular place, we see that these two
ideas cannot stand independently and express the relation of the
container and the contained. Though all the requirements of
samavaya relation are satisfied here, the Naiyayikas themselves
hold that this example is not one of samavaye relation. The
relation is one of videsana-visesya-laksana, i.e., the thing and
its adjuncts.® Now the Nyaya-Vaiegika systems modify this
definition by adding that samavaya relation has its validity only

1 Ayuta-siddhinimiadbiryadharabbiatanarm yah sambandha iha pra-
tyayahetuh sa samavayah. P. Bh., p. 14.

2 Vide Nyaya-Kandali, p. 14.

3 Nasyadayutasiddhadi samavayasyalaksanam videsanavifesyatva-
sarhbandhe vyabhicaratah, iha bhitale ghatabhava iti viéesana viSegyabhava-
laksane’ pi sambandhe laksanasyativyaptih............... asticadharyidhara-
bhava iha pratyaya$ca. Cit., p. 199,

20
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in the case of two entities that are positive in their nature and
it does not hold good in the instances in which even one is nega-
tive, This modification also is not satisfactory and to the
Advaitins, it is equally fallacious. For example the sound has
its existence in ether (ITha akase éabdak). Here both the
entities are positive and thereby all conditions are satisfied, still,
the Naiyayikas themselves do not hold this to be a case of
samavayae relation. Therefore, the definition is too wide.
Again, the definition unwarrantably assumes the epithet adharya-
dharabhata that necessarily follows from ayutasiddha.'

Samavdya is an independent category and relates two
concepts, viz., the substance and the attributes, etc. Now when
it establishes the relation between the two, it itself stands in a
certain relation to the substance. Therefore, in order to have
the cognisance of the substance in and through the attributes
and the latter in and through the former, we accept samavdiya
relation, and in connccting the two, samavaye itself is related
to the substance. Now the question arises, how do we become
aware of this relation that exists between the substance and
samavaya? To account for this if we accept another samavaya
and so on, we are led to an infinite regress (anavastha).

This fallacy of infinite regress led the Vedantins to reject
this samavaya relation as an entity standing independent of the
substance and the attributes.?

Samkara has pointed out in his Bhagsya that the Nyaya-
Vaidesika systems cannot fully explain the real nature of the sub-
stance and that of the attributes, and their relation though they
admit samavaye to be a third category. In refuting these
systems Sarhkara points out that thcy are self-contradictory as
they admit the existence of six independent categories, substance,
attributes, etc., and hold, at the same time, that five categories

1 Cit., p. 199.
2 (e) S. B, p.511.
(b) R. Bh. 2.2.18.
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guna, motion, etc., entirely depend on the first, viz., substance.
Thus they affirm and deny the same truth in the same breath.
Categories are at once independent and dependent, an absurd
conclusion.'

It may however be contended that subordination does not
do away with independence. As for example, smoke having
originated from fire depends on it, though smoke and fire have
both got independent existences. Similarly, attribute, etc.,
though dependent on substance, do not, on that account, lose
their independence. Attributes and other entities are dependent
in the scnse that they cannot be cognised unless they are related
to the substance.

Upon this contention, Sarhkarites argue that this example
of smoke and fire does not hold good and it fails to explain the
nature of subordination. It is a case of false analogy. Smoke
and fire can be cognised independently and we consider them as
distinct and separate. DBut the attributes cannot be cognised
apart from their relation to the substance. Hence, the idea of
distinctiveness and uniquencss is not clear in the case of the
attributes.

Thus, if experience be the last court of appeal, we find that
the idea of the substance cannot be had apart from that of the
attributes and the idea of the attributes equally
depends on that of the former for its cognisance.
So, there is no clear-cut distinction between the two. They are the
two aspects of the same entity. ~ Substance expresses itself in
attributes and the latter have their perfection and consummation
in the substance. The two are identical in essence. Attributes
exist when the substance is there ; they lack existence when the
substance is wanting. So the substance expresses itself in
different forms in different stages and assumes different names.
But through these different names and forms runs a principle of
unity that is known as substance.

Advaitin's decision,

1 8.B.,2217.
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Vacaspati Mira in his Bhamati explaining the nature of
the substance and that of the attributes says that the attributes
cannot be defined and conceived of as independent of the
substance to which they belong. Whenever we have the
cognisance of any attribute we conceive in reality the substance
in one of its forms. Therefore, the attributes are not separate
from and independent of the substance, but the universal charac-
ter of the substance is illustrated in and through some particular
attributes.’

When we perceive an object it appears to us a particular
individual possessing characteristics, some of which are common

to the class while others are specially its own.
ctamivorsal and Parti- ooy example, a cow which we perceive before

us, has two sets of qualities : (1) those that are
common and essential to all cows in the world and (2) others
that are particular to this cow only. The first set implies the
pure essence which are common to all cows. The realistic philo-
sophers are of opinion, that such essence found in different
classes of things is not merely accidental points of resemblance.
They indicate self-existent, eternal, unchangeable realities, e.g.,
universals belonging, as it were, to a separate world of their
own.? 1t is by virtue of their participating in the same universal
that the particular individuals of a class happen to possess the so-
called common and cssential attributes.

As regards the existence of the universals and their relation

! Gupadayo na dravyidyanadhina niripanih api tu yada yada niri-
pyente tada tadda tadakiratayaiva prathante, ns tu prathayamegamasti
gvatantryarh, tasmannatiricyante dravyat api tu dravyameva samanyaripara
$atha tatha prathate.

Bha., p. 517.

2 According to the Nyaya-teachers jati is not a class concept, for a
clags concept is subjective but jati has an objective reality and it exists
éven though there is no individual in which to inhere. Jati thus corres-
ponds to Plato’s ‘ Ideas * which are informed in individuals. Jati, though
independently existent, has its manifestation in and through individuals.
Jati corresponds to ‘quiddity’ of Schoolmen.
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to the particulars, there are other thinkers who hold a different
view. They admit the class concepts or universals but do not
think them as existing apart from particulars.

The realistic philosop hers maintain that these universals are
objective entities and are revealed in perceptual cognition as
much as individual objects, as the idea of universals is given

Realintic  sxplans. in .sensc-perceptions. The existence of these
tion of universal and universals can be demonstrated by a regular
particulars, .. .

syllogistic inference also. Our perceptual
experience is not only of the particular cow, but contains a
refercnce to another distinet principle, which is not confined to
the individual concerned but inheres in other individuals in the
same manner and the same degrec. Had we been cognisant of
the particular individual alone the cognitions would have been
distinct and scparate and there would be no class-concept.  But
this is not the case ; there is the sameness of cognition in our
cognitions of different cows, and this identity of reference, lin-
guistic and psychological alike, can be accounted for only on the
assumption of a universal element super-added to particulars.!
The existence and non-existence of an objective reality can be
determined by the arbitration of experience alone and the dictum ?
that excess in knowledge presupposes a corresponding excess in
the objective order should be accepted by all believers in extra-
mental reality. So the particular and universal should be
accepted as equally true and equally real and there is no contra-
diction or logical incompatibility in these two factors

coalescing
in one substratum.

1 Tasmadekasya thinnesu ya vrttistannibandhanah
samanya Sabdah sattadavekadhikaranena va.

8. V. (Akrtivada), SI. 12.
2 Visayatiéaysmantarenapratyayatiéayanupapatteh.

Ny. M.) p. 3140
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According to the subjectivists, jati is merely a creation of
our own mind without any objective counterpart at all. The
plasx:]:tif;tuizif“:;iver:i Buddhists urge that the existence of the univer-
and particulars. sal can be proved neither by sense-perception
nor by inference. It is impossible that sense-perception should
give us the knowledge of the universal. Sense-perception is
confined to particulars only and has no valid application beyond
them. Nor can inference or testimony, being ultimately based
on perception, supply us with the knowledge of the universal.!

Therc are two forms of perception, Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa
and none of these is sufficient to prove conclusively the universal
that underlies the particulars. Indeterminate or Nirvikalpa
perception is occasioned as soon as the so-called object comcs in
contact with a particular sense-organ just before the subjective
contributions from within have any opportunity to modify the
pure sensuous processcs. Determinate or Savikalpa perception,
according to this theory, is due to subjective contributions added
to the stage of pure perception. These subjective contributions
not being in any kind of touch with the object itself, cannot
affect the true nature of the object. Hence, cven when we seem
to apprehend them sensuously this knowledge must be taken to
be an illusion without any validity. And the sensuous perception
of the universal depends upon a comprehensive apprehension of
the particulars participating in the same universal. But as sense-
perception is by its nature confined only to the presentative ele-
ments, other elements will have to be represented in consciousness
in order to occasion a comprehensive apprehension of the object.
If the universals were sensuo usly perceived, it would be either by
means of presentative elements or by representative elements or
byimeans of both in co-operation. The knowledge of the uni-
versal involves a comparative consciousness of the particulars

1 Na tdavat sdmanyagrahane nipunamakgajarh jfianarh bhavity-
marbati............ nacinumanar $abdo vii siamanya svarlipa vastavatva
vyavasthipanasamarthysmaénute.

Ny. M., p. 297.
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and this consciousness requires the presence of both the presen-
tative and representative elements. But sense-perception sup-
plies us only with presentative elements. Now as the latter ele-
ments are wanting in sense-perception, it is not the only source
of knowledge of the universal. Representative elements, again,
not being in direct touch with any present object, cannot occa-
sion any sensuous apprehension even if they seem to establish a
true relation with the presentative elements. Representative
clements arc the creations of the mind and hence illusory. They
cannot thercfore in any way prove the objective validity of the
universal.

If it wercargued that the presentative and representative
elements, by their co-operation occasion the sensuous perception of
the universal, the same reply would be given. So far as the repre-
sentative elements aie concerned, the apprehension of the univer-
sal, resulting from them, cannot be sensuous ; because the re-
presentative clements unlike the presentative ones, are occasioned
by a process of memory revival (smrtyanantarabhdvi) and not
by any inter-action between the object and the sense organ.
Though ordinary experience apparently shows that we perceive
the universals sensuously, a decper analysis discloses the fact
that representative factors constitute the major portion of sensu-
ous perception and that there is not a bit of sensuousness in
representative factors. Hence no sense-perception of the uni-
versal is possible. Inference, again, being bascd on perception,
equally fails to stand as a source from which we might derive
the knowledge of the universal. The degree of subjcctive com-
plexity is much greater in inference than in sense perception. So
we conclude that neither perception nor inference can warrant
any knowledge of the universal.

If we admit the existence of the universal, the question
arises, what is the relation between the universal and the
particular ? Is it one of difference or of identity ! If the
universal is different from the particulars, it would be perceived
independently of the latter. If identical, it would cease to exist



160 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

as a principle of unity. If different and identical at the same
time, it it is inconceivable.’

Further, if the universal were different from the particular,
it would exist either everywhere in the world or only in the
particulars belonging to the class. If it existed everywhere, it
would be perceived not only in the objects other than its so-
called particulars but also in a space not occupied by any object ;
the universal ‘ cowhood * would be perceived in a horse also. It
may be argued that though the universal is ubiquitous, it is
manifested only in that particular class because only these indi-
viduals have (while other individuals have not) the capacity to
manifest it. The reply would be that since the universal is ubi-
quitous, there is no reason why it should not be perceived
in all the objects in the world indiscriminately. Morcover, since
the universal is ubiquitous and stands in the same relation to all
objects in space, there is no reason why some objects should and
others should not have the so-called capacity to manifest the
universals.

If it were assumed that the universal is not ubiquitous but
exists as confined to the particulars only, then in the case of a
new-born individual, first coming into relation with the univer-
sal, cither the universal is born along with the particulars or
comes to it from another particular already existing. In the
first alternative, the universal would not be external ; in the
second, it would not be unchangeable. Moreover, the particular
which the universal abandons in order to be associated with the
newly-born one would be without any universal. Similarly, if a
particular were annihilated the universal already present in it
would either be annihilated with it or remain unsupported in the
same locality or go to a second particular to reside in. In the first
alternative, the universal would not be eternal ; the second

! Prthaktve vyaktito jitirdréyeta prthagevs sa
Abhede vyukti matram syad dvedhacennavirodhatah.

8. D., p. 98 (Bombay Edition).
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one is inconceivable and in the third alternative, the sccond parti-
cular would have two universals simultaneously present in it
which is an absurdity.!

The manner of cxistence of the universal in the particulars
is equally inconceivable. Tor, the entire universal is present
cither in a single particular only (in which case other particu-
lars will be without any universal) or in all particulars taken
distributively (in which case the universal would not be a part-
less unity) or in all particulars taken collectively (in which case
it would be perceived only when all the particulars are simul-
taneously perceived).

Hence the universal is merely a subjective fiction without
any objcctive counterpart.’

Now the question arises that if it be a subjective fiction, how
do we become conscious of onencss, anugata-pratyaya that runs
through different individuals of a class ? We find, for example,
two cows and believe that they belong to the same specics. This
cognition of the principle of unity cannot be satisfactorily cx-
plained if we do not admit that, behind these particular  cows,
there is a universal cowhood in which all the particular cows
participate. Therefore, the universal has its objective validity
on the ground of the consciousness of the principle of unity,
that runs through the individuals and makes a class concept
possible. The Buddhists contend, however, that this feeling of
the general essencc is also a subjective fiction and it is not essen-
tial that the universal should have an existence to give rise to
this form of consciousness. The notions of the genus and the
species, substance and attributes, etc., are all fictitious without
corresponding realities; and this kind of notions has its origin
in the mind when it finds that two or more particular indivi-
duals serve the same purpose in our practical life. The capacity

1 Nayati na ca tatrisidasti padcinna camsavat
jahati pirvvam nadharamahovvyasanasartatih. S.D., p. 98.
2 8.D., p. 98; Ny. M., p. 307.

21



162 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

of the individuals to serve the same purpose gives rise to this
notion of the principle of unity,! and the realists erroneously
hold that corresponding to this notion of the principle of unity
there lies a universal or jat: in the real facts of nature.

Following the mode of arguments advanced by the subjecti-
Citsukha's criticism  ViSts’  school discussed above Citsukha says
against Nyaya. that neither by perception nor by infercnce
jati as a scparate class-concept can be established. What is
exactly meant by class concept ? Does it mecan the apprchen-
sion of a cow in one animal just as we have it in another animal ?
Or docs it mean the apprchension of the nature of a cow inher-
ing in all cows ? Or does it mean the apprehension of a charac-
teristic common to them all ? In none of these senses ihe
class-concept be established.  In the first case even without the
class-concept we can apprchend each of the animals as a cow by
seeing some peculiarities common to them just as we can appre-
hend the moon in its scveral reflexions in many vessels of
water.” In the second case the nature of the cows is not deter-
mined, or if dctermined the class-concept becomes useless. In
the third case it can be said that just as we have the perception
of a man as holding the stick (dandi, dandavan) so we have not
the perception of a cow as having the characteristic of cows
(gyotvi, gotvaran). Itisonly from the perception of cows that
we can gather the characteristic of cows, viz., the posscssion of
dewlap, ete. In this casc we can have the apprehension by
means of the differentia and there is no nced ol a class concept.

1 Yadeva vihadohadi kiryamckena janyate
gopndena tadevanyairiti tegvanuvrttidhily.
Ny. M., p. 301.

o

2 Tatkimekavyaktivadvyaktyantare gaurityavabhasal, utla vyakti-
nimekagosvabhavavabhisal, ekadbarmavattayivabhaso va, niadyah, ecka-
vyaktergosvabhavavadvyaktyantaresvapi gosvabhavatvad antarenapi sima-
nyamanekodakabhijanesvayarh candro’yarh candra itivadavabhiisopapatteh.

Cit., p. 303.



EXAMINATION OF REALISTIC CATEGORIES 163

Again what indicates the jali and where does it reside ?  If it
be said that the indicator resides where jafz resides then there
arises fallacy of mutual dependence ; for without the know-
ledge of the indicator we cannot have the idea of jati and again
without the knowledge of jati we cannot have any idea of the
indicator which co-exists with jati.!

Admitting jati the question arises: how is jati related to
individuals ? The relation between jati and individuals can
neither be one of contact (samjoga) nor of coherence (samavaya)
nor of identity (t@datmya). The relation cannot be one of
samyoga ; for in that case the jatis being cternal and all-per-
vading it will be possible for them to be in contact with all
substances, so we might perceive cowhood in things other than
cows as well as in them. The samavaya category has been
alrcady refuted. If the relation is said to be one of identity
then cowhood being identical with existing cows, 1t cannot apply
to a newly-born cow as it is distinct from existing cows
with which jatiis identificd and as it has no motion and no
parts it cannot adhere to the new cow.”

Tor all these difficulties the Advaitins reject jate and hold
Advaing’ concly.  that there is one principle of unity which is a
sion. purely subjective contribution without any
objective reality necessitated by the demands of understanding.

The ideas of Time and Space are inherent in the very cog-
nition of finite beings. To have a clear under-
standing of any objcct, we study it as standing
in three relations ; it must be in Time, it will occupy Space,
and be bound to other objects by the tie of Causality. The very

Time and Space.

1 Jatirh svikurvati tadvyafijakam kificid vacyam, tadapi, kutra vartate
iti paryanuyoge yatra jatistatra vartata ityuktivanyonyasrayata.
Cit., p. 304,
2 Napi pindasarvagatd jatih, pratyagrajiyamana-khandamundadi-
pindesu pindantarasthitayi jiteh sarhbandhabhévaprasangat.
Cit., p. 306.
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fact of sequence involves the notions of Time, Space and
Causality. These three factors constitute the common cause of
the being and comprehension of any finite object. All schools of
Indian thought, in one sense or other, have accepted the truth
of these notions.

The past, present and future have no meaning if we do not

The Nyiya system  aCCEPt the concept of ¢ Time.’ Time is the
onTime and Space  cause that gives rise to the distinction of
the two as older and younger. Days, months, years, ctc., are
nothing but the limitations of Time.! All these considera-
tions led the Naiyayikas to admit Time as an cternal entity that
conditions itself in finite times. T.et us see however whether
these considerations can be explained in another way, and then
there would be no necessity of assuming the existence of an
cternal Time.

I is also objected that the idea of Time is not essential to
explain the notion of day, month, year, young and old, etc. These
ideas of young and old do not originate from the belicf in eternal
Time ; they are simply the modes of the finite experience.? The
notion of day, month, year, etc., depends on the various move-
ments and evolutions of the planets and does not require a
pre-supposition of Time as a scparate category. This notion,
therefore, being a mode of motion, belongs to ¢ karma ’ category.’

Inreply to the first objection, it is argued that time is a
fact of independent perception in any cognition and cannot
therefore be denied. In any cognition the idea of delay or

1 Bh.P. and S. M. on SI. 44,
Dinakari, p. 193 (Benares Ldition).
2 Nativad grhyate kilah pratyaksena ghatadivat
ciraksipridibodho hi karyamatrivalambanah.
Ny. M. P., 136.
3  Na caiga grahanaksatraparispandasvabhﬁvakah
Kalah kalpayiturih yuktah kriyato niiparo hyasau.
Ny. M. P., 136.
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swiftness or the idea of sequence, etc., appear like the adjuncts
or qualities that specialise that form of cognition. Thesc speeial
qualities must have a basis to stand upon ; and this fundamental
basis is Time which is thus perceived in cognition. Similarly,
space also is perceived when we see a thing as located in a
particular space. It may be contended, however, that perception
is possible only when the object comes in direct contact with the
sense-organ. Space and time though standing as qualitative
adjuncts, being devoid of smell, colour, etc., do not come in
contact with the sense-organs and lie beyond perception. This
contention, however, is not satisfactory. It is not necessary that
the object of perception must appeal to sense-organs through their
respective objects such as smell, touch, taste, colour, ectec.
Whatever is clearly manifested in cognition is taken (o be a fact
of perception. Time and space qualifying the objects of
cognition are clearly manifested to us, though smell, taste, cte.,
are wanting. For examples the notion of specific gravity is an
instance of perception, though it fails to appeal to the different
sense-organs but still it is perceived. Time and Space are also
perceived in the same way. Again, if we concede validity to
these objections and hold that time and space arc inferential, it
does not invalidate their being.

In reply to the second objection it may be argued that the
succession of day and night, year, ctc., cannot be finally explained
by the revolution of the carth round its axis or by the movements
of the planets. The movements of the planets also depend for

their explanation on the idea of time. The sun rises and sets.
The understanding of this proposition presupposes time.
Therefore, time is the fundamental idea that expresses itself ip
the movements of the planets and in the succession of day and
night. Movements of planets have their being in plancts only
and have no relation to finite events. Therefore, the succession
of day and night, month and year, etc., cannot be explained by
these movements as there is no point of similarity between them.

Thus we are forced to believe time as an entity that underlies
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sequence. This time is eternal, all-pervading and partless just
as ether is.?

Similarly, Space is another aspect of sequence and is eternal,
all-pervading and partless like Time. So Time and Space arc in
their nature eternal and all-pervading ; but from the phenomenal
standpoint, they are perceived no longer as eternal and all-
pervading but limited when they stand in relation to finite
objects. Just as one eternal cther breaks down, as it were, and
manifests itself in particular pots ; so eternal Time and Space
lose as it were their cternity and manifest themselves in
particular events and finite objects as limited.  Thus, in
themselves, Time and Space are cternal, but they are looked
upon as limited in relation to finite events and objects.

In our previous discussion we have examined the Naiyayika-
position and have found that one, elernal Space
To sum up. and Time cannot explain the facts of perception.
The Naiyayikas hold that the idea of day,
month, year, etc., is due to the relations of thc movements of
the sun to the finite objects. According to the variation of this
movement, variation or change in Time order is produced. Tt
may be asked here, the movements cxist in the sun and how
can they be related to the objects of physical nature ?  According
to the Naiyiyikas the factor that establishes this relation is to
be known as time. Time is thus the source or cause of giving
rise to this idea in us.?

1 Sacayamikasavat sarvatraikah kalsh...sarvatratadvyavaharad vibhuh
avayavidrayanupalambhinniravayavah, anifritacanaéritatvadeva dravyam
avayavavibhiigidinisakaraninupapatternitya iti.

Ny. M., p. 139.

2 Idanith ghata ityadipratitih siryaparispandadikamh yadi vigayi-
karoti tada siryaparispandidina ghatddeh sambandho vacyah kala eva tat-
samhbandhaghatakeh kalpyate.

S. M., p. 195.
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Citsukha here observes that the idea of Time has its origin
in the movements of the sun ; but we are
Citsukba's criticism ~ conscious of time when the movements of the
position. " "™ sun are related to finite objects. The Naiya-
yikas lay exclusive stress on the principle that
establishes this relation and take this principle to be time.
Citsukha points out that the relation is not a potent factor in the
consciousness of time. That the true knowledge of time lies
in the movements of the sun and the relation between thesc
movements and the finite objects can be explained by any other
eternal factor and docs not necessitate time. There is one,
eternal and all-pervading sclf, which, as substrate, cstablishes
unity in diversity and harmonises all the objects that scem to be
detached [rom one another, can explain the relation between the
movements of the sun and the finitc objects.! TFurther, the idea
of day, month, year, etc., depends purely on the movements of
the sun. Thercfore, the motion of the sun is the final solution
of the secret of Time. Every experience involves Time and Space
as inherent in it. But this does not go to prove the separate
and independent entity of Time and Space.

Finite objects are explained by the idea of finile time; but
the current of time is infinite, because origination and destruction
cannot be explained if we do not hold belief in infinite time. Tf
we affirm that there was a period when time was not, and there
will be a period when time will ceasc to exist, it will presuppose
time as we have already explained. Thus Time is proved to be
infinite. Citsukha observes that infinite time is inconceivable.
We are conscious of time when the movements of the sun are
related to the finite objects, i.e., we know the meaning of
‘ before ’ and  after’ through relation. But when there isno
relation between the movements of the sun and the finite objects,

1 Divikara-parispanda-pindasangati-sathbhavit
vyapinadcetanadeva katharh kalah prasidhyati. Cit., p. 820.
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time cxists in the motion itself as a form of energy. Thus
there is no necessity of assuming one infinite time.

Similarly, Citsukha proves that space is not infinite. The
idea of space dawns on us when the sun touches the various parts
of its orbit in its different movements. The first point of con-
tact is known as the eastern gate and in reference to this point
we come to know the ten quarters. When the sun’s path or line
of movement is related to finite objects we are conscious of
space, and this does not necessitate the concept of an infinite
space. Here also the relationship is established by the absolute
Self .2

Citsukha refutes also the Nyaya category of cause and
effect. Parvakalabhavitva or antecedence in time cannot be the
criterion of a cause. Ior, in that case the
washerman’s ass, which stands just before the
fire is lighted, will be the cause of fire. If, however, the expression
niyate or invariable is prefixed to parvakalabhavilva or antece-
dence, then also the ass becomes the cause as only when the ass
is present the fire is kindled. If again the expression ananyatha-
siddha be added, that is the cause be regarded as the invariable
anlecedent sine qua nonm, then also the ass being that without
which the washerman who is the cause of fire, cannot do, will be
the cause. Space without which fire cannot be kindled will
also be the cause of fire. The objection that space being common
and all pervasive cannot be the cause of firc cannot be raised by

Cause and effect.

1 (@) Ubhayavadisarhpratipanniatmanaiva vastinamupidhisarhbandha-

siddheratirikta-dravya-kalpanayam kalpani-gauravaprasangat. Cit., p. 822.
(b) Ibid, p. 323.
(¢) N, Pr., p. 328,
(d) Kh. Kh., pp. 567-572.

2 (a) Surasikhari-$ikhara-paribhramanmartanda-mandala-prathama-sam-
yogidyupiddhyupadhine tenaiva piirvidi-pratyayanamanyathisiddhatvat,
Cit., p. 824,

(b) 1bid, 824-327.
(¢) Kh, Kh., pp. 563-567.
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the Naiyayikas, for the same objection will hold true of the soul
which they regard as the cause of the production of pleasure and
pain, The cause cannot be defined as that which being present
the effect follows, for the seed cannot produce sprouts without
accessories and  therefore according to this definition
the seed will not be the cause. If the accessories
are introduced as the cause then there arises the
fallacy of atmasrayatva, for if the cause be explained by a refer-
ence to the secondary causes, then cause 1is sought to be
explained by causes. Again the dictum that cause is
that which being present the effect follows and which being
absent the effect does not follow invalidates plurality of causes ;
for since fire can be produced by many different agencies, some
will be present in one and others in another case. TFire will be
kindled even in the absence of some factors and the definition of
cause will thus be invalidated for these absent factors may also
produce fire, on other occasions. It is absurd to define cause as
collocation of causal factors, for then causc will to be deter-
mined by causes.?

The Nyaya interpretation of cause thus being proved to be
untenable the conception of effect which depends on the concep-
tion of cause cannot be logically determined.

Now we turn to prove the untenability of Nyaya explanation
of effect and to discuss in this connection the doctrine of causation
as held by different schools of Indian thought.

Causality is the central category of experience. In every
experience we find that each phenomenon is connected with ano-

ther phenomenon by the law of causation. No
oThe doctrine of eyent in the universe is totally detatched from

the rest. Experience becomes possible only
when we presuppose causation.

Three lines of thougbt run through the history of Indian
Philosophy in explaining the law of Causation. Arambhavada

1 Citsukhi, pp. 314-817.
292
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or Asatkaryavada, Parinagmavade or Satkaryavade and Sad-
vivartavada or Sat-karanavada.

Arambhavade admits of two forms, Asatkaranavada of the
Buddhists and Sat-karanavade of the Naiyayikas. The two

schools of thought agree so far as the nature
viop Cryayika, conced- ¢ 4o effect is concerned, i.e., it is asat, non-
Joryavids ' existent.  Asat-karyavada or Arambhavada of

the Naiyayikas is a commonsense theory and
we generally assume the truth of this theory in our every day
experience. It adopts the empirical standpoint and holds that
the effect is non-cxistent before its creation. The activity of the
agent creates a kind of new elfect from the cause, which did not
exist before the operation of the agent. For instance a jar,
although made of clay, is non-existent qud jar before the potter
moulds the clay into this form. The potter creates a new effect
from the clay. Hence prior to its production, the effect as such
is non-existent. Though the effects have no permanent reality,
they have a temporary existence. They suddenly come into being
and soon vanish away. The Naiyayikas try to explain everything
by means of the atoms. By the conglomeration of atoms, every-
thing comes into existence that had no prior existence. This
theory runs counter to the Satnkhya theory which holds that the
effect is implicitly and potentially present in the cause. The cause
and the effect are identical. But the Naiyayikas hold that the
cause and effect stand in the relation of sequence and can never
be identical. ~ Cause and cffect appear in our consciousness as
separate. 'We ncver identify a piece of cloth with the thread of
which it is made. The cloth was ‘ asat * but the threads were
existent, sat. 'When so made, we do not look upon it as threads
arranged in a certain order but as cloth. So too, a jar is not
identical with its cause clay.

This theory suffers from many difficulties. At the very
outset, it appears to us to be inconsistent when we think that
bodily substances can have their origin in a
bodiless substance. Non-existence can never

Criticism,
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be transformed into existence. If the effect were absolutely non-
existent before its production, it could by no means be brought
into being. We can, for example, extract oil from mustard-
seeds, but never from sand. Every effect exists potentially in
its material cause, and is only manifested as such through the
activity of the agent. The jar in question cxists in clay cven
prior to its being moulded as such. The potter’s activity is only
a suitable occasion for its manifestation as a jar.

Further, if we accept the hypothesis of Arambhavada, we
are forced to admit the principle of the plurality of causes. If
the effect suddenly comes into being spontaneously and does not
exist potentially in the cause prior to its being manifested, we
are forced to believe that anything can come out of anything
else; and there is no certainty that the same cause will produce
the same effect. We know that the causal connection is a
necessary relation and we get oil from mustard-seed only becausc
oil is inherent in the seed ; but we cannot derive oil from sand
and the reason is to be found in the fact that there is no ne-
cessary relation between oil and sand, or in other words, oil does
not implicitly inhere in the sand.

Thus if we hold that the same cause will give rise to the same
effect, we are called upon to admit at the same time that the
effect remains implicit in the cause before 1ts manifestation.

Thus we see that the effcct is not ‘asat’ or non-existent prior
to its production. It isto be found inhering in the cause, and
by the activity of the agent what was implicitly contained in the
cause is explicitly expressed in the effcct. The effect is hidden
from our view before its production and it is presented to us
under favourable conditions. Limits to knowledge are not the
same thing as limits to existence. We cannot, therefore, argue
that because we do not sec the effect before its production it does
not exist. But it does exist though only implicitly. No fore-
knowledge is possible if the effect is non-existent. The -effect-
form is, therefore, potentially existent in the cause. It is not
purely ‘asat ’ before it is produced.
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Naiyayika theory, though it gives a better interpretation of
the Law of Causation and removes the shortcomings of Buddhism,
is not fully satisfactory; because in refuting the Buddhists, it
adopts some view that are logically false. The Naiyayika-diffi-
culties did strike the Samkhyists who render a better explana-
tion of Causation. These threc schools represent the different
stages of development of the same thought in so far as Causation
i8 concerned.

This school holds that the effect is real or sat. Whatever
comes into being cannot be non-existent. The effect, before its

production, is implicitly present in the cause
Samkbya theory of . ops .
Causation. and under suitable conditions the cause mani-
fests itself in the effect. The cause and the
effect are not two different realities. The cause appears in the
effect ; the two are different aspects of the same phenomenon.
Before transformation it is known as cause and after
transformation it 1is known as effect. The author of
Siddhantaleéa defines causation as a process of becoming in which
the cause gradually changes and reappears in the effect. The
effect can be described as the immanent finality, the formative
principle realising itself through successive transformations till
it reaches the final growth and development. 1t is the generally
accepted theory of causation in metaphysics.

The monistic doctrine of causation is known as Vivartavidu.

Advaitin's  ox. Lhe cffect is  not the transformation of the
planation of Causoand  cguse, as the Sarmkhyists hold, but it is the
manifestation of the cause ; in this manifesta-

tion the cause is not affected in any way. According to Samkhya,
the cause and the effect are identical, because it is the poten-
tiality that comes into actuality. But Advaitism denies this
truth and hold that the relation is inexplicable, anirvacaniya.
So far as our experience is concerned, we can say this much
that the effect cannot be understood independent of its material
cause, i.e., a pot cannot exist independent of clay. Thus it
stands in opposition to the Nyaya-Vaidesika systems that hold that
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the effect is a separate and independent entity. The relation is
not identical; because the activity of the agent fails in this
affirmation and the expression °the agent makes a thing’ is
emptied of all meaning. Neither can it be considered as
bhedabheda as these are two contradictory {cerms which cannot
inhere in the same object at the same time. Hence the nature
of the effect is unspeakable or anirvacaniya.  This is the view of
the Sarikarites.

Advaita Vedanta explains the rclation between the cause
and the effect as ananya. The term docs not mean
abheda or non-difference as used in Samkhya. It means, on the
other hand, that the effect has no being or reality apart from that
of the cause.'

Vacaspati Midra in explaining the term ananya says that
it is neither bheda or diffcrent nor abheda or identical. In intro-
ducing this term Advaitism differs from the Nyaya-Vaidesika
systems on the one hand, and Switkhya and Patafijala on the
other. If t{he causc and the effcct are different, we fail to trace
out any causal link between two separate, independent and differ-
ent entities.

The activity of the agent becomes useless if the cause and
the effect are identical. This objection can be met by the
Samkhyists by saying that the activity of the agent is necessary
to bring potentiality into actuality as we bave secn in the ex-
amples of the Samkhyists. This contention beinggranted, the
theory cannot be considered as beyond dispute. What do we
mean by the transformation of the cause into the effect? If
transformation implies a complete change of cause, knowledge
would be impossible, for it makes every state of existence different

1 (@) Karanit prthak sattdsinyatvamn karyasya sidhyate naikya-
mityarthah.
R.P,2 1. 16.
(b) Na khalvananyatvamityabhedarh brimah kintu bhedarh vya-
sedbamal) tataéca nabhediérayadosaprasangah
Bh,, 2. 1. 14,
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from the previous state. If it means, on the other hand, that
transformation is not of the whole but of the parts only, the
question arises whether these parts are different from or identi-
cal with the cntire cause. If we affirm the first alternative, we
have to admit the synthesis between the two and this is
logically absurd. The other alternative is meaningless, because
il the parts are identical with the entire cause and get themselves
transformed, what is the ground of objection to the whole being
changed ?

Again, the application of the law of transformation on uni
versal sequence leads to further difficulties. ~What is
the nature of the entire cause that is- transformed into
diversified forms ? Is it partless or is it endowed with
parts 2 If it be partless, it goes to prove that complete change is
produced in the primordial cause in every form of transformation
and the cffect must be eternal. If we accept the second alterna-
tive, the primordial cause becomes no longer eternal but perish-
able.’

All these defects and shortcomings of the Sarmkhyists lead the
Advaitins to accept the thcory of vivarta, evolution, or self-
alienation, i.e., the process of reflection in which the effect does
not possess the same amount of being as the cause.” This i8
also transformation, but a new form of transformation, i. e.
manifestation. The effcct is a mere appearance and is valid only
empirically from the phenomenal standpoint. Causality holds
good as long as we are confined to the empirical world, but when
we transcend the phenomenal world and judge the effect from
the metaphysical standpoint, it is non-existent or false.
Experience must presuppose the chain of causation, but beyond
experience it has no validity.

1 (i) Bhamati, 1. 1. 4.
(i) Kalpataru, p. 117, 1,1.4,

2 8.L.,p. 108,
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The Buddhist logicians, who advocate asatkaryavada or

Bauddhs view of Production of a previously non-existent effect
o wth the a8 held by the Naiyayikas, also ultimately come
of the Advaitins. to the monistic conclusion that the effect is
non-existent and false. The Sautrintika, on being questioned
why the same seed should produce oil and not any other substance,
though it is all equally non-existent in the causal entity, only
says in reply that there can be no questioning with regard to the
ultimate laws of nature, which are unthinkable and beyond the
scope of Philosophy. They are to be accepted as facts without
question.! There is no means of divining the inner powers of
things by intuition; they can be known only when particular
effects are scen to be produced. There is an unknown law which
regulates the powers of things and the determinate effects that are
seen 10 issue from particular causes are determined by this un-
known law. But it has been urged that determination connotes
the idea of delimitation, and when the other limit, viz., the effect,
is absent, how can you speak of determination? It is under-
standable if the effects are existent in some form or other,
otherwise, it is only a word without meaning.®? The Buddhist
allows the justice of the objection that the word ‘determination’
is inapplicable in the absence of the other limit, viz., the effect.
But the position he seeks to establish simply amounts to this :
that the causal entity, the unique fact which is seen to be in-
variably attended by another entity styled the effect, is undeniable
as a real, substantive fact, though the particular cxpressions
usually employed to characterise it may fail to convey a correct
idea of its real nature. Words arc bui convenient symbols,
employed according to the taste and purpose of the speaker and

V' Niyatacintya-Saktini vastini’ha pratiksanam
bhavanti ninuyojyini dahane dahasaktivat,
T. 8., 8. 438,
2 Avadhinam anigpatterniyatastena éaktayah
sattve tu niyamas tisam yuktih savadhiko nanu.
T. 8., Sl 29.
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arc by no manner of means to be regarded as integral parts of
things-in-themselves.  So the objection with regard to an expres-
sion docs not touch the essential nature of things. However
objectionable and defective the language one may use to interpret
the causal relation may be the existence of the two entities, one
following closely on the heels of another, is unquestionable. All
existents being momentary can have neither a past nor a future
history and their momentary existence is interpreted as origina-
tion by a necessary fiction of the understanding. '

The question of their previous existence or non-cxistence
cannot, therefore, arise, as a momentary entity is ex hypothesi
destitute of all continuity. Itis, however, by a fiction of the
understanding, supposed to be non-existent in the past, as it is
only secn to emerge closely on the heels of another entity. But
in reality neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated of
it, as a non-existent can never be existent or vice versa. The idea
of onc thing being the cause and another being effect is also an
intellectual fiction—a mere form of understanding called into
being by the necessity of intcrpreting the relation of two events,
which, however, has nothing to do with the objective order of
reals. What happens in reality is that one entity follows closely
another.? And this is cndorsed by an ¢pse dizit of the Lord
Buddha, '¢ O thou Mahamate (take it) that all these phenomena
have no origination, as neither existent nor non-existent can be

produced.’’ ®

! Vastanim pOrvaparakoti$inyanarh ksanamatrivasthiiyi svabhava
evotpida ityucyate.
T. S., p. 83.
2 (a) Utpiido vastubhavastu so’satd na sata tatha,
satnbadhyate kalpikaya kevalarh tvasatd dhiya.
(b) Yadideih vastuno ripam ekinantaramiksyate
Pragasinneti tadvijam pragbhite tvidamasti na.
T. 8., Sls, 82-38.
%  Aputpanni mahamate sarvadharmih sadasatoranutpannatvit.
T. S., p. 82.
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This account of the Sautrantika throws overboard the theory
of causation in toto. It reduces causation to a mere mechanical
sequence and confesses its inability to explain the character of
necessity, which distinguishes causal relation from cases of
accidental sequence. The Sautrantika plays into the hands of
the Sanyavadin, who declares that causation is an appearance
and not reality. The S@nya-vada and the theory of Maya have,
however, the virtue of logical consistency to their credit, as they
make no scruple to declare that the phenomenal order of things
is unintelligible and incxplicable, that the cntire cosmos is a
mysterious appearance.

Nagarjuna and Sarikara, with their keen logical acumen,
have shown in unmistakable language that causation is the hidden
rock, on which the ship of realism must suffer shipwreck.

23



CHAPTER V
NATURE OoF PHIENOMENAT, APPEARANCE

The theory of phenomenality of this order of existence has
a long history behind it ; it was later on developed by the Neo-
Vedantic teachers of the Advaita-Vedanla school. Gaudapida, the
first systematic exponent of the Advaita-Vedante wrote a chapter
on the phenomenal character of this worldly existence. His
philosophy was perhaps greatly influenced by the Vijfianavada
and the Madhyamika schools of Buddhism. To him the worldly
existence is a pure subjective illusion and the sense-perception
of our waking consciousness is just akin to the dream impres-
sions.! Gaudapada has applied the very same arguments as
advanced by the Buddhistic teachers.

Next comeg Sarhkara who has repudiated the doctrine of
unreality of cxternal objects as propounded by the Vijianarada
school. But he maintains the phenomenality of the creative
order and explains this appearance to be a sceming expression
of A-logical reality. According to the Vijiianavada the creative
order is a mere subjective illusion. The waking consciousness
is similar to the dream consciousness. But according {o
Saimnkara, the world of existence is not a subjective creation or a
mere illusion. The waking consciousness is different from drcam
consciousness, inasmuch as the former has got a pragmatic
validity while the latter has got none.

! Svapnajigarite sthine hyckamihurmanisinah

Bhediniirh hi samatvena prasiddhenaiva hetunia
Adiavante ca yannasti vartamiino’pi tattatha
Vitatthail) sadréih santah avitatha iva laksitah
Saprayojanata tesim svapne vipratipadyate
Tasmididyantavattvena mithyaiva khalu te smrtah.

M.K.G., 5, 6, 7, Ch. II.
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The world neither is, nor is not, and so its nature is indes-
cribable. While it is diflerent from being and non-being it
shares in the character of both. All finite things, as Plato says,
are made up of being and non-being. Phenomenal appearance
is, in the words of Bosanquet, “the great ultimmate contradiction
of the finite infinite nature.”” Heaven and Earth shall pass
away, our body decays, our scnses change and our empirical
egoes are built up beforc our eyes. None of these is ultimately
real. The whole chain of phenomenal existence is a manifesta-
tion or an expression of reality and is itsclf false as an indepen-
dent cxistence.

Now the problem which faces us here, is what is the true
nature of falsity attributed to the phenomenal appearance by
the teachers of the Adraita-Vedanta. The Madhrites, who
hold the worldly appearance as real, seriously question the
standpoint of the Swmlariles, Vyasaraja, the author of the
Nyayamrta, puts forward and critically examines all plausible
interpretations of falsity and comes to the conclusion that none
of them is logically cogent to give a rational explanation of
falsity of the phenomenal world. Thus contending against the
position of the Neo-Vedantic teachers, Vyasardja asks the
Advaitins what is the real nature of falsity predicated of the
phenomenal appearances P The Advaita-teachers advance five-
fold logical explanations of the concept." Madhustidana
Sarasvati in his Adovaita-Siddhi, the monumental work of the
Neo-Vedantic school, has given a brilliant exposition of the
concept against a good number of objections of Vyasaraja and

1 (1) Sadassttinadhikaranatvam, (2) Pratipannopidhau truikilika-
pisedha-pratiyogitvam, (3) Jhiananivartyatvam, (4) Sviérayanis(bityanta.
bhivapratiyogitvam, (5) Sadviviktatvarh mithyitvam.

The first definition has been suggested by Padmapada in his Paica-
padikd, second and third by Prakiéitman in his Vivarana, fourth by
Citsukha in his Tattvapradipika and fifth by Anandabodba in his Nydya-
dipavali,
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his school ; and he has thus pointed out the real cssence of the
five-fold explanations of falsity put forward by the masters of
the Advaita school. In replying to the question of Vyasaraja,
Madhusidana, on the basis of the exposition of the Padicapadika
of Padmapida, defines falsehood or mithyatva as something
inexplicable and inconceivable in the sense that it is neither the

receptacle (udhikarana) of existence and nor of non-existence.!
Against this explanation of Padinapada, Vyasarija contends
.. that sadasadanadhikaranatva, which according
o S e to the view-point of Padmapada, is the crite-
mition of Padmapida.  1ion of falsehood, is a concept which stands
against all logic and reason and connotes nothing logically valid.
Padmapada’s expression admits of three possible interpretations
but none of them is free from fallacy of one kind or another.
The three probable interpretations brought forward by Vyasarija
are :—(a) The absolute negation of non-existence characterised
by existence. (b) The dual character of the absolute negation of
existence and that of non-cxistence. (¢) The absolute negation

of non-existence as determined by that of cxistence.
In" pointing out inadequacies in the given interpretations
Vyasarija contends that the first exposition
Inadequacies of the .

interpretations point- 18 untenable because phenomenal appearances
edout by Vyhsnrdie are real and can in no way be characterised
by non-existence determined by existence (sattva-visistasattoa).
The Madhvites admit absolute existence of the phenomenal
appearance and totally deny non-existence advocated by
the monistic teachers. And non-existence or asattve being

! Sudasadanadhikaranatvamanirvicyatvaii mithyatvamiti. P, P,, p.8.
2 Tat kirh sattva-visistasattvabhival, sattvityantabhavasattvityanta-
bhavariparh dharmadvayam, sattvityantabhavatve sati asattvatyantiabbava-
riparh visigtam,
N. Mr., p. 22.
In explaining Padmapiida’s expression Vyisardja takes his stand only
on the grammaticul and syntactical furmation of the expression.

Vide Siddhivyakhya, p. 48,
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negated therein, the worldly appearance cannot be characterised
by any particular form of non-existence (sattva-visista-sattra)
for a substantive aspect (visegyamsa) of a concept being denied
all special features which determine the nature of the substantive
(videsya) must also be necessarily negated.
Further such an exposition commits the fallacy of
) sadhyaprasiddhi or attempting to prove some-
Fallacy of Sadhya- . . . .
prasiddhi. thing which is nowhere known to exist,
sadhya or the major or what is to be predicated
of the minor must be a known fact. Non-existence characterised
by existence, which is the suggested criterion of falsity, is a
concept which is totally devoid of any factuality according to the
Madhvites. Hence there arises the fallacy of sadhya-prasiddhi
or reasoning from something which is nowhere known to
exist.!
The second interpretation is unsatisfactory because it involves
contradiction or vyaghata. Of the two charac-
ouznagyeq‘if;;e:,f{?jift?ﬁ teristics which are quite contradictory in their
:;1f§%958i1;?’P'e°“' nature, if one is negated in a phenomenon, the
other is posited by the negation of the first
one, but the two cannot reside simultancously. Now if the
absolute negation of existence is denied in the phenomenal
appearance, its contradictory, the ncgation of non-cxistence, is
posited therein ; and again if the absolute necgation of non-
existence is negated, the negation of existence is posited in the

worldly existence.

1 Sadhyaprasiddhi is a fallacy of rcasoning based on the improbability
of sddhya or major. When in a syllogism, the major which is aflirmed
or denied of the subject or the minor, becomes an unknown factor. the
syllogistic argument commits the fallacy of unknown predication. For ex-
ample, in the syllogism *‘ a mountain has golden fire, because it has smoke,’
the golden fire or the major of the syllogism is not known to us and hence
such a factor cannot be predicated of the mountain and the syllogism
becomes fallacious.
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For the test of the two concepts ‘ saltva and asattva,’ exis-
The shurge of V4 tence and ngn-@istence, 18 cx_)ntradiction
ghata. and non-contradiction. Worldly existences are
sat Dbecausc they arc not contradicted ; and
the oyster-silver, rope-serpent, ctc., are asat because they are
contradicted.  If saltoa or abadhyatva be negated in a pheno-
menon it logically follows that the phenomenon is asat or badhya.
The exposition under consideration positing two contradictory
characteristics, viz., the absolute negation of existence and of
non-existence in the worldly appearance commits an unavoidable
contradiction or vyaghata.!
Secondly, the interpretation is faulty as it might be turned
against the Advaitin’s position in twofold
inids churgo of Arth-— ) nmer.  In the first place, il may be argued
that Brahman being devoid of all determinate
qualities can be said to be marked by the negation of existence
and that of non-existence. Hence if this dual characterisation,
viz., negation of existence and non-existence be the creterion of
falsity, Bralman itsell becomes false. Then again if Bralman
thus characterised be taken as absolutely real, the worldly
appearance should also be regarded as real as it is, on the
Advaitin’s own admission, marked by these two dual negative
characters. This i what is called one of the ¢occasions of
rebuke’ (nigrahasthanam) known as Arthantaram, i.c., the
argument leads to a position which is not intended.*
1 (a) Vide Nyaydamrta, p. 22.

(b) Nisedhasya anyataravidhinintariyakatvit  sattvityantabhive
sadhyc vyihatih, evamasattvityantabhiive sidhye sattvasyaiva priptya
punah tadatyantibhivasidhane vyihatirityarthah. N. Mr., p. 22.

(¢) Sattvabbivasidhane asattvasya priptyd punarasattvibhiva-
sadhane vydhatirityarthah, N. Mr. T., p. 10.

2 (a) Nirdharmaka-Brahmavat sattvarihitye'pi sadrapatvenamithya-
tvopapattyi arthintarafica. N. Mr.. p. 24.

(b) Rajatarh viniipi $uktyidau rajata-pratiti-vyavahiriadidardanit
satpadirtharh  vindpi sutpratityiderupapattivatilighavamiti  Brahmipi
sadrapati na sidhyet, pramitatvit Brahma sadrapamiti jagatyapi tulyam.

N. Mr. T., p. 11.
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The position is again untenable, because the major or sadhya
) cannot be proved from the given explanatory

The charge of Sadhya- . . .
varkalya. cxample as the explanatory instance is in-
adequate. In the syllogism under discussion
‘negation of existence and of non-existence ' is the major
or sadhya and the oyster-silver rope-serpent, etc., are the
given explanatory instances. Now the Madhvites contend
that the absotutc necgation of existence may exist in the
nonest oyster-silver, etc., but the negation of non-cxistence
can in no way be admitted in them because they are
unreal or asat in their character. Thus only a part of the
major is proved by the explanatory instance. Hence the instance

is sadhya-vikala.!

It may be argued in reply that if the major of the syllogism
under discussion being partly negated in the oyster-silver and
such other explanatory examples, makes the inference a faulty
onc, the well-known syllogism ¢ the carth differs from other cate-
gories for its smell ' ? also becomes fallacious. I'or in this
syllogism, water, ether, etc., form the explanatory cxamples, and
‘the diffcrence of all other categorics ” forms the major (sadhya).
Now in a particular example, say in water, differcnce of all
other categories except its own self can be held, but the difference
of water in water can in no way be acknowledged ; and in this
way all explanatory instances fail to prove the mutual negation of

1 Sadhya-vikala is onc of the four fallacies of the positive expla-

natory instance, for example, if in the syllogism, sound is eternal because
it is without a cause, and what is without a cause is etcrnal the antecedent
non-existence or pragabhiva be brought forward as an explanatory instance,
the instance being negated at the origination of its counierpart or praliyogi
caonot be characterised as eternal and the major of the syllogism thus docs
not exist in the explanalory example and the example isstyled sidhya-vikala.

2 Prthivi itarcbhyo bbidyate gandhavattvit.
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all categories of the major of the given syllogism. And the
examples being partially invalid in their nature invalidate the
syllogism. !
But the argument is not convincing, for, the given syllogism
heing purely negative (kevala-vyatireki) in its character does not
require a positive instance to prove its major
The charge of sadliya . _ . .
varkalya  cannot  be  aDd the question of sadhya-vaikalya being one
e v infoeene 7 of the defects of the example homogeneous with
the proven, cannot be urged in the case of
purely negative form of inference. Such an inference is based on
the negative form of vyapli or concomitance between the nega-
tion of the major and that of the middle. Even then, a question
may naturally be asked that such a major cannot be establish-
ed because the instance of such a concomitance cannot be
found anywhere else. It is found only in the earth where
it is doubted and has to be proved by the
The negative in- . .
forence commits the Syllogistic argument. Hence the charge of
;,",'Ji'ﬁ{,,,,_m sadhya- sadhyaprasiddhi or the improbability of the

major invalidates the whole chain of reasoning.

To refute the charge it may be argued that the major—the
difference of all categories—is not to be understood individually or
separately but collectively by a particular determinate cognition
(visigfa-buddhi) in which the aggregate itself is presented as its
object (samithalambanajiiana). Thus in a particular instance,
¢.g., in water, the difference of water itself may appear as an

The charge of absurdity, but the negation of totality or
sadaprasiidly oar  samha in any particular case is logically
Nyiyw syllogism under — pgtq))lished. And in this way the given major

discussion.

U (a) N.Mr., p. 24.

(b) Prihivitarabbinnetyatripi trayodasabhedinim sidhyatvit jaladau
tejahprabhrtidvidafabhedinam  sattvepi jalabhedasya abhivit sidhya-
vaikalyam. N. Mr. P, p. 24.

(¢) N.Mr. T, p.12.
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may be proved in all heterogeneous instances and the charge of
sadhyaprasiddhi is a futile one.’

By the application of the same logic which establishes the
difference of all categories in earth on account of its smell, the
| Adwiti’s S},u:;; :X_((ll\;alt_ms ‘.?Jo%d the .opponent’s cha'rgc. of
Ofsﬁdhydpmiddh: adhyaprasiddhi or of improbable predication.

Of the two noted characteristics of the major
the negation of existence may be found in the oyster-silver
and that of non-existence in the phenomenal appearance ; but the
two can nowhere be found in & single substratum.  For this
reason the charge of improbability major has been urged in
the Advaita-interpretation of falsity.® In repudiating the
Madhvites' charge of sadhyaprasiddhi, the Advaitins contend
that the two characteristics, viz., negation of existence and of
non-existence, are jointly and collectively apprehended as the
counterpart (pratiyoyi) of one absolute negation ; and the
oyster silver, rope-serpent, cte., which, though incapable of
being characterised by the negation of non-existence, can be
logically determined by the negation of both the characteristics
taken jointly. For the negation of both in the substrate of one
is a well-admitted fact in the science of reasoning.

1 (a) N. Mr,, p. 24.

(b) Jaliditrayodasinyonyiabhavinar tejahprabhrtisu pratyekar pratye-
kam jiiinanantaram trayodasanyonyibbiva iti sam Ghalambanaripaika-
jiinaradbanarm prasiddhi-sarhbhavena vyatirekanirapanam sarhbhavati.

N. Mr. P,, p. 24.

(¢) Ekaikanyonyibhivasya na gidhyatavacchedukavacchinnatvam,
sidbyativacchedakasya samiihalabanaika-jnanopiaradhatvasya  vyiisajya-

vrtterdharmasya pratyekiabhuvesvaparyapteh.
N, Mr. P, p. 12,

2  Ekidhikaranyavacchedena sidhyasiddheruddesyatvena atra ekidhi-

karapyavacchedena sadhyaprasiddherabhavit aprasiddbavifesanati syiadeva.
N. Mr. P, p. 24,

P
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Now the Madhvites contend that such a position may refute
 Sadhyaprasiddhi be- the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi but one of
R e ey?leofguit;g parts of the major being already admitted
z?mmi::h.‘zlt»:h_ fallacy in the explanatory example, e. ¢., oyster-silver,
sadhanata. the Advaita position can in no way avoid the

charge of ariatah-siddha-sidhanata or proving

what is partly proved.!

The third interpretation of falsity in which the two in-
dependent negations of existence and non-existence, as they
Vyasari's et AT€ understood in the second interpretation,
fe‘:;e‘zzttgs.‘hi“‘ w-  are combined in a single notion of two com-

ponent parts, onc being the qualifying epithet,
and the other a noun qualified. The absolute negation of ex-
istence and of non-existence related as noun and adjective would
not give the Advaitins any relief for all the shortcomings,
mainly based on the two negative marks, viz., (1) vydghate or
contradiction, (2) arthantaram or shifting of topic and (3) sadhya-
vaikalya or inadequacy of instance pointed out in the second inter-
pretation, may be shown to have crept in the third one as  well.
Of the two other fallacics, viz., (1) sadhyaprasiddhi or impro-
bability of the major and (2) amsatak-siddha-sadhanata or
proving what has been partly proved, the charge of siddha-
sadhanata docs not lic in this interpretation; for a major thus
characterised has nowhere been partially known. The question
of amsatak-siddha-sadhanat@ occurs in cases in which the distinc-
tive marks of the major (sadhyatavacchedakadharmma) are not one
but many ; and of the many marks of the major, some already
exist where they are to be proved. In the second explanation of
falsity, the major was characterised by its two constituent parts
and one of them, viz., the negation of existence was already

! Prthivitarabhinni prthivitvidityatra trayodadanyonyibhivanimiva
atrip: sattviieattvityantabhivayoh pratyekam prasiddhatvena kathaficida-
prasiddbavigesanatviabhiive’pi asattvityantibhavarhée siddbasidbaniicca.

N.Mr., p 24.



NATURE OF PHENOMENAL APPEARANCE 187

preadmitted in the oyster-silver, thus the charge of améatak-
siddha sadhanata has been urged in the second exposition. In
the third one, the combined notion (viSigta-buddhi) has been
taken as the major and the distinctive feature of the major
(sadhyat@vacchedakadharma) is a unique one comprising the
two constituents in a single determinate notion. Tt isa third
notion distinet from the two and relating the two as a
limiting adjunct and the noun qualificd, in other words,
the distinctive mark of the major is mnot identical with
the characteristics of the determinate factor and that of
the noun (visesanatavacchedaka and visesyatavacchedaln).
Visista-buddhi or determinate notion is one distinctive judgment
which unites the two or more independent notions in one single
whole and originates as a third apprehension springing out of
individual notions which are united in onc whole. And this
wholeness being the distinctive fcature of the major the
major in its entirety is nowhere established and thus the
charge of améatah-siddha-sadhanata cannot be urged in the third
exposition.'

When this wholeness forms the characteristic of the major,
a new defect creeps into the exposition. The combined concept,
which is the distinctive feature of the major
The charge of super- .

fluity of the substantive  has, as we have already noticed, the two com-

portion of the major. . .
ponent parts related as noun and its determin-
ing adjuncts. Now to establish falsity of the phenomenal
appearances, if the Advaita-teachers prove the absolute negation
of existence (sattvatyaniabhava) in the worldly cxistences against

the Madhvites who advocate their reality, the Advaita proposition

! (a) Sadhyatavacchedakaikyinnariée siddhasadhanatvam.
N, Mr., p. 25,
(b) Prakrte visistasya ekasya sadhyatvena sadhyativaccheda-
kaikyena tadavacchinnasidhyasya asiddhatvannirmée siddhasddbani-

vakiadah. - ,
. Mr., p. 25.
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can be affirmed and the portion which forms the limiting
adjunct (visesanamsa) of the entire judgment forming the major
is quite enough to establish the Advaita tenet of falsity and the
portion represcunting the main component (vifesyariéa) appears
to be redundant, for, the absolute negation of non-existence in
the phenomenal existences is an admitted fact in the thesis of the
Madhvites. Thus the charge of vyartha-visesyata or superfluity
of the subjective aspect of the major renders the interpretation
faulty.

Aguinst this the Advaitins might argue that the charge of
vyartha-visesyata or redundancy of the substantive aspect of the
major cannot be brought against the monistic thesis. For to
establish the falsity of the phenomenal world which has been
characterised by the Advaitins as neither being nor non-being,
such a superfluity of the major is rather helpful and intentional.
The Advaita teachers, cstablishing such a redundant major in the
minor, v1z., in the phenomenal appearance, characterise it as false
in the sense of being indescribable in its nature, The worldly
appearance is neither existence nor non-cxistence. It partakes
of the character of both being and non-being. It is neither
ultimately real as it has got no permanent substratum of its own
nor does it share in the nature of sky-flower, hare’s horn, etc.,
as they are absolute nought. The world appearance takes a
middle course between the two extremes. We do not and
cannot know its nature. It is inconceivable and incxplicable.
To attribute falsity in this peculiar sense, the Advaitins deem
such a superfluity as an absolutely necessary part of the major
and the charge of redundancy in the monistic proposition is
beside the point.

Even granting for the sake of argument that the charge of
superfluity of the substantive portion of the major (vyartha-
vifesyatd) can be met in the above way, the Madhvites return

to the charge and contend that the charge of
,a;,r,,";(-,pm;','}"‘,',ﬁf °f sadhyaprasiddhi cannot be got over and seems
to be a formidable objection to the Advaita
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syllogism. It might be contended that though such a deter-
minate major can no where be established, the diffcrent parts
of it might be proved separately. Thus the existent proves
the negation of non-cxistent and the non-existent proves the
negation of existent. But such proof by parts cannot establish
the totality (samudayasiddhi) which is the cssence of the
given major. Moreover any such attempt to prove the total
major by part would banish the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi from
the science of reasoning. In the universally accepted instance
of sidhyaprasiddhi, viz., the ‘earth is scratched by the hare's
horn because it is earth,’” ' the hare’s horn being an impossibility,
the syllogism suffers from the fallacy of ‘unknown predication.’
The real absurdity of the proposition lies in the fact that there is
no inherent relation between the hare and the horn. And it is
no answer to the fallacy to say that the two terms ¢ hare’ and
“horn’ can be taken separately as real entities. Since such
separation of clements of the complex major is against the real
essence of the argument, the two parts are to be taken as
a collective notion and the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi will apply
whenever there is any such disjunction of parts.

To refute the charge put forward by Vyasaraja against the
expression of Padmapada, Madhusadana Sarasvati contends that
the objections are not to the point. The charge of contradiction
or vyaghata as pointed out by Vyasaraja in the second interpreta-

The charge of tion, Madhusidana obsecrves, cannot stand.
cyaghata cannot The real essence of Vyasaraja’'s charge of
stand. contradiction lies in the fact that of two
absolute negations of diverse character, viz., the absolute negation
of existence and of non-existence when one is negated, the other
is invariably posited and vice versa; but the two cannot reside in
a single substrate. Against this, Madhusidana argues that
Vyasaraja's charge is mainly based on what the two terms sattva
and asattva, existence and non-existence, connote here. Are they

1 Bhah éaéa-viganollikhita bhitvat.
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to be taken in the sense that (1) one is the absolute nega tion of
the other (paraspara-viraharapatayi), or that (2) one invariably
and universally pervades the absolutc negation of the other
(paraspara-virahavyapakataya), or that (3) the absolute negation
of one is to be pervaded by the other (paraspara-viraha-vyapyataya).
These are the thrce possible interpretations which might
bring about the charge of contradiction in the Advaita-
position. To explain the position further : if existence be taken
in the sense of the absolute negation of non-existence and non-
existence as that of existence, they cannot reside in the same
substrate ; if again they are located in the same substratum, they
are not of the said nature. If the negation of cxistence (asattva)
be characterised to be located in the substrate of the absolute nega-
tion of existence, asattva cannot be defined as the absolute nega-
tion of existence. In other words, if the negation of non-exist-
ence exists in the substrate of that of existence, the two concepts
satfva and asattva cannot be characterised as mutual absolute
negation. Ifor example, the negation of existence (suttoa-bhava)
exists in the substrate of the negation of existence, thus existence
cannot be characterised as the negation of existence. Similarly,
if the negation of existence exists in the substrate of that of non-
existence, non-cxistence and existence cannot be defined as
mutual absolute negation.!
Again, if asal{va, negation of existence, is to be located in
Explanation of the  the substrate of that of existence, asattva
second alternalive. cannot invariably and universally pervade the
negation of existence. Asforexample, sattva or existence, which
can be negated in the substrate of the negation of existence,
cannot pervade the negation of existence, so is non-cxistence.
On the other hand, if sattva or existence is to be located in the

1 Asattvain yadi sativabhiva-samanadhikarana-svabhivakam syat, tada
sattvibhavaripar na syit; yat yadabbivasamanadhikarana-svabhivakar tat
ne tadabhivaripamiti evam sattvam yadi asattvibhavasamanadhikarana.
svabhavakarh syit, tada asattvabhavariparh na syat.

Vittha, the gloss on the G. B., pp. 50-51.
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same location with the negation of non-existence, sattva cannot
pervade the negation of non-existence.!

If asattva resides in the substrate of the negation of existence,

Explavation of the  the Negation of existence is not to be pervaded
third alternative. by asattva and vice versa.® All these contra-
reasonings definitely prove that sattva and asattva cannot reside
in the same substrate and this invalidates the Advaita-proposition
which characterises the worldly existence with the dual negation
of both existence and non-existence. Here lies the real logic of
contradiction (vyaghata) pointed out by Vyasaraja.

In repudiating Vyasardja’s charge of contradiction Madhu-
siidana contends that nonc of three interpretations of the concepts
sattva and asattva is free from defects. That saltva and asattva
are to be taken as mutual absolute negation (paraspara-viraha-
ripa) is a position advocated by the Madhvites but thoroughly
discarded by the Sawnkarites. The Advaitins explain the criterion
of sattva as free from contradiction of all times ((rikdla-

Monistic explana-  D@dRYatvam) and asattva as what does ncver
tionof satandasat. — gor) the object of cognition as reality in
any substrate.® The sky-flower, hare’s horn, cte., which have
no objectivity at all, are never cognised as real in any substratum ;
they are therefore styled as asat’ or unreal. Phenonmenal
appearances, which satisfy the demand of our pragmatic life,
have objectivity of their own and are apprehended as real.  They,
therefore, cannot be classed with the nonest sky-flower, bare’s
horn, ete. The pot, carrying water, occupying a particular space-
position, is cognised as real and cannot be charged with unreality
as explained by the monistic teachers. All phenomenal objects
which serve the pragmatic affairs of life, cannot be defined as
absolute nought ; nor can they be explained as real in the abso-
lute sense of the term. They, therefore, do not come under
the category of either ‘“is *’ or ““is not '’ and their nature is

1 Ibid, p. 51. 2 Ibid, p. 51.
3 Kvacidapyupiadhau sattvena pratiyamanatvanadhikarapatvam.
Ad, S., p. 51.
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different from both. The world-appearance has got an empirical
existence of its own. Asit is not existence in the pure and
absolute sense of the term, it is also not false in the sense of
non-existence which is the characteristic of sky-flower, hare’s
horn, etc. The world appearance is thus styled sadasadanadhi-
karana by Padmapada, and the Madhva charge of contradiction
(vydghata) is beside the point.
It is now scen from the previous discussion that the
Contradiction can.  Madhvites” charge of contradiction cannot stand
?‘?:tszzgdp::vm seso i the scnse that sattva and asattva are the two
:ﬁ):t;la]t:r-negmion of contradictory terms and one is the absolute
negation of the other (parasparaviraharipa).
Now if the two concepts, existence and non-existence, be explained
in the sense that onc invariably pervades the absolute negation
of the other (paraspara-virahavyapaka), the opponents' charge
seems to be an absurdity.”’” Of the two phenomena so connected,
one is called the vyapya or gamaka (the sign, mark or indicator)
and the other vyapaka or gamyae (the thing signified, marked
or indicated). In the relation of fire and smoke, for example,
smoke is the vyapya or gamnake (sign or mark) ; and fire, the
vyapaka or gamya (the thing signified or marked). Now the
relation of vyapti between A and B may be either unequal or
equipollent (visamavyapti or samavyapti). When A is the
sign of B, but DB is not the sign of A, the vyapti is one-sided
or unequal and here a wvydpti is said to exist between A
and B and not between B and A. For example, smoke is
the sign of fire but fire is not universally a sign of smoke.
When, therefore, the relation of vya@pti is an unequal one, as
between smoke and fire, it is expressed in the proposition
whenever the vyapya (sign or mark, e.g , smoke) exists, the
vyapaka (the thing signified or marked, ¢.g., fire) also exists.
From this it follows by necessary implication (a sort of artha-
patti) that whenever the ryapaka (e.q., fire) is absent, the vyapya
(e. g., smoke) is also absent (vyapakabhave cyapyabhavah).!

1 The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, pp. 2747-75.
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This being the essence of vyapya-vyapaka-bhava or the relation
of the sign and the thing signified, the two concepts asattra
and sattva which are thus related through their negation
would be explained as wherever the vyapya, i.e., the negation of
existence—sattvabhava, the mark, the sign—exists, the vyapaka,
i. €. asattva also exists. In other words, wherever the ryapaka,
e.g., asattva is absent, the vyapya or the negation of existence is
also absent. And again wherever the vydapya, i.e., the negation
of non-existence (asattvabhava) exists, sattva, the wvyapaka also
exists ; and wherever the vyapaka, i.c., sativa does not exist, the
negation of non-existence, the vyapya also does not cxist. This
is the position which has been advocated by the Madhvites, but
thoroughly discarded by the Advaitins. If the ryapya, i.c.,
the negation  of existence or that of non-existence
as the case may be cxists in the absence of  the
vyapaka, viz. (asattva or sattva) the unbroken uniformity
(avyabhicaritva) which is the criterion of the wvyapye falls
through and the ascertainment of a mutual relation between  the
two phenomena of the invariable, unconditional concomitance
(vyapti-nirapakatva) which is the truc characteristic of the
vyapaka or the ubiquitous also falls to the ground. The judg-
ment where there is a fire, there is smoke (dhamacan vahneh)
is fallacious because the said rclation of the vyapya and vyad-
paka or the mark or sign and the thing signified, does not cxist
between fire and smoke, for as is evident in the overhcated iron-
ball, fire, the vyapya or the so-called sign does exist without
smoke or the vyapaka. Thus the unbroken uniformity which
is the criterion of the sign or vyapya, falls and the capability of
ascertainment of vydpti or unconditional, invariable relation
(vydpti-nirgpakatva) or the real cssence of the vyapaka also
falls through.

The same logic might be applied by Madhusidana in the
case of sattva and asaltva characterised as paraspara-virahavyapa-
ka by the Madhvites. The Madhva explanation of saltva and
asattva implies that wherever sattvabhdva is, asattva is ; and

25
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again where asattvabhave exists, saltva exists. Madhusidana,
standing against the so-called relation of invariable concomi-
tance between sativabhdva and asattva, contends that such a
relation is faulty. Because in the case of oyster-silver super-
imposition, sattvabhava exists in its absolute sense or in the
sense in which sattva bas been defined by the Advaitins, asattva
also does not exist in its extreme sensc or in the sense in which
it i3 read in the sky-flower and such other absolutely non-exist-
ents. For asaltve has been dcfined by the Advaitins as what
does never form the object of cognition as reality in any sub-
strate. And in this sense it cannot be urged in the oyster-
silver superimposition which by its false appearance, occupies
the middle position between reality and non-reality in their
extreme sense. Again asatlvabhava exists in the oyster-silver,
but sattva does not exist. Madhusudana’s definition of sattva
and asativa, as we have studied before, clearly implies that
sattvabhava can exist even in the absence of asattva and asattva-
bhava in the absence of sattva. Now the said relation of niyata-
sahacarya or unbroken uniformity which depends on the ascer-
tainment of an invariable, and unconditional concomitance
between satlvabhave and asativea and again asatlvabhave and
sattva totally falls to the ground. And the charge of contradic-
tion on the basis of a relation of the sign (vyapya) and the thing
signified (vyapaka), stands only on the Madhvites’ utter ignor-
ance of the Advaita-position.

The charge of contradiction cannot at all arise in the third
contradiction can- alternative in which sattva and asattva have
not stand in the third been explained as the vyapya or the sign or
alierostive mark of their mutual absolute negation. In
this case, sattvabhava and asattvabhava are taken as ryapaka or
gamya and sattva and asattva as cvyapya or gamaka. And the
proposition means wherever sattva and asattva or vyapya
or gamuka exist, asattvabhdva and sattvabhava also exist, and
again wherever the vyapaka-sattvabhava and asattvabhava do not
exist, the vydpya-asattva and sattva also do not exist. From
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this syllogistic argument, it does not logically follow that the
vydpaka-sattvabhava and asattvabhdre cannot exist without the
vyapya-asattva and sattva. Such a syllogism only proves that
wherever asattva is, sattvabhdva is. Sattrabhara and asattra-
bhava being vyapaka or more extensive than their vyapya-asattva
and sattva respectively, can exist in a third entity where the
vyapya-asattra and sattra do not exist. An example will make
it clear : in the proposition ‘wherever cowhood exists, the nega-
tion of horsehood exists (asattrabhararan gotrat); and again
horsehood implies the negation of cowhood (gotvabhavaran
asvatvat). In other words, wherever the negation of horsehood
is absent, cowhood is also absent; and again when the negation
of cowhood is absent, horsehood is also absent. Thus, cowhood
and horsehood are styled (parasparavirahavyapya). But nega-
tion of cowhood and horsehood (gotrabhara and asvatvabhara)
which are vyapaka, ubiquitous or more extensive than their
vydpya or gamaka, i.c., horsehood and cowhood respectively,
may be found in a camel.! And such an apprehension of the
negation of cowhood and horsehood in a camel does
not stand against the unbroken uniformity (niyatasaha-
carya) or the relation of the sign and the thing signified
(vyapyavyapakabhava) between the cowhood (i.e., vyapya) and
the negation of horsehood (vyapaka) and horsehood and negation
of cowhood. Now, though sattra and asattva are characterised
as paraspara-virahavyapya or in other words, wherever sattva and
asattra exist, asattvabhara and sattvabhaca exist, the dual nega-
tion of saltra and asattva can be apprehended in a third pheno-
menon, e.g., oyster-silver. The oyster-silver is neither sat nor
asat and thus the absolute negation of both sattva and asattva in
the extreme sense of the terms as explained by the monistic
teachers, can be found in the silver of the oyster-silver super-
imposition.

1 Qotvasvatvayoh parasparavirahavyapyatve’pi tadabbavayorusirida-
vekatra sahopalarmbhat. Ad. S., p. 65.
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In the interpretation under consideration, the charge of con-
tradiction advanced by the Madhvites appears to be a logical
absurdity hecause the dual negations of the two entities which
are styled as parasparavirahavyapya can be logically established
in a third entity and thus there arises no room for contradiction.
The real implication of the Madhvites’ charge of contradiction
lies in the fact that if the negation of the two phenomena
can be found in a third phenomenon, the two phenomena
cannot be characterised as parasparavirahavyapya. It is not
substantially proved that the wydpaka phenomenon being
more cxiensive in its character does exist even in the
absence of the cyapya phenomenon and the presence of the
oyapaka in the absence of the vyapya does not stand against the
principle of logic and reason.  What is needed in the invariable
co-cxistence of the eydpya and the vyapaka is that in the presence
of the vyapya, the existence of the vyapaka is an absolute neces-
sity but not vice versa. The said invariable co-existence or con-
comitance of asattva (the cyapya) and the absolute negation of
saltva (the vydpaka) can be found in sky-flower, hare’s horn, ete.,
and again in the highest reality, the co-presence of sattva (the
vy@pya) and the negation of asallra (the ryapaka) can be appre-
hended; and thus the demanded relation of vyapya and vyapaka
or the sign and the  thing signified might be proved.  And again
the dual negation of saltera and asattva which were the vyapaka
phenomena in the said vyapti can be, the Advaitins argue, ob-
served in the phenomenal appearance.! Now the proposition or
general maxim, which urges that the two phenomena, the abso-
lute negation of which exists in the same location, e.g. a third
phenomenon, cannot  be characterised as parasparavirahavyapya

! Asattvidau sattvad yabhivasaminiidhikarans-svabhivakatva-rapapa-

dakopagame'pi vyipakasya adhikade§avrttitaya vyapya-tvabhafijakataya
tucchadyantarbhiivena sattvadyabhivavyipya-tvopa-pattisarhbhavena miila-
Saithilyaditi.

Vittha, p. 53.
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or indicative mark of their mutual negation ' becomes absolutely
fallacious. More clearly the Madhva doctrine that if the nega-
tion of non-cxistence (asalfrabhiira) co-exists with the negation
of existence in a particular location (e.g., oyster-silver, ete.), non-
existence (asattva) would not be ¢yapya or the invariable, uncon-
ditional mark or the sign of the negation of satlra (satteabhaca),
altogether fails being contrary to all logic and reason.
The charge of sadhya-vaikalya or inadequacy of the given
explanatory example, which has been urged by the Madhvites on
The chnrge of 2. the ground tl?nt of t!'n‘ dual character of the
g::ay:(i?afkalya cannot  absolute negation of existence and that of non-
existence, the negation of non-existence cannot
be admitted in the oyster-silver and other explanatory instances
as in these cases non-existence is always present, and thus the
part of the major being negated in the explanatory example, the
example itself suffers from the fallacy of sadhya-vaikalya. Against
this Madhustdana contends that the charge stands on the Madh-
vites’ misapprehension of the Advaita position as regardsthe
connotation of saltca and asatira. The Advaitins explain the
two concepts sattea and asallva, as we have already scen, not in
the sense of contradiction and non-contradiction as defined by
the Madhvites ; they explain satlva as absolute truth not to be
contradicted in all times and asatira as ‘what does never form
the object of cognition as reality in any substrate. The oyster-
silver, the given explanatory example appears as something
existent and at the same fime is negated at the dawn of know-
ledge of oyster itself. Hence the oyster-silver can be character-
ised neither as real nor as non-real in the absolute sense of the
terms, but occupying a middle position, it can be marked out
by the dual ncgation, viz., the negation of existence and that of
non-existence. And the charge of sadhya-vaikalya cannot be levelled
against the monistic position.

1 Yo yadabhava-samanidhikarana-svabhiivakah sa na tadabhivavyapya
iti. Ibid, p. 53.
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As regards the opponent’s charge of arthantaram or shifting

of topic which had been turned against the Advaita position in
a two-fold manner, namely Brahman which

,ué‘f;?,:;“;;‘;’,‘,‘:“c;a,te is devoid of all attributes can be marked out
hifting ofiara™ - °f Dy the absence of existence and non-existence—
the criterion of falsity—and thus Brahman itself

—becomes false. Then again if Brahman thus characterised be
taken as absolutely real, the creative order which, on the Advaitin’s
own admission, is delermined by the absence of both of position
and negation of existence should also be taken as real in the abso-
lute sense of the term.  In other words the definition by denying
to the world order both position and negation so much
widens its bound as to obliterate the line of demarcation between
Brahman and the phenomenal appearances and in defining the
world order the Advaitins have defined the absolute. To meet
the charge the Advaitins argue that Brahman which is pure
Being-Bliss-(‘onsciousness in the Advaita-Vedanta is paraa in
itself. It is as the Sruti says, an a-logical Being neither cause
nor effect, neither substance nor attribute, neither subject nor
Brabmen cannos he  OPJ€Ct. It lies at the back of this cosmic
regarded as false existence. It is the substrate of all substrates
wider and larger than the totality of defined and determined
systerns that express themselves in this universe. Had there
been no underlying substratum of this cosmic order, the whole
order of phenomena would have appeared as so many puzzling
sensations bewildering our sense organs without satisfying the
logical demand of intellect or falling in harmony with our prag-
matic life. This permanent substratum is according to the
Advaita-Vedanta, unmarked, featureless pure being. Though
featureless, it seems to manifest itself through an infinity of
changes which is the creation of Avidya, the causd-materia of all
operations in this universe. To attribute falsity to this A-logical
Being is an absurdity in the domain of the Advaita-Vedanta.
And the questions now turn to the other point namely,
world-appearance may be regarded as absolutely real just like
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the Brahman itself. Against this Madhusidana argues that the

The phemomenal Creative order has got an existence which is
Erpeararcs ;g;‘;zze?; only empirically valid. Brahman which is
real. absolute existence expresses itself in and through
the concrete manifolds, which, therefore, partially share in the
quality of existence. The “isness’ reflected in the world order is
to be referred to Brahman which forms its ultimate substratum.
It is due to the apparent identity with the permanent substratum
Brahman that the worldly appearances are cognised as true. It
is rather unnecessary and superfluous to introduce a plurality of
existences as the whole order of universe may be explained by
being referred to one transcendental reality which runs through
all diversity.! This is the real position of the Advaita-
Vedanta. The realistic schools of Vedanta which advocate
the world order as true, standing against the standpoint
of the Advaitins, may argue that the judgment constructions
‘ the pot is real,” etc., on the basis of perceptual proof, demand
reality of the phenomenal appearances. The Advaitins, who
hold the worldly existences as only cmpirically valid, contend
that the so-called reality implied in the given judgment may be
explained as due to its apparent identity with the Absolute Being
as a result of superimposition. The perception of reality in the
pragmatic appearances is not a valid perception. It is a mal-
observation to be negated by the inference under discussion
which establishes the falsity of the world order. Again the
reality of existences which may be established on the basis of
perception cannot be absolute as the perception itself is only
empirically valid. Brahman is the only absolute reality as
demanded by the $ruti texts and it is that Absolute Being which
runs through the diversified world and has been identified with
this world order as its substrate and appears as a limiting

! Ekenaiva-sarvanugatena sarvatra satpratityupapattau Brabmavut
prapaiicasya pratyekam satsvabhavata-kalpane manabhavat. A.S., p. 55.
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adjunct (visegsana). To admit plurality.of existences, in rendering
a rational explanation of the so-called reality reflected in the parti-
cular experiences is unphilosophical or unscientific because such
an admission, the Advaitins argue, cannot give any consistent
(anugata) exposition of reality. Tor on such a supposition
the nature of reality and its cognition must vary according
to the varied nature of existences and one has to admit a
plurality of existences and their different forms of apprehension
which  would render the process of apprehending truth
rather cumbrous.” The bone of contention lies in the fact that
the Madhvites and other theistic Vedantists following the path
of the Naiyayikas advocate the absolute reality of the cosmic
order which has been denied by the Advaita teachers. But no
philosopher can deny the experience of the ‘pot’ which satisfies
the demand of practical life, as real. The reality of the pot
carrying water is experienced in every-day life. Now the ques-
tion is how to explain the reality of the worldly appearances ? Is
it empiric or absolute ? The Advaitins hold the former view
while the realistic schools advocate the absolute reality of the
world order.  Madhusiidana in repudiating the opponents’ charge
of arthantaram or shifting of topic [ully explains his own posi-
tion and observes that the position held by the Madhvites is not
free {from defect.
The Madhva contention that the worldly appearances are as
real as Brahman itself,” is unsatisfactory. The
m'{,‘;f; ;‘?i%ﬂi“““%’iﬁi?y' inert world which is subject to the antecedent
existences Js #lOU and consequent mnon-existence or every-day
change and decay cannot be characterised as
real as Brahman which is Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness and
ever was, ever is and ever shall be.  Existence of Brahman can
be explained by 1ts own nature, self-luminous, one, unique

1 (a) Vide Siddhivyakhya, pp. 55-50.
(b) Vide Gaudu-Brahmanandi, p. 56.
2 Yadréarh Brahmanah sattvaih tadréarn syit jagatyapi.
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consciousness which is directly contradictory to inertness, the
essential nature of the ever-changing world. Thus the Madhva-
proposition which makes the world order as real as Brahman seemns
to be an absurdity. And to admit such an absolute reality which
is diametrically opposed to inertness (jadatva) is only to attribute
falsity to the world order as is evident in the cognition of silver
in the oyster. In the oyster-silver cognition, silver is false
because being or reality of oyster is totally contradictory to that
of silver and the notion of silver is false as it has been charac-
terised by the existence not of its own but of its locus-oyster.!
Oyster and silver are endowed with different grades of realities
and it is due to the obliteration of distinction between the empiric
and imaginary cxistences that silver is wrongly apprehended.
Now the Madhvites advocating the absolute reality of the world
order in the sense of Brahman ignore the obvious distinction of
the absolute and pragmatic realities and such an attribution of
absolute reality to the empirical appcarance rather leads to its
falsity. Reality or existence is thus to be construed in the seusc
that * What does never form the counterpart of negation of all
times and space.” In this sense reality is ascribable to Brahman
and not to the concrete manifold.

The phenomenal appearances should not be regarded as
endowed with independent reality like Brahman ; they appear as
real because they arc kindled with the Highest Rcality. They
are the seeming expression of reality and not real existence.
Suresvardcarya thus rightly observes that *“ the world has come
out of Sat, loses itself in Sat, so the entire world is real, but
viewed apart from Sat is false.”” To advocate absolute reality of
the worldly existences is to admit plurality of existences which
would render the process of apprehending truth a cumbrous one.

! Svaprakaéadvitiyacaitanya-ripameva Brahmanah sattvarh tadeva cej-
jadasyapi jagatah tada rajatatva-virodhi§uktisattaya rajatasyeva jadatva-
virodhisvaprakasa-sattaya jagatah svariipato mithyatvopapatteh. Ad. S,
p. 334,

26
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Thus the Madhva charge of shifting of topic or arthantaram
doces not stand.
The Advaita-syllogism which predicates the dual character of
~ absolute negation of existence and non-existence
chﬂ;’:ﬁ, °§P°",f?,:fa’m';f. of the world order cannot ecscape the charge of
sddhasadhanatd canvot gy gatahsiddhasadhanata ; for the Madhvites,
advocating the absolute reality of the phenomenal
appearance admit the negation of non-existence—a part of the
major—in the world order. Against this the Advaitins argue that
the charge of $iddhasadhanata can only be brought against the
syllogism in which the major with all its characteristics (sadhya-
tavacchedakadharma) is proved of the minor with all the special
characteristics or distinctive features of its own (paksatavacche-
dakadharma) and not in the given minor alone. The real cssence
of the argument lies in the fact that in order to establish
the major in the minor which is the result of an inferential
reasoning the major with all its distinguishing marks should
be proved of the minor, determined by all its own particular
inherent characteristics and mnot merely by the special
sign or mark which serves the function of the middle in the
syllogism. For otherwise all valid syllogisms would suffer from
the fallacy of Siddhasidhanata or establishing what has already
been established. When we infer fire in a hill from the propo-
sition ‘the hill is fiery’ because it is smoky, vyapti or invariable,
unconditional concomitance, between fire and smoke, helps us to
the conclusion that the hill ison fire, because the agreement
in absence (vyalireka) between fire and smoke with the non-
observation of the contrary (vyabhicaradardana) is the foundation
of our knowledge of vyapti between fire and smoke. Now from
such an observation, fire is inferred in the hill because the hill
was found to be smoky. The presence of the middle (smoke)
in the minor (hill) is also a necessary factor of the inference.
The moment we perceive smoke in it we infer that it has fire
also. But the question arises, is the fire inferred in the hill as
hill with all its hill aspects or as the repository of smoke
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the middle or hetu or means of proof 2 If we accept the latter
view this syllogism also suffers from the fallacy of siddhasadhanata
because, as is evident from the universal concomitance between
fire and smoke, fire the major is an universally admitted fact in
the smoky things and in this respect it is already proved in the
smoky hill. The real significance of the syllogism is to prove
fire in the hill as hill and not as something smoky. Palksa or
the minor has been defined as the subject in which the major
is doubted. The hill which is perceived to be smoky, with its
hill aspects serves the function of the minor or Paksa where firc,
the major is doubted. And the syllegistic reasoning proves fire
in all smoky hills with their hill aspects in which the ascertain-
ment of fire cannot be made with the help of perception or
observation. Any hill is not minor, hills endowed with smoke
are styled minor or paksa of the syllogism. Smoke is the sign or
the ground of inference and it is with this ground that fire is
proved in the yonder hill as well as in all other hills characterised
by their distinctive features, hillness (puruatatvd). The universal
conclusion of the syllogistic reasoning which might be drawn
from the proof of fire in the hill as hill could not be deduced
from the inference of firc in the yonder hill as something
smoky (with all its distinctive marks being hidden). Such
an inference could no doubt prove the major in the minor marked
out only by the presence of the middle and not by its own dis-
tinctive fcatures. Again the proof of the major also means
presence of the major with all its distinctive marks. Thus the
charge of siddhasidhanatd occurs only in cases in which the
major with all its distinctive features is pre-established in the
minor endowed with all its characteristic marks. In such cases
inference or syllogistic rcasoning proves only what is already
proved. This fact has been implied by Madhusiidana by saying
that the fallacy of amsatah-siddha-sadhanat@ occurs in the syllo-
gisms in which the characteristics of the major and those of the
minor are many in number and some of them are previously
established in some particular parts of the minor,
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In order to repudiate the charge of the Madhvites Madhu-
sidana argues that to establish what has already been established
is, no doubt, a serious type of error in the domain of logic and
reason and it stands against all syllogistic arguments and invali-
dates the inferences. The previous proof, as a logical error, stands
only in these cases in which the syllogisms do not give any new
idea and prove the major in the same light in which it has been
proved. But when inferences add novel features in the major in
which it bas not been proved, the charge of siddhasadhanata totally
falls to the ground. In the Advaita syllogism under discussion, the
major, the dual negation of cxistence and non-existence forms one
unique determinate cognition (visisfabuddhi) combining two in
one single notion. Duality itself constitutes the determining mark
of the major and not the two singularities forming the duality.
And the Advaita inference proves this duality of negation which
constitutes one unity in the given minor. Such is the essence or
intention of the monistic proposition which cannot be served by
the previous proof of a particular part (e.g., the negation of the
non-existence) or parts constituting the duality and such a partial
proof cannot stand against the intended inference of the Advaita
Vedanta. The two parts of the dual major form one indivisible
determinate term giving rise to a unique conception, distinct from
the component notions and the presence of one of the parts of this
unique major in the minor cannot be said to involve the fallacy

N.B.—To strengthen his own position Madhusidana quotes the
Mimarsid syllogism because the position which has been advocated by the
Mimarsists on the basis of the syllogism, has been accepted by the
Madhvites, the staunch opponents of the Advaitins. Jayatirtha, one of the
great founders of the Madhva school of Vedanta in his Pramana-paddhati,
in refuting the relation of inhesion (samavaya) between the property, ete.,
and their seats, explains the relation in the light of the Mimarmsists. And
the charges launched against the Advailins by the Madhvites might be
brought forward even against the Mimarhsa syllogism as it is very akin to
that of the Advaitins and the Madhvites in criticising the Advaita postion
oriticise their own position.
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of siddhasadhanata. It is sheer folly to bring forth the charge of
siddhasadhanatd when the syllogism unfolds new truth or estab-
lishes the major in the sense in which it has not been previously
seen. inorder to strengthen his own position Madhusidana points
out the well-known Mimarsa syllogism in which to explain away
the charge of siddhasadhanata, the same truth has been advocated
by the Mimarsists against the Naiyayikas, the masters of logic.

The Mimarsa syllogism ' implies that bhiedabkeda or differ-
ence and sameness is the relation between the property (guna),
action or motion (kriya) and generality, etc., and their respective

seats. To establish the theory of bhedablieda
Minon oriogm. - MImarnsists advance samanadhikrtatva  as

the middle or hetu of their syllogism. But
as the expression samanadhikrtatva admits of different inter-
pretations the question arises, what is its proper connotation
here? It cannot mean the notion deduced from the words or
terms bearing the same case endings (ekavibhaktyanta-pada-
vacyatvam). For in that case the middle becomes too wide
because the two terms pot and pitcher (ghatfak and kalasal)
with the first case-ending may be characterised by the middle
but the said major, e.g., difference and sameness is wanting.

It also does not mean the capability of usage as noun and
its qualifying epithet (viSesya-visesanabhavena vyavahriyama-
natvam); for here again the middle becomes too wide as is
evident from the judgment °the pot is on the earth’ in which
the earth and the pot are related as noun and its limiting adjunct
but the major is inapplicable. The real essence of the middle,
according to the view-point of the Mimarnsakas, is the capacity
of being apprehended as noun of a determinate cognition in
which the subject and the predicate are related in an identical
or appositional relation (abhedasamsargaka-dhivisesyatva-yogya-
tvam), ‘Dhi’ or the determinate cognition introduced in the
conception of the middle must be a valid one, for otherwise the

1 Gugadikarh gupyadind bhinnabbinnarh samanadhikrtatvat,
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middle becomes too wide in the case of oyster-silver super-
imposition in which the oyster, the subject of the false notion,
satisfies all the marks of the ground or means of proof. The
middle thus explained, the Mimarmsakas argue, does not suffer
from the fallacy of one kind or other, As regards vyapti or
the invariable unconditional concomitance between the said
middle (samanadhikrtattva) and the major bhedabheda, or differ-
cnce and sameness it might be argued that if the said middle
does not invariably and unconditionally exist in the said major it,
may exist either in the case of extreme identity (atyantd bhinna),
e.g., the pot and the pitcher (ghatuh and kalasah) or in the case
of absolute dilference, e.g., the pot and cloth (ghatak and patah).
But an examination shows that the said middle exists in neither
but only in the casc in which both bhedabheda difference and
sameness, is found in apposition. Thus the appositeness of the
middle is wanting in either casc of extreme identity or of differ-
ence, and is to be found only in the case in which both difference
and samecness can be simultaneously apprehended. The given
argument leads the Mimarsists to infer the duality of difference
and samencss (bhedabhedobhayatva) in the minor, e.g., the
property, etc., with their respective seats. Similarly the Advaita-
syllogisin also proves the dual negation of existence and non-
existence as one determinate cognition. If the phenomenal be
real or sat, it cannot be called perceptible (dr§ya) for perceptibil-
ity or drsyalva does not invariably co-exist with reality, e.g., in
the case of Brahman. Again if the pbenomenal appearance be
styled unreal or ‘asat,’ it cannot be characterised by the middle
¢ perceptibility * as the nonest hare’s horn, etc., are not perceptible.
In other words if perceptibility exists even in the absence of
the mutual or absolute negation of existence it might exist in
Brahman where it is not ; and if it be found in the absence of
the negation of non-existence it might be found in the hare’s
horn, etc. Now if the phenomenal appearance is to be determined
by perceptibility, the phenomenal appearance must be character-
ised by the dual negation of existence and non-existence. And
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duality itself forms the characteristic mark of the major
(sadhyatdvacchedaka dharma) as one determinate cognition.

The real purpose of the whole syllogistic argument is not to
prove or establish the major as two distinct and separate parts
forming an aggregate of independent judgments linked together
by copulative conjunctions but as an aggregate in which the
two component judgments form one unique duality as the
characteristic mark which was not known before. So the oppo-
nents’ charge of siddhasadhanata falls to the ground. The world
order is proved as neither being nor non-being ; it is inexplicable
or false.!

1 At the outset, we saw that Madhusidana began by taking three
possible interpretaticns of falsity on the basis of exposition of the Pailca-
padika: Firstly, whether it is the ncgation of non-existence characterised
by existence; secondly, whether it is the dual negation of existence and
non-existence; and thirdly, whether it is negation of non-existence character-
ised by the ncgation of existence. So far we have been discussing the
problem from the point of view of the first and second alternative inter-
pretations and we have seen how Madhusiidana succcssfully meets the
charges levelled against him by the opponents, the Midhvites and the
Naiyayikas. With regard to the third altcrnative it may be pointed out
that it is not necessary to discuss it in detail as Madhusiidana has dealt
with the second alternative as a special complex notion almost identical
with the third and all the arguments brought forward to establish the
gecond alternative would apply mutatis mutandis to the third. The com-
mentators have however tried to distinguish between the second and the
third alternatives on certain grammatical reasons, but such distinction does
not affect the real philosophical position underlying them. Thus the third
alternative requires no separate interpretation.



CHAPTER VI
Is FALSITY OF THE PHENOMENAL APPEARANCE IFALSE ?

In the previous chapter falsity of the phenomenal appear-
ance has been logically defined and proved by the Advaitins.
Now Vyasaraja contends that if, for argument’s sake, the falsity
of the world order as advocated by the Advaitins be admitted, the
Advaita position cannot escape logical errors. In order to point
out the fallacious character of the Advaitins’ standpoint, Vya-
sardja asks, is the falsity itself, which has been attributed to the
phenomenal world, truc or false ? If the Advaitins accept the
former view, in other words if falsity itself be taken as true, the
monistic proposition totally fails, for therc comes the question
of duality or of two absolute realities, viz., Brahman itself and
the falsity of the phenomenal appearances. So the position that
Brahman alone is real and cverything elsc is false, becomes un-
tenable. To explain away the charge of duality it might be
argued that the falsity of the phenomenal world as truc or uncon-
tradictable (abadhya) does not mean that it is an indcpendent
absolute reality apart from its substratum. It is Brahman
the permanent substratum which negatively appears in the
phenomenal appearances and speaks for the truth or absolute-
ness of falsity. To explain further, that is false which is negat-
ed universally in all times in its substratum. While mistaking
an oyster for silver we get a false perception of silver superim-
posed on the oyster. Here the substratum is oyster and really
the silver is negated in the oyster by all men in all times and
under all circumstances. So in the case of the world its sub-
stratum is Brahman as it sustains and supports all concrete
manifold and the worldly existence is negated in Brahman in all
times in all circumstances and hence false.
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The Madhvites question the position of the Sarnkarites by
arguing that if the universal negation of this worldly existence
in Brahman be true the non-duality of the Advaita-Vedanta is
denied ; for the universal negation comes in as existing negative-
ly while Brahman remains a pure existence. Along with the
existence of the latter there lies the existence of the former and
the monistic premise that Brahman alone is real and all else is
false, falls to the ground.

In repudiating the charge of the Madhvites the Samkarites
argue that negation has no independent existence apart from its
locus, for example the earth itself is the negation of the pot.
Hence the universal negation of the world order is Brahman,
the locus consciousness itself. So the question of duality, i.e.,
the existence of Brahman along with the existence of the univer-
sal negation cannot arise at all.

The Madhvites again contend that the given exposition of
the Advaita-position which identifies falsity with Brahman it-
self is unsatisfactory because the two, falsity and Brahman,
widely differ in their character. Question of identity occurs in
cases where there is no difference at all, Mithyatva or falsity, as
its definition implies, has been datermined by time, space and
other causal categories and thus cannot be identified with
A-logical Brahman which lies beyond all conditions and limita-
tions. Falsity of the silver in the oyster-silver cognition is not
cognised so long as the man is under delusion. He runs after
yonder substrate only because he is unconscious of his own mis-
take. But the fact is to be noted here that the substrate of a
false notion, though its special features are hidden for the time
being, is real and not to be doubted even at the time of mistake
and cannot remain unknown and unnoticed as locus, forin that
case no false notion would arise. Thus the locus of a false cog-
nition and the object superimposed do not belong to the same
category and are not of the same nature. Brahman in the
Advaita-Vedanta is the substrate of all substrates. It is due
to super-imposition on the permanent substratum, Brahman,

27
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that the worldly appearances are apprehended as true. This
permanent substratum being an ever certain factor, can in no way
be identified with falsity having uncertainty for its criterion.

Secondly, in the case of identification, perceptibility, the
middle term of the Advaita-syllogism,’ suffers from a fallacy
in regard to the falsity itself. The question under discussion is
whether the falsity of the phenomenal appearance is false or true ?
If falsity be takep as identical with Brahman, the Madhvites
contend, that ‘perceptibility,” the middle term of the Advaitins,
cannot exist in the major. In other words the middle failing
to prove the major becomes inconclusive or anaikantika.?

The defects enumerated above will not allow falsity to be

_ styled as truc or uncontradictable (abadhya). Tt
yted s fale " ° also cannot be taken as contradictable or false

(badhya) for the following defects. If the
Advaitins’ inference, the Madhvites argue, proves, as monistic
principle demands, the falsity of the phenomenal world as false
or contradictable, the syllogism suffers from the fallacy of siddha-
sadhanata. That falsity of the phenomenal world is false is a posi-
tion which is advocated by the Madhvites. The Madhva-teachers
hold that the phenomenal appearances are absolutely true. It is
only due to ignorance that falsity has been attributed to them.
And the falsely attribufed falsity ol the world order, is subject to
contradiction and thus cannot negate realities of the phenomenal
appearances ; they are thus styled as real. The Advaitins,
holding the falsity of the world order as false, establish what
has already been established in the Madhva doctrine.

Again such a position would infer realities of the phenomenal
appearances against absolute monism. ‘‘ The world is real as it
is endowed with falsity which itself is false, as for example the
gelf.”’® Thesclfis a self-revealed and self-valid reality and falsity

! Vimtarh (jagat) mithya dréyatvit.
$ N. M. T., p. 23.
8 Jugat sutyarh mithydbhiita mithyatvakatvad ' mavat.
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of the self is an eérroneous notion. And when this erroneous
notion is apprehended the real nature of self is revealed. The
real essence of the argument lies in the fact that when falsity
is perceived in a particular substance, such perception veils the
inherent truth of the substance and when the falsity itself is
cognised as erroneous the veil of nescience which hides the
underlying truth is lifted up and the substance is apprehended
as real. Thus in all cases in which the falsely attributed falsity
itself is cognised as erroneous the notion of truth invariably
becomes manifested. And the Advaitins, advocating the falsity
of the world order as false, are bound to accept the reality of the
phenomenal existences.

But the validity of the Madhva-inference might be challeng-
ed by the Advaitins as the relation between the said major
(satyam) and the middle (mithyabhata-mithyatimakatvdt) is not an
unconditional one. The concomitance or wvyapti of the given
syllogism has been rendered faulty by the upadhi or condition.
Take for example the upadhi or limitation of atmatva or selfhood.
The determining condition, selfhood or atmatva invariably
accompanies the major as seen in regard to self but being absent
in the minor—the phenomenal appearance, does not always accom-
pany the middle or hetu which must be present in the minor.
Upadhi or determining condition is ““ that which always accom-
panies the major (sddhya) but does not always accompany
the middle or hetu.””' ‘‘The upadhi is the °condition’
which must be supplied to restrict a general middle term. If the
middle term as thus restricted is still found in the minor term,
the argument is valid, if not it fails. It does in the examples
 The mountain is smoky because it has fire’ (for it rests on the
false premise that all fire is accompanied by smoke). Now if we
add ¢ wet fuel* as the condition of °fire,” the proposition is

1 8adhyasys vyapako yastu hetoravyapakastatha sa upadhirbbavet.
Bh. P. and 8. M. on 8. 83,
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valid ; for if the mountain has wet fuel as well-as fire, of course
it will have smoke."’

““ It would be correct to say that a vyapti exists between green-
wood fire and smoke as well as between smoke and green-wood
fire. The question, therefore, is: what is the relation between
fire and smoke ? The relation between fire and smoke is a condi-
tional relation, i.e., on condition that fire is green-wood fire, it
would be a sign of smoke. But a vyapti implies an unconditional
invariable concomitance, and the relation between fire and smoke
is not therefore a vyapti (natural unconditional concomitance),
for fire requires a ‘condition,” upadhi, viz., green wood, to be
followed by smoke. Smoke on the other hand, requires no
‘condition’ to indicate fire. For the purposes of inference,
therefore, relation between phenomena may be considered as of
two kinds : (1) contingent or conditional relation holding good on
the fulfilment of a certain condition or upadhi and (2) vyapti or
unconditional invariable relation between a mark and that which
it marks, a relation without any upadhi or determining condition
(upadhividhurak sarmbandhak). Tt is the latter kind of relation
that serves as the ground of inference.”’ As unconditionality of
the concomitance is essential to a vyapti ‘“ We have therefore to
examine the case carefully to see if there is any determining
condition (upadhi, i.e., some hidden or undetected but really
operative or indispensable accompaniment) which conditions the
relation between the supposed sign or mark (gamaka) and the
supposed signate (thing signified gamya).’’ Upadhi or condition,
as we have already seen, is a circumstance which always accom-
panies and is always accompanied by the supposed signate (the
thing signified, gamya), but does not invariably accompany the
supposed sign or mark (gamaka). If, therefore, in the set of
positive instances where both the sign and the signate are present,
nothing else is constantly present, there can be no ¢ upadhi.’
Or again, if in the set of negative instances where both the
sign and the signate are absent, no other material circumstances
is constantly absent there is no ‘wupadhi.’ This follows from
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the very definition of an upadhi. It is impracticable to fulfil
those requirements rigorously, till every one of the accompany-
ing circumstances (of course, of likely ones) may be taken suc-
cessively and it may be shown that the concomitance continue
even when the suspected upadhi ($amkitopddhi) is absent, and
therefore it cannot be the wupadhi. And this is to be fortified by
the observation of uniform uninterrupted agreement in absence
(vyatireka) between the two concomitant phenomena. In this
way, when we have disproved all suspected wupadhis we conclude
by establishing the vyapti. *‘ This is the real essence of upadhi
in the science of Indian Logic. Upadhi or condition points out the
fallacy of the middle term and thus undermines the very ground
of inference.” It isin order to prove the fault of generality
in a middle term that the ‘ condition has to be employed.” *‘ All
true conditions reside in the same subjects with their major terms
and their subjects being thus common, the (erring) middle term
will be equally too general in regard to the condition and the
major term. ‘‘ The meaning of this is that it is in consequence of
the middle term being found too general in regard to the condi-
tion, that we infer that it is too general in regard to the major
term ; and hence the use of having a condition at all. Thus,
where the condition invariably accompanies an unlimited major
term, we infer that the middle term is too general (Vyabhicari)
in regard to the major term, from the very fact that it is too
general in regard to thec ondition, as for example, in the in-
stance ‘‘ The mountain has smoke because it bas fire,”’ where we
infer that the ‘fire ’ is too general in regard to ‘ smoke,’ since it
is too general in regard to ‘wet fuel ;’ for there is a rule that
what is too general for that which invariably accompanies must
also be too general for that which is invariably accompanied.
Bul where we take some fact or mark to detefmine definitely the
major term which the condition is invariably to accompany—
there it is from the middle term’s being found too general in re-
gard to the condition in cases possessing this fact or mark that
we infer that the middle term isequally too general in regard
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to the major term. Thus in the argument ‘‘ B is dark because
he is Mitra’s son '’ the middle term, ‘¢ the fact of being Mitra’s
son,” is too general in regard to the sadhya °‘dark colour "’
because it is too general in regard to the upadhi, ‘‘ Feeding on
vegetables ’’ as seen in the case of Mitra’'s second son.! Having
followed this logic the Advaitins on the basis of the condition or
upadhi shown in the Madhva-syllogism,* infer the variability or
too general character of the middle term and thus destroy the
very ground of the syllogistic reasoning. The Advaita inference
. ~ runs as follows: Falsehood which itself is
Advaitin's vyabhicar- . .
anumdna sgainst the false 1s too general in regard to truth because
Madhvites. . .
it is too general in regard to selfhood or atma-
tva, the shown condition, which is equipollent with truth, as for
example, the oyster-silver.®

Against this the Madhvites contend that the erroneous
or too general character of the middle of

repl’;h*’ Madhvite's  the Madhva-syllogism, as urged by the given
inference is not to the point. In the Madhva

inference falsity which itself is false (mithyabhauta-mithyatmaka-
tva) forms the middle and truth or satyatva as the major. The
said middle and the major are related as invariable concomitance
and hence it cannot be said that the middle exists even in the
absence of the major. Now to prove the middle as too general
on the strength of condition or upadhi the disputant is to estab-
lish the fact that the middle term or hetu does not always
accompany the condition and hence must not also necessarily
accompany the major or sidhya as the major and the condition

1 Sarve sidhya-saminiadhikaranah syurupadhayah
Hetorekadraye yesir svasadhya-vyabhicarita.
Vyabhicﬁrasyanhmﬁnamupédhestu prayojanam.
Bh. P. éls. 87, 88 and S. M. on £ls.: 87, 88.
2 Jagat satyarm mithyabhata-mithyatmakatvat atmavat.
Mithyabhiita-mithyatmakatvam satyatva-vyabhicari &tmatva-vya-
bhicarat yatha Suktirajatam.
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are equipollent and thus related as the mutual sign and the
signate (vyapya aud vyapaka). For what is absent in the vyapaka
must as a rule be absent in the vyapya (the major). But if it
is proved that the middle invariably co-exists with the condition
or updadhi it must co-exist with the major or sidhya which is the
sign or mark of the said condition. And the charge of too
generality of the middle totally falls to the ground. In the syl-
logism under discussion,' the Madhvites argue, truth or satyatva
is the major and selfhood or atmafva which pervades the major
i1s the given condition. Examination shows that mithyabhuta-
mithyatmakatva the middle of the syllogism invariably existsin the
selfhood or dtmatva or the shown condition. The selfhood or
atmatva is endowed with the middle and it is for this reason that
atma or self forms the explanatory example of the Madhva syl-
logism. From the given arguments it is definitely proved that
mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva, the said minor of the Advaitin’s
counter-inference cannot be marked off or characterised by the
given middle atmavyabhicaritva. Or, in other words, the
presence of the middle in the minor (hetok paksadharmata), one
of the most important conditions of the valid middle failing, the
middle suffers from the fallacy of svaripasiddha or the unreal in
itself.> And on the strength of this fallacious reasoning or
of the given condition, the Advaitins attempt to prove the too
general character of the middle mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva in
regard to truth, the major of the Madhva inference, is an
absurdity.

Now the reason, not existent in the subject, might lead
the Advaitins to bring forward a counterbalanced inference

1 Jagat satyam mithyabhita-mithyatmakatvat atmavat.

2  Svaripasiddha, the unreal in itself is that reason which does not
exist in the subject and therefore cannot afford the basis of any reasoning,
as in the propositions ‘‘the lake is a substance because it has smoke.

—Bh. P. 8.M., 4l. 57.
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satpratipaksanumana ' and thus by advancing an argument

The Adwitin's Sat.  Of an equal weight render the middle of the
pratipskednumana. Madhva-inference inconclusive. ‘“ The world is
characterised by the negation of truth because it is determined by
the negation of self, e.g., the oyster-silver or the self, which 1is
not endowed with the negation of truth, is not endowed with the

negation of selfhood.”’

Such a counter-balanced inference which takes its stand on
the shown condition or upddhi gives rise to doubt in the main
inference and weakens the very foundation of the syllogistic
reasoning. In the case of counter-balanced arguments involving
two inferences of equal weight fresh arguments in favour should
be soug.ht for to establish the main proposition. If there are
arguments in favour which are wanting in the reason proving
the contrary, satpratipaksa or the counter-balanced reason does
not stand. In the Madhva proposition, therc are arguments in
favour (anukala tarka) helping the formation of vyapti or in-
variable concomitance but no reason can be advanced to lead to

Anukilo tarka or  the counter-reason of the Advaitins. In the
,';ﬂ';mgd;gsf:;ﬁg' Madhva-inference the truth or uncontradicta-
glem. bility of the phenomenal appearance forms the
major and mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva as the middle. Mithya-
bhiita-mithyatmakatva connotes truth. Now the charge which
challenges the appositeness of the middle that the middle
exists and the major does not exist, commits a flat contradiction.
And such a contradiction (vydghata) helps the formation of vyapti
between the said middle and the major in the Madhva-syllogism.

But there are no such arguments which might prevent the
too general character or inappositeness of the Advaitin’s middle
and help the formation of vyapti. In the counter-balanced

1 The counter-balanced reason (satpratipaksa) is one for which there
exists apother reason which proves contrary of the consequence. In it the
reason is simply rendered inconclusive by the existence of an argument

opposed to it of equal weight.
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inference, the negation of the truth of the world has been inferred

The connterbalanced O™ the ground of the negation of selfhood
inference of the Advai- (dtmatvabhava). As there might be things
tios does not stand-  ther than the self which might be true, the
negation of selfhood does not always accompany the major, the
negation of truth ; in other words the given middle cannot be
the vyapya or gamaka the sign, mark or indication of the said
major, the vyapaka gamya or the thing signified. Thus selfhood
or atmatva cannot be the condition in the Madhva-inference which
urges the truth or absolute reality of the phenomenal world. Ior
it is evident from the given counter-inference that the negative
concomitance between truth or the major of the Madhva-syllogism
and the shown condition or atmatva, does not stand to reason
and the truth or selfhood thus cannot be called equipollent (sama-
vyapta), i.e., what constitutes the true criterion of upadhi or
condition. Upadhi is, as we have already noticed, a circumstance
which always accompanies and is accompanied by the supposed
signate or the thing signified. From this it follows that
(a) where the major is, the condition is ; (b) where the condition
exists the major exists; (¢) when there is no condition, there is no
major ; (d) where there is no major, there is no condition. Now
if truth or satyatva exists in the absence of selfhood or the
negation of the said condition the relation of mutual sign and the
signate (vyapya and vyapaka) as expressed in the given proposition
fails and atmatva cannot be the true condition of the Madhva-
syllogism.

No such discovery of contradiction disproves the inapposite-
ness of middle of the Madhva inference and helps the formation
of a valid concomitance in favour of the Advaitin’s counter-
balanced reason. For mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva (the middle
of the Madhva proposition) and asatyatva, negation of truth or
the major are two contradictory terms, when one is affirmed the
other is denied and wice versa and the two cannot residein a
substrate. Butsuch a charge of contradiction cannot be brought
forward between anatmatva, the negation of selfhood (the middle

28
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terms of the counter-balanced reason of the Advaitins) and truth
or satyatva (the negation of the major) as there may be realities
other than the self. Negation of selfhood does not therefore
mean negation of truth. And the two are not quite contradictory
In their nature and there arises no possibility of contradiction.
From the above discussion it has been proved
po?;l:eoﬁdﬁi:i“fuﬁ,‘g that the charge of condition or upadhi pointed
onoas Madhee Tofer  out by the Advaitins falls to the ground. Now
the Advaitins launch a new attack against the
Madhva proposition by arguing that the middle term of the
Madhva inference is too general, because the false oyster-silver,
where even the notion of falsity is erroneous, might be charac-
terised by the said middle but not by the said major and thus the
middle becomes too general or sidharana in its character. *
To repudiate the Advaita charge of the extreme generality of
the middle, the Madhvites argue that of the two

The Madhvites refut . . . .
the charge of the. 0o contradictory concepts, if one is affirmed in a

freomatala " °' particular substrate, the other is denied and

vice versa. But it should be noted here that
the question of co-presence of the two contradictory notions in
a particular substrate, namely mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva or
truth and the negation of truth in the oyster-silver, creates a
doubt as to the real nature of the substrate oyster-silver and leads
us to the following deduction. The oyster-silver cannot be the
substrate of falsehood, which is itself false, because it cannot be
the receptacle of truth which contradicts falsity. What does not
form the receptacle of notion directly contradictory to its truthful
existence cannot also form the receptacle of the falsity of the
same notion contradicting its negation. As for example, the
cow cannot form the receptable of cowhood directly contradictory

! The too general reason or Sadharana is found not only in the similar
instances, but also in the opposite instances ; the possession of horns does
not make an animal an ox, nor has the mountain fire because it can be
known.

‘ —Bh. P. 8. M., 4. 52 ; T. 8. p. 12.
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to the valid notion of cowhood ; it also thus cannot form the
receptacle of falsity of the notion of cowhood directly contra-
dictory to the absolute negation of cowhood.’ This syllogism
definitely proves the fact that what does not form the receptacle
(adhikarana) of truth which is directly contrary to falsehood
(satyabhiita, mithyatvaviruddha-satyatva) cannot be the substra-
tum (adhikarana) of the falsity of falsehood (mithyabhata-
mithyatoa) ; for truth and falsity are of the nature of mutual con-
tradiction. The notion of truth of the oyster-silver is not correct
but erroneous and hence the oyster-silver cannot be called true
which is contradictory to falsehood, it therefore cannot
be marked by mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva—the given major of
the said deduction. For wherever the vyapya, the sign or the
mark is absent the vyapaka or the signate must necessarily be
absent. Mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva being thus wanting in the
oyster-silver, the oyster-silver cannot be characterised by truth
or what is quite contradictory to its own falsehood. And the
charge of the too generality of the middle urged in the main
syllogism of the Madhvites falls to the ground.’

It might be contended against the Madhvites that as the
oyster-silver cannot be characterised by satyabhata-satyatva or
mithydatvaviruddhasatyatva, it cannot also be endowed with
satyabhutamithyatva, falsehood which is held as true, as the
oyster-silver—the dharmin, receptacle of all the marks is
itself false. And the falsity of what itself is false must

I Rupyam mithyabhiata-mithyatvadhikaranarm na bhavati satyabhiita-
(tadviruddha)-satyatvanadhikaranatvat yat  satyabhita-tadviruddhadhi-
karanam na bhavati tanmithyabhita-tadadhikaranam na bhavati, yatha
satyabhita-gotva-viruddha-gotvibhavinadhikaranamh  gauh  gotviabhava-
viruddha-mithy#bhita-gotvadhikaranam na bhavati.

Nyayamrtatarangini, p. 24.
? Tatha ca ripyamithyatvasya satyatvena rapye hetorevigamaninng

vyabhicara iti bhavah.
Nyayamrtatarangini, p. 24,
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necessarily be false and not true (satyabhata).® To prove this
the Advaitins advance the following syllogistic reasoning in their
favour. Both satyatva and mithyatva, truth and falsehood, which
might be attributed to the oyster-silver are false because they
are the characteristics (dharmas) of a substance which itself is
false like the being and non-being (astitva and nastitva) of an
elephant seen in a dream.? This inference establishes the falsity
(mithyatva) of the falsehood residing in the ncnest silver. The
too general character of the middle in regard to the oyster-silver
as urged by the Advaitins against the Madhvites remains still a
formidable objection.®

Against this the Madhvites contend that the given
Advaita-syllogism (which establishes falsity of
chﬂge of Madhva t1e falsehood of the nonest silver) is countet-
Zglﬁﬂzidthe Advaitime.  balanced (satpratipaksita) by the given Madhva-
syllogism which negates mithyabhiatamithyatva
of the oyster-silver. The Madhva-syllogism is based on an all-
admitted universal law, namely of the two contradictory notions
when one is affirmed in a substrate, the other is denied and
vice versa. The inference being based on sound logic would
invalidate the Advaita-proposition and the Advaitins, charge of
the extreme generality of the middle in regard to the oyster-silver
totally falls through.

1 (a) Nydyamrta, p. 48.
(b) Rapyagatarn mithyatvarh mithya avidyamana-dharmikatvadi tya-
numanamuktarh bhavati.
—Nyayamrta-Prakasa, p. 43,

? Rapyagatatvena ucyamane satyatvamithyatve mithya-mithyatvopeta-
dharmikatvét svapnapratita-gajaripavaditi.
—Nyayamrtataratigini, p. 24.

3 Jagacca satyam syidityuktinumanasya riipye vyabhicirah tadavastha
iti. Ibid, p. 24.

* Suktirsjatarn mithyabhata-mithyatvadhikaranar na bhavati satys-
bhita-(mithyatva-viruddha)-satyatvianadhikaranatvat.
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Against the charge of the counter-balanced reason the
Advaitins argue that the disputant’s objection
is not to the point. The underlying principle
upon which the opponents’ argument has been based should be
applied in cases where both the characteristic and the substance
thus characterised are marked by the same grade of reality
(samanasattaka). Here the silver itself is nonest or false
and how can its falsity or mithyatva be styled valid ? So the
opponents’ inference proving the falsity of the nonest silver as
true stands against all logic and reason. For in that case the
dharma or characteristic becomes more real than the substance
characterised which is an absurdity.

Again the given counterbalanced inference suffers from
condition or upadhi, amithyatva (negation of falsity) which exists
in the cow, the explanatory instance of the counter-balanced
reason, invariably accompanies the major and as it does not
exist in the minor, e.g., the false oyster-silver, it does not always
accompany the middle or the vyapya or the sign or the mark
which must be present in the minor. The said condition would
deduce the too general character of the given middle in the sense
that as the middle does not invariably accompany the given con-
dition, it must not accompany the major, for the major and the
condition are equipollent in their character. The middle thus
not existing in the subject or the major, suffers from the falacy
of the unreal in itself and, therefore, cannot afford the basis of
any valid reasoning. The counter-balanced reason advanced
by the Madhvites is thus invalidated by the said condition and
cannot stand against the Advaita-syllogism which establishes
falsity of the wrong notion or mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva of
silver superimposed on the oyster and the Advaiting’ charge of
the extreme generality of the middle in the Madhva proposition in
regard to the oyster-silver stands good.'

The Advaitins’ reply.

1 Tatra amithyatvamupadhih atah tasya hinabalatvat tena na asya sat-
pratipaksitatvam, ato rapye hetujfidna-sarmbhavit vyabhicirah tadavastha iti.
—Nydyamrtatarangini, p, 24
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Again the vyapti or the invariable concomitance on which
the counter-balanced reason of the Madhvites has been, based, viz.,
of the two contradictory notions when one is affirmed in a parti-
cular substrate, the other is denied and vice versa, is not valid.
And to prove the invalidity of the said vyapti the Advaitins
contend that the barren women’s son cannot called fair because
the black colour has been negated in him. In other words when
blackness or $yamatva is negated in a barren woman’s son,
whiteness or gauratva is not affirmed by that negation on the
ground that the said two marks blackhood and whiteness are
styled contradictory because they never co-exist (sahanavastha-
nalaksana-virodhak). In a barren woman’s son both $yamatva
and gauratva or blackness and whiteness are called false because
the barren woman's son itself is false.!

1t might here be argued in support of the said vyapti or
universal concomitance that the mutual contradiction or paras-
paravirodha introduced in the vydpii does not mean the mere
absence of co-presence (sahanavasthana) but it means, as
evident from the explanatory instance, cowhood and the negation
of cowhood (gotva and gotvabhava), that the two concepts are
so related that the one involves the absolute negation of the
other or parasparaviraha-vyapaka. Virodha or contradiction
explained in this sense cannot be applied to blackness and white-
ness ($yamatva and gauratva) as these two marks are not contra-
dictory and thus has to be taken as parasparaviraha-vyapya and
not as paraspara-viraha-vyapakae * or one is absolute negation of

! (a) Vide Nyayamrta, p. 43.

(b) Na hi satysbhiitasya gauratvaviruddha-§yimatvasya anadhi-
karane bandhydsute tad viruddharm gauratvarh mithyabhatarh nasti kintu
satya-bhitarh gauratvamastiti yujyate kintugauratvarh tadviruddharh §yama-
tvaficetyubhayamapi bandhyasute mithyaiva dharmina eva mithyatvat,

—Nyayamrtatarangipi, p. 24,
2 We have already explained the vyapya-vydpaka relation in connexion

with the definition of truth and falsity or sativa and asattva in the previous
chapter.
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the other., Thus the charge of variability against the said vyapti
is not to the point. Such an answer also cannot establish the
validity of the said vyapti. Both being and non-being, reality and
unreality of the elephant seen in a dream, though they can be
styled as paraspara-viraha-vyapaka or directly contradictory to each
other, are false and hence the vyapti fails in the case of the
nonest dream-elephant. Similarly it might not also be applied
in the false oyster-silver and the so-called truth and falsity of
the silver, though apparently contradictory is characterised as
false.!

The Madhva vyapti thus failing in the nonest things
should be restricted to cases in which the substance or the seat
of the contradictory characteristic is not false but pragmatically
valid. This view questions, in regard to the oyster-silver and
the dream-elephant, etc., the universal co-presence of mithyabhfita-
mithyaimakatva—the middle and the major of the Madhva thesis
as demanded by the said vyapt: and the Madhva logic, establishing
the reality of the phenomenal world on the ground of its falsity
being false, totally falls through.

To explain away the charge (the too general character of
the middle mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva in regard to truth) the

The Madhvites Madhvites contend that the Advaita inference *
e n oo he  Which has been based on the argument that
i‘;;’;}t‘gity of the the characteristics of the nonest things must

necesarily be nonest, is not convincing, for
the nature of the characteristics does not always depend upon

1 (a) Vide Nyayamrta, p. 43.

(b) Ripyagate mithyitva-satyatve mithya avidyaméana-dharmikatva-
dityanumanena ubbayorapi mithyatvavagamena mithyabhita-mithyatma-
katvasya jagatsatyatvasddhakasya riipye vyabhicarah sustha iti hrdayam.

Nydyamrta-Prakada, p. 44.
(c) Vide Nyayamrtatarangini, pp. 24-25.
Ripyagatam mithyatvarn mithya avidyaménadharmikatvat, ripya-
gatatvena ucyamane satyatva-mithyatve mithya mithystvopeta-dharmikat-
vat-svapnapratitagajavaditi.

2

Ibid, p. 25.
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the nature of the things characterised. We can independently
understand the dharmas without understanding the dharmins.
For example, we may refer to the Advaitins’ concept of falsity.
Falsity or mithyatva, according to the Advaitins’ own admission,
has been defined as what forms the counterpart of the absolute
negation of all times in any accepted substratum’; and it is
mainly based on the dharmas independent of the dharmins.
Falsity, when it arises, removes the so-called notion of truth or
being residing so long in the false thing, it stands as directly con-
tradictory to the preconceived notion of being or reality abiding
in the so-called real things. For otherwise the Advaita-proposi-
tion which proves the falsity of the phenomenal world suffers
from the fallacy of siddhasidhanata or establishing what has
already been established.” From this it can be said that being
or existence of the sign or mark (dharmasattd) does not always
depend upon being of the thing -signified (dharmisatta). And
such independent dharmas can be independently understood as
true or real when their respective seats are apprehended as false.
The fact might be proved from the false notion of the barren
woman’s son. The barren woman’s son, though nonest, is
characterised as the counterpart of an absolute negation and such
a characteristic mark in the nonest barren woman’s son is not
nonest but a logically valid concept. Hence the proposition
that the characteristic marks of nonest things are nonest, falls to
the ground and the Advaita syllogism, urging the falsity of the
silver as erroneous on the ground of unreality or non-existence
of silver itself * becomes invalid. In other words, the appositeness
(prayojakatva) of the middle (avidyamanadharmikatvat) in the

1 Pratipannopadhau traikélikanigedhapratiyogitvarh mithyatvam.
2 Mithyatvantu dharmibhita-prapafica-satyatvasya virahartipam atah

dharmisatyarn napeksate pratyuta dharmibhiita-prapafica-satyatvarh prati-
ksipatityarthah. Nyayamrtaprakasa, p. 44.

3 Rapyagatam mithyatvam mithya avidyaméana-dharmikatvat.
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said proposition has been challenged in regard to the Advaitins’
concept of falsity as we have noticed before.

Against this it might be argued that the shown inapposite-
ness of the middle goes against the universally admitted maxim
that the dharmas cannot exist in the non-existence of their
dharmins. How can the dharmas stand without their respective
seats (dharmyasattve dharmasattvam) ? The disputant however
may contend that the maxim is not universal. It is confined only
to those cases in which the dharmas or the characteristics are
dependent on and not independent of the dharmans, e.g., the colour,
taste, etc. The sign falsity which has been defined as the
counterpart of the absolute negation (atyantabhava pratiyogi)
does not depend upcn the being or existence of its counterpart.
For the nonest things, e.g., the barren woman’s son, sky-flower,
etc., may form the counterpart of the valid absolute negation.
But the validity of concepts of colour, taste, smell, etc., of the a.7ka
or nonest things is an absurdity. Thus the dharmas are classified
into two groups * :—dependent upon their dharmins and * indepen-
dent of their dharmins. The notion of taste, colour, etc., belongs
to the former class while the notion of falsity to the latter. And
the maxim (dharmyasatlve dharmasatlvam) is applicable to the
former case and not to the latter. Because falsity or mithyatva
iy, as its definition implies, nothing but the negation or denial
of truth or satyatva of the dharmin, which forms the counterpart
of the negation. It thus in no way depends upon the being or
existence (sattd) of its counterpart, rather it destroys the so-called
validity of the counterpart. It is the inherent nature of the
absolute negation that it arises as a contradiction of the so-called
being or existence of its counterpart.’ Hence the appositeness
(prayojakatd) of the middle (avidyamanadharmikatvat) is
questioned. And the falsity of the notion of silver as false is

1 Loke atyantabhavapratiyogitvaripa-dharmasya dharmisattva-prati-
kalatvasyaiva daréanat. Nyayamrtaprakasa, p. 44.

29
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not proved. On the contrary, falsity of. the silver is proved as valid.
As a result the Advaitins’ counter-inference (vyabhicaranumana)
falsehood which itself is false is too general in regard to truth®
totally fails and the Madhva-thesis demanding the truth of the
phenomenal appearance might be established.
Further the falsity of the notion of nonest silver cannot be
false. For the silver is false because, it is denied in its substrate
The  Madhvites' t-md as a res'sult of its denial, the negative
i\;;ti‘:‘zrt he Xg‘ve:‘t;&": judgment ‘ this is not silver’ (nedam rajatam)
falsity of the false arises and the judgment helps us to come to
pilver. the conclusion that silver that so long appeared
before us is false. Now the silver is negated in its substrate
and its falsity is posited by the negation. Thus the silver
satisfies the criterion of falsity which itself, however, stands
independent of the criterion. So falsity is empirically true even
of the silver which is a mere appearance. There is no logic in the
argument that falsity must be called false because it has a relation
with the nonest silver. The Advaitins take their stand on a so-
called universally accepted principle that the things that are
related to one another must have the same grade of reality. Such
a principle is suicidal. If that law be accepted all the dharmas or
characteristics which are negated in the pure Being-Bliss-Con-
sciousness must be taken as absolutely real because they have been
negatively related with Absolute reality. Again the substrate
of the nonest silver, mother-of-pearl, which is an empirically
valid reality, might be called false or nonest for it is in apposi-
tion with the nonest silver. And the concrete manifolds which
are located in Brahman must be absolutely true because they
have the supreme Being as their substratum.? This law is thus

! Mithyabhita-mithyatmakatvarh satyatvavyabhicari dtmatva-vya-
bhiocarat yatha Suktirajatam.

2 Pratipapnopadhau anigiddham pratyuta badhakajfidnens, vihitamapi
ripysmithyatvarh yadi pratibhasika-ripyasambandhamatrena pratibha-
gikarh tarhi sati Brahmani nigiddba api dharmah santah syuh ripyadhis-
hana$uktirapi pratibhasiki syat. Nyayamrta, p. 44,
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untenable. And the interpretation of the said middle (avidya-
manadharmikatvat) of the Advaita-syllogism as offered in the
light of the shown vyapti (things that are related to one another
must have the same grade of reality, falsity of the silver is false
because it is the characteristic (dharma) of a false (dharmin)
suffers from a number of defects shown before.

Again if the middle term of the Advaita proposition be
interpreted in the given light, the same middle might he applied
in establishing the falsity of the Advaita major—rajata-mithyatva.
The falsity of the false notion of silver is itself false because the
said falsity is itself the characteristic mark of the falsity of the
nonest silver,’ and so on ad infinitum. Thus the Advaita middle
becomes totally invalid in proving the said major. Secondly, if
both silver and its falsity be taken as false, the line of demarca-
tion between an illusory percept and the negation of illusion
becomes totally obliterated. The judgment, °this is silver’ is
called a false percept as its object is false and the negative judg-
ment which arises as contradictory to the illusory percept— this
is not silver but oyster ’ is not called illusory but an empirically
valid cognition because the negative judgment has as its object
the falsity of silver which is an empirically valid reality. Now
if both silver and its falsity be taken as false as urged by the
Advaitins in the syllogism under consideration the illusory per-
cept and its negation which contradicts the false judgment, stand
on the same footing which is suicidal to the epistemology of
illusion. Again the explanatory instances—barren woman’s son,
or being and non-being of the dream-elephant, etc., cannot prove
the Advaita proposition against the Madhva thesis (of the two
contradictory concepts when one is affirmed, the other is denied

-1 (a) 'Rﬁpya-mit,hyﬁtva-mithyﬁtvam mithyd mithyabhita-ripyamith-
yatva-dharmikatvat. Nyayadmrta-prakaéa, p. 45.
(b) Tvaduktena dharmino mithyatvena hetuna sidhyasya mithyatva-
mithyatvasyapi pratibhisikatvapattya hetoh atyantapramanyafica syat.
Nyayamrta, p. 4.
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and vice versa). Phenomenal appearances which can satisfy
our pragmatic needs are not nonest but empirically valid reali-
ties. Even silver which has an appearance in yonder oyster,
totally differs according to the Advaitins’ own admission, from
the barren woman’s son, sky-flower, ete., which have no objecti-
vity at all. Thus tbe barren woman’s son cannot form an
explanatory instance to infer falsity of the silver as false. As
regards the second instance (e.g., the being and non-being of the
dream-elepbant), it might be argued that the dream-elephant and
its consequent non-existence (svapnagaja-pratiyogika-dhvamsa)
might be called false but its absolute negation (atyantdbhava) is
not false but true® for the negation is not contradicted though its
counterpart—the elephant—is contradicted at the time we are
awakened.

And the instance thus establishes the Madhva proposition
and not that of the Advaitins. From the given dialectics it is
definitely proved that the Advaita syllogism which has been
advanced to prove the falsity of the silver as false (rajata mith-
yatva-mithyatva) suffers from a number of fallacies and is thus
untenable.  And the Madhva syllogism stands true to logic and
reason. .

This is, in short, the essence of the Madhva criticism.

Against this Madhusidana Sarasvati argues that
agﬁ‘l’;‘;‘;\‘;“;{;’;d;ggg of the two horns of the Madhva dialectics,

namely, is the falsity of the phenomenal
world (a) true or (b) false, the first position has been thoroughly
discarded by the Advaitins and hence the shortcomings pointed
out in the former case are not to the point, and require no criti-
cism at the hands of the Advaita teachers. As regards the second
alternative, e.g., is falsity itself false, there are two salient points
of attack brought forward by the Madhvites, viz., (a) the charge
of siddhasadhanata, and (b) the absolute reality of the world order.
This last signal for attack is the mainstay upon which the

1 Na svapne’pi dvayarh mithya tatraikarh satyameva hi.
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logical and epistemological dialectics of the Madhvites takes its
stand. Madhusiidana, in order to refute the Madhva charge,
takes it as the main bone of contention and thus repudiates the
disputants’ criticism. The vyapti or the invariable concomitance
upon which the Madhva syllogism ' establishing the absolute
reality of the phenomenal world is based (e.g., of the two con-
cepts which are viruddha in their nature, when one is affirmed,
the other is denied and wvice verse), is not valid. For in an
elephant in which both cowhood and horsehood (gotva and
asvatva) which can nowhere co-exist, might be negated ; but when
cowhood is negated, horsehood is not aflirmed and again when
horsehood is denied, cowhood is not posited. Thus the said
vyapti fails. But the examination shows that the said vyapti is
valid only in cases in which the characteristic marks of falsity
do not and cannot reside in the two concepts which are styled
contradictory.? For example, of the two contradictory concepts,
silverhood and its absolute negation or mutual exclusion, when
silver is posited or affirmed in the mother-of-pearl, its negation
or difference is denied and wice versa. Because the basis
or the characteristic marks of the things negated (nisedhyata-
vacchedakadharma) differ here. For when silver is negated,
silverbood (rajatatva) forms the characteristic mark of the
counterpart of negation and in the case of its negation, the
negation or difference of silver (rajalatvabhavatva or rajata-
bhinnatva) forms the marks of the counterpart. In other
words, silverhood and its negation are contradictory and cover
the entire universe. Hence the denial of the one is the affirma-
tion of the other and wice versa. The Madhva vyapti is valid
only in this sense. But in the case of the elephant in which
both cowhood and horsehood are negated, they (cowhood and

1 Jagat satyarn mithyabhita-mithyatmakatvat.
2 Tatra hi viruddhayordharmayorekamithyatve aparasatyatvam ya‘ra
mithyatvivacchedakamubbayavrtti na bhavet.

Advaitasiddhi, pp. 211-12,
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horsehood) though they cannot co-exist, can be markedout by one
common mark, namely the absolute negation of elephanthood
(gajatvatyantabhavatva). The vyapti thus does not apply here.
Now the truth and falsity of the phenomenal world, though
contradictory, both share in the common characteristic mark of
objectivity (drsyatva); they, therefore, are not twe contradictory
entities bearing two separate marks of negation. The truth and
falsity of the worldly existence share in the common determining
mark as possessing the character of objectivity ; and it is for this
mark that both of them are styled false. ~ And the falsity of the
phenomenal world being itself false cannot deduce the truth or
validity of the phenomenal world. The real logic of Madhustudana’s
observation lies in the fact that when two contradictory concepts
are of the nature of absolute negation (parasparavirahariipa) or
one pervades the absolute negation of the other (parasparaviraha-
vyapaka) as is evident in the case of silver and its absolute
negation or mutual exclusion in the mother-of-pearl, the said
vyapti of the Miadhvites is valid. But when the two concepts are
not so characterised, they are called contrary in the sense that
they can nowhere co-exist, but their absolute negation can exist
in a third particular substrate or, in other words, the concepts are
characterised as °parasparavirahavydpya ;' in such a case, the
said vydpti or invariable concomitance totally fails. Such con-
trary terms being negated in a particular locus, share in the
common characteristic, namely the negation in that particular
locus as their common determining mark of denial (ekanisedhyata-
vacchedakadharma). For example, cowhood and horsehood are
contrary because where cowhood is, horsehood is not and where
horsehood is, cowhood is not ; and again when the negation of
horsehood is absent, cowhood is also absent, and when the negation
of cowhood is absent, horsehood is also absent. Thus cowhood and
horsehood are styled parasparavirahavydpya. But the negation
of cowhood and horsehood which is vyapaka or more extensive
than its vydpya, e.g., horsehood and cowhood, can be apprehended
in an elephant. Hence the absolute negation of cowhood and
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horsehood in the elephant (gajatvatyantabhavatva) forms the
common determining feature which marks off both cowhood and
horsehood and the negation of cowhood or that of horsehood in
the elephant cannot, on the strength of the Madhvites’ wvyapti,
establish validity or truth of horsehood or cowhood. To put
simply, the negation of cowhood and horsehood can co-exist and
so the negation of the one does not mean the affirmation of the
other. Similarly the dual negation of truth and falsity can be
cognised in the nonest sky-flower, etc.; thus truth and falsity can-
not be styled contradictory, parasparaviraharipa or paraspara-
virahavyapaka.! They are simply contrary because they cannot
co-exist in a substrate, but both being negated in the nonest
sky-flower they share in the common mark of objectivity or
dr$yatva and on the basis of this common mark, Madhusidana
argues that the notion of falsity being itself false cannot prove
the truth or validity of phenomenal world. In other words, truth
and falsity are contrary but not contradictory concepts. Thus
they do not exhaust the entire order of universe as suggested by
the Madhvites. The worldly existence is neither true nor false.
It is quite different from such things as sky-flower, hare’s horn,
etc., which have got no objective validity and are non-existent.
It is also different from the ultimate Reality which is pure
existence. But it has got an empiric existence of its own. As
it is not existent in the pure and absolute sense of the term, it
is something false, though it is not false in the sense of non-
existence which is the characteristic of sky-flower, hare’s
horn, etc.

1 Vide Vitthalefopadhysyi, the gloss on the Gauda Brahmanandi,
p. 218,

Mithyatvasatyatvayormithyatvasya svasamanadhikaranabhava-pratiyogi
tvartpatvat satyatvasya kalatrayabadhyatvarapatvit abuyoéca na paraspari-
bhavariipatvam, na vi paraspara-viraha-vyapakatvam; tucche uktamithyd.-
tvoktasatyatvayordvayorapi virahat, kintu mitho viruddhatvamatram;
§uktirajatidau mithyabhite satyatvabbavat Brahmanpi satye mithyatva-
-bhavaditi.
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Against this it might be contended that Madhusidana's
logic suffers from self-contradiction. If the notions of truth and
falsity be taken as contrary but not contradictory as held by the
critics, the question is how the two contrary concepts, truth and
falsity, can co-exist in the phenomenal world ? For the co-
presence of cowhood and horsehood in a particular substrate is a
logical absurdity.

Madhusiidana, in support of his position, argues that truth
and falsity attributed to the phenomenal appearance do not
possess the same form of being or existence ; they must differ in
their respective value. For it is an universally accepted principle
in logic that the two contradictory marks attributed to the same
location or dharmin must not possess the same degree of being
or reality. This vyapli or universal law definitely proves that
the notion of validity or reality concerning the empirically false
existences must not be empiric or pragmatic. It may either be
absolute or imaginary. Now it cannot be absolute for the nega-
tion of pragmatic or empiric truth necessitates the negation of
the absolute reality as well. Pragmatic validity means the
notion of being or reality not contradicted at the time of usage
(vyavaharakalabadhyatoa) in the practical affairs of life. Now
when such a notion of uncontradictability is denied, its contra-
dictory, the notion of falsity or contradictability ut the time of
pragmatic usages is posited or affirmed. And what is contradict-
able in the pragmatic life is absolutely uncontradictable (abadhita),
is a logical absurdity. Hence the notion of reality existing in the
concrete manifolds must be pratibhasika or imaginary. Such a
position does not suffer from contradiction. Take for example
the oyster-silver ; the empirically false oyster-silver also appears
as real and misleads the man to pick it up. Had there been
no notion of reality, the man would not run after it. The
silver only appears as real and such an appearance of reality
can be assigned to the empirically false silver because the false
silver and its notion of reality do not possess the same grade of
reality, the one (falsity) is pragmatic while the other, the
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notion of reality is merely an appearance or imaginary, and they
co-exist in the silver.’

The Advaitins further establish, against the said wvyapti,
the co-presence of truth and falsity possessing the same form of
empiric being or existence. To support their standpoint the
Advaitins contend that the valid conception of unreality or
falsity attributed to the phenomenal appearances merely falsifies
but does not remove the conception of existent truth, it gives
an intellectual assurance and only invalidates the existing notion
of reality (apramatva-niscayo bhavati) which is, in fact, finally
removed at the dawn of supreme consciousness. The notion of
truth, attributed to the phenomenal world, is not contradicted
by any valid conception other than that of the Brahman ; hence
it cannot be called pratibhasika or imaginary. It is empiric or
pragmatic. Both the notions of truth and falsity of pheno-
menality being denied at the dawn of transcendental conscious-
ness share in the common value of empiric reality. In support
of their co-existence, though they are contrary concepts, Madhu-
stdana argues that as in the theory of the Naiyayikas conjunc-
tion (saryoga) and its negation, which are of the same nature
of being (samasattaka), co-exist in the same location, so truth and
falsity, the two contrary notions of the same order of being,
reside in the same substrate.

1t might, of course, be noted here against Madusiidana’s
observation that conjunction and its negation does not really
exist in the same location, for the space-position is not the same
but different. Monkey-conjunction (kapisaryoga) is at the
branch of a tree and its negation lies at the root. How then
is Madhusidana’s logic justified ? It might be argued in his
favour that as through different space-position, contradictory
notions, e.g., position and negation, may co-exist in one substrate,
so in the monistic thesis the contradictory notions of truth and
falsity may co-exist as they fall in different orders of time; in

1 Vide Advaitasiddhi, p. 216,
30
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other words they appear pragmatically true and are known to
be false only at the dawn of transcendental consciousness. The
real logic establishing the equal being or existence of truth and
falsity lies in the fact that the two are negated by a single
conception, e.g., the knowledge of Brahman (ekabadhakajiianaba-
dhya). When the transcendental consciousness dawns upon us
both the notions of falsity and truth of the phenomenal appear-
ance are denied. And such a denial proves that truth and falsity
share in equal being or existence, and they, being negated at
the dawn of supreme consciousness when all the empiric exist-
ences are at nought, are denied in point of objectivity which is
the common ground of denial and not merely as true or false.
It is an invariable law that two or more notions negated by one
contradictive apprehension (badhakajiiana) share in the common
being (samasattd). For example the perception of oyster which
negates the idea of silver negates also the exclusion of oyster in
the oyster thus both the oyster-silver and the exclusion of oyster
in the oyster are called imaginary or samanasattika. Negatively,
the pot and the oyster-silver are not negated by one apprehension
but by two apprehensions—(a) the trascendental consciousness
and (b) the perception of oyster, and they are not called samana-
sattdka ; the pot is empirically valid while the silver is
imaginary or pratibhasika. The given arguments definitely
prove that the world order and its notion of truth and falsity
share in the common existence or being. Of the two contradic-
tory marks when the proof of one negates the other, they do not
ghare in the common being and are called visamasattaka in
their nature. In the mother-of-pearls, we have two contradic-
tory concepts, silver and its negation. Of the two the judgment
‘ this is not silver * which establishes the absolute negation of
gilver, negates only the notion of silver itself and hence the
notion of silver and of its negation do not share in the common
being. The oyster-silver is pratibhasika or imaginary but its
negation is an empirically valid concept. Truth and falsity of
the phenomenal world are, as we have already seen in our
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previous discussion, parasparavirehavyipya and thus the proof
of one does not establish the falsity of the other and they cannot
be styled visamasattaka, but being negated by the dawn of
supreme consciousness share in the same value or being. One
supreme consciousness denies the notion of falsity existing in
the world order, the world order itself and its notion of validity
as well. Thus the Madhva charge of duality or plurality deduced
from the truth or falsity of falsehood totally falls through.!

! Asti ca prapaficatanmithyitvayoreka Brahmajiiainabadhyatvam,
atah samasaltikatvat mithyatvabadhakena prapaficasyipi bidhat na advaita-

ksatih.
Advaitasiddhi, p. 222.



CHAPTER VII
SUPER-IMPOSITION

We have seen that phenomenal appearances are merely
inexplicable forms and not so many realities. They appear as
real because they are referred to the Highest Reality which
forms their ultimate substratum. It is due to the apparent
identity with the permanent substratum that the worldly appear-
ances, though false, appear as independently real in our percep-
tion. In perception we cognise only the empirical forms but
not the underlying reality which though a-logical, expresses
itself as logical, a-material as material, non-temporal as temporal
and non-spatial as spatial. This tendency of mistaking the
form for reality or reality for the form is commonly called, in
the Advaita-Vedanta, Adhyasa or super-imposition. The essence
of super-imposition lies in not seeing a thing asit is, and in
placing upon it a different interpretation or construction. Super-
imposition is thus mal-observation connoting ignorance of some-
thing and extension of a false idea to an actual appearance. It
is a mis-judgment of the data presented to ‘the senses by a pre-
conceived idea. It is purely a subjective construction bearing
no correspondence to the reality.

When in perception, a thing appears to the perceiver as

An explanation of IDEre existence, a fact whose special nature is
the position. for the time being hidden, and it is studied only
as a presentation and the mind supplies, on the basis of similar-
ity, some representative elements which are falsely attributed to
the presentation where they are really not. This wrong unifica-
tion of presentation and representation is called adhydsa or a
false notion. Presentation or the fact as a mere existence is
not screened from the view of the perceiver who mistakes one



SUPER-IMPOSITION 237

thing for another. If the thing is totally shut up from the
view, no mistake can be committed without any basis or locus.
Presentation is the basis of false show upon which on the ground
of superficial similarity a wrong notion is apprehended. Pre-
gentation therefore cannot altogether be denied but so long as
avidya is operative it is falsely interpreted. It being a mal-
observation, depends upon the dim or partial perception of an
object which forms the basis of mis-judgment. Whenever the
object is clearly and distinctly viewed there is no possibility
of confusion. It is therefore possible only in the case where the
object—the locus of the false show appears only partially as a
fact, as a mere existence without its true and distinct character-
istics. Vacaspati is therefore right in assuming that adhyasa
is not possible when a thing is either distinctly seen or entirely
hidden.!

On the strength of similarity, the memory-image is revived
in the mind of the percipient and memory supplies representa-
tive factors of judgment which are erroneously attributed to
the presentation. And though the false notion is a creation
-of mind without any objective validity of its own yet it is quite
distinct from memory which is purely mental in its character,
having no objective reference outside the mind. In false show
though forms of judgment are supplied by the mind as represen-
tative elements, the forms are identified with the fact existing
outside and as a result some form of extra-mentality of the object
of false notion is apprehended. In this respect it is quite
different from memory. If a memory impression is cognised
as a memory impression without any reference to the extra-mental
objects, there is no possibility of its confusion with the wrong
notion whose extra-mental character cannot be questioned.
Herein lies the true essence of super-imposition in which there
is a confusion of mental forms as extra-mental facts.

1 Atyantagrahe atyantagrahe na cadhyasah.
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To bring out more clearly the nature of super-imposition
An analysis of the 80 1DStance may be analysed in three stages.
super-imposed idea. The first stage is a stage of pure presentation,
the second is one of correction and the last is a stage of confirma-
tion. In the first stage some thing is presented to the perceiver
and the idea of silver in the case of oyster-silver flashes out to
his mind and the idea is believed as real though it is not con-
firmed as real from the standpoint of pragmatic life. Only its
reality is not denied for the time being, as no contradiction as
yet strikes the percipient subject. In the case of pure presenta-
tion the thisness’ is a correct perception and remains as
correct so long as it is not synthesised with some other predica-
tive idea supplied by the mind to form a judgment. In this
judgment construction, the ¢ thisness ’ 1is first synthesised with
the predicative idea of silver which is believed as really presented
and a judgment is formed. There is as yet no objective reference
in the predicative aspect of the judgment and its reality is not
questioned. The simple belief underlying this judgment is
then corrected by the perception of the oyster as oyster. And
the oyster is affirmed as real in contrast with the illusory silver.
Silver is illusory because immediate quality of unreality has
been attributed to it as a result of its failure to satisfy any prag-
matic test. When the correct judgment is affirmed the predicate
of the previous judgment is denied as unreal. The perceiver
realises that his idea of silver is a pure mental presentation
without any objective basis and that the synthesis is wrong. Here
the affirmative predicate only proves the unreality of the first
impression and the first idea is eliminated. But there is a rela-
tion between these two predicates and it is a unique one. The
unreal silver by its elimination implies the real oyster, which
being an objectively valid entity is in no way affected by the un-
reality of the silver. The oyster is an entity complete in itself ;
the false conception of silver has no influence over it.
This is the stage of rectification. In this stage we are
directly concerned only with the objective content. In the given



SUPER-IMPOSITION 239

example the idea of silver was first presented to the percipient
subject and in the next stage when the idea of oyster is affirmed
as real the silver though presented becomes illusory. The silver
is a mental creation though at the time of perception it appears
as an objectively valid entity adequate to satisfy the demand
of pragmatic life and when it is negated it becomes purely sub-
jective. Thus the objectivity of silver is beyond question at the
time of appearance so long as it is not corrected. It is not pre-
sented as a merely subjective fact but as an objectively presented
reality. As an object of past perception its objective character
cannot be questioned. Falsity arises as a result of wrong identi-
fication of silver with the ‘thisness.” And when the idea of
oyster is affirmed the illusory character of silver is established.
Silver which was perceived as an objectively valid existence, 1s
now cognised as non-existent not only for the present moment
but also when it happened to be perceived as real. Thus the
non-existence of illusory silver on the ‘thisness’ is proved in the
case of the past as well as the present presentation and it might
very well be inferred therefore that it will be non-existent also in
the case of future presentation of the ‘thisness.” And its un-
reality is established as the silver did not exist, does not exist
and will not exist. The test of workability comes next and
determines its validity from the practical standpoint. The silver
being a mere subjective contribution cannot satisfy any demand
of practical life, for when the percipient wants to deal with it in
any manner, it fails to work. In this stage also facthood of
gilver as an object of remembrance is not denied even when
unreality is attributed to it. Hence the unreal silver is not a
merely subjective fiction in so far as it is based on the memory of
past perception. Thus the illusory silver is neither really subjec-
tive as hallucination having its basis in the remembrance of past
experience, nor really objective having failed to satisfy pragmatic
demands and cannot consequently be covered by either category.
Tt should therefore be placed in a separate category which the
Advaitins call inexplicable or anirvacaniya. The unreal silver is
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neither a positive nor a negative entity. It is neither
an absolute nought (tuccha) like the sky-flower, bare’s horn, etc.
nor absolutely real. It appears in the first stage and is negated
in the second and does not therefore come within the categories
of existence or non-existence (sadasadvilaksana). It is a new
category which shares in the characteristics of both position and
negation and therefore a middle category between the two, posi-
tive-negative in its character. The illusory silver is perceiv-
ed and hence distinguished from the absolute nought
(tuccha) which cannot be perceived as object of experience. Again
it is not an absolute reality as it can be negated and absolute
reality can never be negated. The silver is perceived as well as
negated it is therefore neither absolute nought nor an absolute
reality.!
The presentation of silver on the locus in oyster-silver super-
imposition is not a mere objectification of a
Illusory ob:ects are . .
entirely mew creation Memory-image. It is, on the contrary, an
due to Avilys. entirely new creation due to the operation of
avidyd which has a twofold capacity—screening and creation. If
the silver were an objectification of a past memory-image the
form of judgment should have been ‘this is that siiver,’
instead of the form ¢ this is silver’ and in this very illus-
tration, this twofold capacity is equally patent, Avidya here
serecns the real nature of the ‘this’ or locus which is oyster by
shutting out from view its special features and creates a new
silver which the percipient cognises. The silver we see in erro-
neous perception, says Vicaspati, is not that of the market but

! (@) Natyantasato narasrngiaderavabhdso napi atysntasatascidatmanah
badhagocarati tadiba ubhuyﬁnyabhﬁnupapattyobhayaviIakgagata rajatadera-
vedyata iti—Ny. M. K., p. 113.

(b) Tasmab na sat nipi sndasat parasparavirodhat ityanirvicyameve
fropaniyath maricisu toyaméastheyarh na toyarn pirvadrstam kintva-
prtamanirvicyam. Bh., p. 21.

(¢) V. K. P, p. 21
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is an entirely new creation on the mother-of-pearl—a novel
appearance in a definite point of time and space and this spatial
and temporal mark is sufficient to indicate its existence as
different from a similar object perceived in a different place ata
different time. When however this particular appearance 1is
declared false, it is never intended to deny the existence of silver
as such elsewhere. All that is implied is that in this particular
spitio-temporal reference, i.¢., on this locus, the elsewhere-exist-
ing silver is not negated. From this it is not however to be
understood that the silver of this false appearance is purely ima-
ginary (alika) like hare’s horn, sky-flower, etc., for it appears in
consciousness with a particular spatio-temporal reference which
is wanting in purely imaginary ideas. And this screening opera-
tion of ignorance or Avidya may be interpreted, without affecting
the final result, from two different points of view. From the
objective side, which has been emphasised by Sarvajiatmamunt
in his Sarksepasariraka, it is argued that ignorance or Avidya
which is the substance-stuff of the false appearance, hides the
determinate qualities of the ‘this,” i.e., the underlying oyster and
s0 long as the specific ignorance of the determinate qualities of
oyster remains, the illusory perception of silver continued. From
the subjective side Nrsisha Bha{fa contends that illusory
perceptions are due to the defects in sense organs resulting from
association and other causes. He however does not deny the
presence of Avidya or ignorance as a substance-stuff of illusory
perception. On the contrary, he shows that as soon as the Avidya
inherent in the ‘this’ comes into contact with the defective sense
organ, the real cause of false perception, it undergoes a vibratory
modification and transforms itself into the silver.!

If the illusory silver is a new creation as is admitted by the
monistic teachers, the question inevitably arises—of what stuff

1 Idamaméavacchinna-caitanye rajataparindmini avidyd dustendriya-
samparka-ripid adhyasakarapabhiitat kgobharh kiryabhimukharh prapnoti
uttarakgape ce rajataripens parinamate.

31
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is the new creation made or in other words what is the material
cause of it ? It is, of course, Avidyé and we have to deter-
mine what must be the nature of Avidya if it is to be the
material cause. Anandabodha Bhattarakacdrya in his Nyayamaka-
randa has given an account of Avidya as the material cause of the
illusory perception: This Awvidya cannot be mere false
knowledge, nor absence of knowledge nor both ; for it would then
be without substantiality, implying mere absence, and the effect,
i.e., the false appearance having objectivity the unsubstantial
Avidya cannot be its material cause. Avidyd, therefore, has to be
conceived as something unique, beginningless and indescribable
having substantiality of its own because the existence of such a
material cause is testified to by its effects, for it won’t do to
argue that mere instrumental cause can produce an effect without
a material cause ; all effects except dhvariisa or destruction must
be produced by material cause. Further the material cause of
illusory perception cannot L:ie absolutely real ; for the effect, 1.e.,
illusory perception, would then be real ; nor can the material cause
be absolutely unreal, for the latter being devoid of any capacity
of its own cannct produce the illusory object even. Hence the
material cause of illusion must be something which is neither
absolutely real or absolutely unreal.!

To sum up, the real essence of the Anirvacaniya theory of
the Advaita-Vedanta as propounded by Sarmkara in his exposition
of Adhyasa and developed by other advocates of the monistic
school, is that appearances are inexplicable and mysterious as
their causa materia avidyd is inexplicable and mysterious in its

! Avidyalaksanamatra karanamasriyate avidya hi vidyabhavah mithya
jiénarh  vd na cobhayam kasyacit samavayikiranamadravyatvat, na ca
asatyasya karyasya siksdt satyopadanatd yukts, tatha sati satyatdpatat,
na ca atyantdsatah nirasta-samastasamarthyasya upadanatd yuktimati
yattadanirvicyarm  rajatddyupadanam  ssivasmakamavidyd  sidhyanti
rajatadyupadanatayaive svapraminasiddheti na rajatadeh tadupadanataya-

mapi vivaditavyam.
Ny. M. K., pp. 122-124.
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character. Awvidyd as becoming principle creates new appearances
in erroneous conception. Objects of normal perception as well
come under this category ; as the time-space-cause world also
owes its origin to the mysterious power of Maya and is super-
imposed on the Absolute Being. The principle therefore is the
same in the normal and abnormal perception, But the Advaita-
Vedanta draws a distinction between the false percept and normal
percept, the normal percept though super-imposed persists to the
last while the abnormal one is denied in our pragmatic life.

Sarnkara’s theory is a via media between the rigorous idealism
of the Vijianavadi-Buddhists and the extreme realism of the
Nyiya and Vaitesika systems. And though Samkara and his
school strenuously fought agiinst the Vijianavadins, a close
examination of the two positions strikingly reveals an agreement
and parallelism between them in some important respects as will
appear from an analysis of the Vijianavadins’ view as explained
in the Lankavatarasatira, an authoritative literature of this school.
Thus we get the view of Maya characterised as anirvacaniya,
unambiguous declaration of the reality of consciousness, the
invalid character of the external world, the emphasis laid on
adhyaropa (super-imposition) and apavada (elimination) and a
gradation of reality and so forth, equally fully developed in both
schools. It will therefore be interesting to note the development
of these ideas according to the A tmakhyativadins or VijAanavadins
who hold that both normal and abnormal perceptions are the
result of a modification of consciousness.

Vijhanavadins ' maintain that there is neither any necessity
nor any justification for upholding the existence
of an external world of objects either as directly
perceived or as indirectly inferred from the
diversification of our ideas. They argue that logical knowledge

The XKtmakhyati-
vida or Vijiidnavada.

1 The school is also called ‘ Yogacara,” since it declares that the
absolute truth or Bodhi manifested in the Buddhas is attainable only by
those who practice * Yoga *'and * acara.’ Yogacara brings out the practical
side of the Philosophy, while Vijfidnavada brings out its speculative features.
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or knowledge necessitated by our practical life results as a
consequence of the activity of the understanding. When
anything is taken cognizance of by the understanding, knowledge
diversifies into a knower (pramatd), known (prameya) and
instruments of knowledge (pramdna), and experience arises ;
where there is no cognizance by the understanding no cognition
is generated. For instance, of the things outside the under-
standing, only those that come within its grasp can occasion any
idea or cognition. Hence, it follows that it is the understanding
which is the creator of this diversification of experience and the
objects revealed in or by it have no existence apart from the
understanding. The understanding or, as they put it, Vij#ana,
therefore, only is real and not the so-called external objects. If
it is objected that the understanding by itself alone is not
adequate to explain the manifold nature of experience without the
assumption of external objects or grahyavastu, it can be demon-
strated to be so by reference to dreams or illusions” where the
same diversification of the knower, known and knowledge as in
waking experience is generated by the activity of the under-
standing without the presence of any objects, i.e., grahyavastu.
This fact is bound to be admitted on all hands. Itis therefore
clear that the understanding alone might be responsible for the
distinction of knower, known and knowledge. Knowledge or
pratyaya is thus produced without the help of external objects.’
The problem therefore now resolves itself into the question as to
whether there is any distinction between waking experience and

Asanga and his younger brother Vasubandhu founded the idealistic view
of the * Yogacara.’
8. D. 8., p. 80.

1 Vijfidnameva khalvetad grhnatyatmanaméatmana
vahirniripyamanasya grahyasyanupapattitah
buddhih prakaéamand oa tena tenatmana bahih
tadvahatyarthadlinydpi lokayatramihedy§im.

Nyayamafijari, p. 178.
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dream experience. It might be said that waking experience has
got what may be called sarvidakatoa, i.e., the power of enabling
us to attain the object perceived ; while the objects of dream
experience are admittedly illusory and unreal, as they might be
contradicted. The real problem therefore is what is to be under-
stood by the sarmvadakatva, or what does constitute the validity
of. waking experience ?

A close consideration of this question shows that waking
experience is to be admitted as valid because its objects are real ;
whereas dream experience is invalid because its objects are
unreal. This leads to an examination of what is meant by
objects of waking experience being real. What then are we to
understand by the reality of the external objects? From the
Vijiianavadins’ standpoint, nay, from the point of view of all
Buddhistic metaphysics, only momentary existence is real and
everything else is unreal. Hence how can, for example, the
steady appearance of things be taken as real, seeing that it is the
result of taking the series of momentary vibrations which alone
are real, as non-momentary or sthira ?

Thus objects cognised as non-momentary or sthira are merely
false appearances.! Knowledge derived from waking experience
being vitiated by the false appearance of objects is therefore of
the same category as dream experiences.

Moreover it might also be said that idea and its objects
being always cognised together are not two different things but
are one and the same thing ; for it is a universally accepted
principle that things experienced and cognised together always
and invariably, such as blue and idea of blue, are identical and
not different.?

1 Nairantaryavabhdsasya bhrantatvat tasmadarat santaresu vrksesveka-
ghanavana-pratyayavadesah sthilah pratyayah. Bh., p. 543.

? Yad yena ssha niyatasahopalamhbhanam tattato na bhidynﬁo‘;,
Bho, po 544. * s ‘
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Finally, it is also clear that the diversification spoken of is
nothing but a mere modification of consciousness. In other
words, we are not aware or conscious of any diversification
beyond the range of consciousness. So it is but natural and
inevitable that we should identify this diversification with the
form of consciousness or understanding. Hence the object so
called is not something outside the consciousness or understand-
ing but a mere modification of it. Jayanta Bhatta also explains
the view thus : since nothing outside the range of the under-
standing is cognisable and since knowledge always assumes
diverse forms of necessity, it is to be concluded that it is under-
standing which gives or generates those diverse forms without
any so-called external objects outside the understanding.!

Jayanta Bhatta further explains that even admitting for the
sake of argument that there are external objects, it is to be
noticed that cognition or ji@na is capable of giving diverse forms
of itself ; for it is cognition which first gives rise to the idea of
the object and it is through this definitely formed idea that we
can know or speak of the object, and not that the so-called ob-
ject comes first to give shape and form to the idea. Cognition
or knowledge is thus not without form of its own. . Hence,
according to the logical law of ‘parsimony,” it is unnecessary
and wrong to assume that it is the so-called objects which give
rise to different forms of cognition. An example perbhaps will
make this clearer : when it is said, ‘I have known the pot”’
it is the cognition which comes first and gives definite shape to
the idea of the pot. So the assumption of the external objects
is redundant and unnecessary.?

The author of Sastradipika also in explicating the position
appeals to popular verdict. A man ordinarily speaks of an object

1 Jpnansfica grhysmanamikarahitarh grahitumadakyamiti balat
pakirameva tad grahitavyarh sikire ca jfiane grhite sati dvitiyakaranabhavat
kuto jianatirikto vahyo'rthah? Ny. M., p. 588, Benares Edition.

3 Vide Nyayamafijari, pp. 558-89, Benares Edition.
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as blue because his cognition has the form of blue. If, however,
cognition is supposed to give its own form, the question is bound
to arise as to how the distinction between cognition and the
thing cognised is felt in the very act of perception The author
of Sastradipika and his commentator answer this question by
saying that there being no external objects cognisable beyond the
range of cognition, it is cognition itself which appears to us in
the shape or form of external objects. In other words, the rela-
tion between cognition (grahana) and the thing cognised
(grahya) is one of tadatmya or identity. But owing to non-
apprehension of this identity, they appear as two distinct and
different things.'

According to the Vijiianavadin’s position, there are two
aspects of knowledge—one referring to what might be called its
‘ samaropa,” super-imposed or phenomenal aspect, i.e., the aspect
in which knowledge ordinarily appears to us ; the other aspect
might be called its ‘apavada’ or real or metaphysical aspect in
which it appears in its true nature rising superior to the false
notions or super-imposition.? The two aspects might also be
called the khyati aspect or the aspect in which knowledge
appears to us only, and the nirodha aspect or the aspect in which
it returns upon the ultimate reality which is its true nature.
These two aspects of knowledge have been very elaborately dealt
with by the author of the Lankavatarasitra.

Perception does not give us the true nature of reality of
objects. This happens as a result of what the author of the Lanka-
vatarasitra calls samaropa or super-imposition which consists in
taking one thing for another as when we mistake a rope for a
snake or the illusory world for reality. What then is the nature
of the samaropa ? It consists of four forms of varieties according
to the Lankavatarasutra, viz., (a) Asatirikganasamaropa or the

1 Vide Sastradipika and Siddbhantacandrika, p. 52, Bombay Edition.
$ Cf. Adhyaropa and Apavada theory of the Advaita-Vedanta—vide
Vedantasara, p. 16.



Pl 1) POST-SAMEARA DIALECTICS

super-imposition of triksana or trimomentary existence of the
object though it is really momentary or ksanika. In other
words, this means that though the object, and for the matter of
that, reality, is momentary, still it is cognised as enduring for at
least three moments or stages such as origination, duration and
destruction, as admitted by all Indian systems holding external
objects to be real. But this is not true according to the nihilis-
tic school of Buddhism. (b) Asaddrsfi-samdaropa or the super-
imposition of a wrong notion of things. Thus there is here a
false appearance of something steady though really it is momen-
tary. (c) Asaddhetu-samaropa or the super-imposition of a
cause falsely. This means that though really, according to this
school, knowledge or cognition is without any cause being itself
the only beginningless reality, still particular perceptions falsely
appear to be caused or occasioned by such and such organs of
sense, conjoined with representative elements supplied by memory,
etc. This ascription of causec to something causeless is thus a
false super-imposition. (d) Asadbhava-samaropa or the false
super-imposition of existence (bhdva) and non-existence
(abhava) to things. For, according to this school the visible
manifoldness’ of this world is as false as the ascription of horns to
a hare. Still people are apt to classify things falsely under either
existence or non-existence though really things are beyond the
range of both existence or non-existence.'

Analysing deeper and more closely, the author of the La#nka-
vatdrasitra classifies twelve varieties of cognition called wvikalpas
which arise as a result of the super-imposition already discussed.
Thus there are the Abhidheya-vikalpa, Laksanavikalpa and
Abhilapavikalpa and so on which by their separate and conjoint
action make the world appear to us falsely as a manifold
variety.

! Vide Lankavatarasiitra, pp. 78-74.
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This false super-imposition together with all these wvikalpas
is due to the beginningless desire or what is also called by him
Maya or Avidya." The relation of this Maya to the manifold
universe is neither identical nor different ; it cannot be altogether
different and distinct from the universe for the manifold universe
itself, as already shown, is the result of this Maya ; nor can it be
identical with the universe seeing that it is something over and
above this manifoldness. It is therefore anyananyavivarjita, is
something beyond identity and non-identity. Hence it cannot
be regarded as either existent or non-existent or in other words,
it is something which is inexplicable.’?

This aspect is what is called khyativijiana or samaropa,
i.e., phenomenal aspect of knowledge by means of which the
affairs of practical life are carried on. The other aspect of
knowledge is what is called apavada, i.e., metaphysical aspect
of knowledge which consists in turning away from or realising
the false character of knowledge as generated by samaropa
or, as Sarhkara would put it, adhyase described before. Apavada
or metaphysical knowledge eliminates falsely super-imposed
knowledge and turns the mind towards reality ; for apavada
means literally that somcthing is apavadyate, i.e., eliminated.
It is only when there is nothing to Dbe eliminated as due to
super-imposition or vikalpa that true knowledge or intuitive
vision of the Buddha (Buddhanetrtva) might be said to be
attained. Thus when there is a complete destruction of the

! Svatah svacchamapi Jfianam anadyavidyavasanavibhavena tatta-
danekakarakalusyarusitavapuriva  prakagate  jiianavasanabhedasanténa-
yoéca bijankuravadanaditval nasya paryanuyogasyivasarah kuto visana
pravrtia iti. Nyayamafijari, p. 539, Benares Edn.

2 (a) Maya ca vaicitryanna any# na ananya yadi apyi syat vaicitryam
miyahetukarh na syat atha ananya syat vaicitryanmayavaicitryayorvibbago
Dna syat sa ca drsto vibhagah tasmat na anya na ananya ata eva mayi na
nastyastitvena abhinivestavya.

Vide Lankavatarasutras, p. 118,

(b) Cf. Sadasadvilaksana avidya of the advaita-Vedanta, '

32
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mental modifications or super-imposition that Nirvara is
attained. The final result of the Vijlianavadins’ position is that
according to it the empirical knowledge, such as  this is oyster’
is as much the creation of consciousness (4layavijidna) as the
so-called objects of false knowledge, e.g., silver in mistaking
oyster for silver. Thus normal (empirical) and abnormal (illu-
sory) perception is on the same level, the Alayavijiana itself
appearing as the object in both. The falsity of erroneous percep-
tion consists in the wrong objectification or spatio-temporal refer-
ence of the purely mental image of silver. For the silver as idea
is real and cognising of this real mental image as something
external constitutes crror of false perception and though the silver
might be negated in the ‘this’ or locus, its reality as a mental
image is unquestionable. Thus contrary to the generally accepted
view they hold that it is really the thisness of appearance which
is false and not the idea (i.c., silver) whose reality as a form
of consciousness cannot be gainsaid.
Against this fundamental position of the Vijiianavada that
knowledge is without any corresponding reality (vijianam
) niralammbanam) all Brahmanical schools of
Refutation of the . . .
X};]yi:at?:gggn or Atma- Philosophy direct their attack. They all argue
that particular forms of perception or cognition
are all due to external objects. Sarkara, Rimanuja and other
Vedantic schools argue that in cognition, the objects such as the
pot, cloth, etc., are always perceived as something external and
not as a mere form of cognition. In other words, no one cog-
nises those objects as cognition itself, but only as objects of
cognition having extramental reality. Moreover, the very argu-
ments that cognition itself takes on forms of objects and that
cognition itself appears as something external or extramental,
presuppose or imply that there are objects which are external or
extramental; for in the absolute absence or non-existence of
external objects, how is it possible to speak or conceive of them ?
Besides, the argument that the simultaneous presence of the
perception and its objects implies their non-difference or identity
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has not much force in it; for abheda or non-difference itself
means that there is a prior difference, since if there” be not two
separate things how could you speak of their non-difference or
identity? The explanation of the manifold variety of conscious-
ness as being due to different desires is also unsatisfactory, for in
the first place the whole position is directly opposed to all
experience. HExperience shows that the different desires
are excited or evoked by different objects. And it is a reversal
of the true order of experience to maintain that it is the desires
or vasanas which arouse or excite a consciousness of manifold
objects. Lastly, the analogy of dream consciousness is not
applicable to perceptual or cognitional knowledge. For dream
consciousness is contradicted and falsified by waking conscious-
ness and is due to certain faults in its causation such as sleep,
etc. But true perception or cognition as distinguished from
false perception is never contradicted or falsified and is free from
any fault in its causation. Thus there is a fundamental difference
between dream consciousness and waking consciousness and it is
not permissible to infer on the dream analogy that there are no
extramental objects in cognition just because there are no such
objects in dream consciousness. Moreover, dream consciousness is
not without objects as maintained by the Vijianavadin. There are
undoubtedly objects present in dream consciousness though these
objects have not the same vividness as the objects of waking
consciousness. Besides mere idealism as advocated by the
Vijiianavadin is unable to cxplain worldly activity or practical
life; for in life external objects play an important part and, as has
been already shown, such idealism is contrary to all facts of
experience. Hence it is to be concluded that no experience or

knowledge is possible without extramental reality or objects.
The main points of attack against the Vijfianavadin’s posi-
) tion advanced by all the orthodox Brahmabical

An estimate of the . . . _ .

Ktuakbydtivida or 8chools including t.l?e Advaita Vedanta mlgl.lt be
' reduced to two. Firstly, that external objects
cannot be regarded as mere forms of consciousness in so far as in
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cognising them the form of consciousness is not that they are
cognitions but that they are somehing beyond and other than
cognition, having an outward reference ; secondly, that in the
Vijfianavadin’s view the broad and unmistakable difference be-
tween dream and waking consciousness would altogether be obliter-
ated, both being forms of consciousness only. It might be, how-
ever, noted in passing that itis not merely the Brahmanical
schools which attack the Vijdanavadins in this way. Another
school within Buddhism itself, viz., the Sautrantikas ! also made
these two weak spots in the Vijiianavada epistemology the target
of their attack. With regard to the first point, the Sautrantikas
hold that it would not do to say that because cognition and the
cognised object appear simultaneously in consciousness, there is
no difference between the two, for to argue thus would be against
all canons of proof or reasoning. If there were no difference, the
form of cognition would be ‘T am blue’ and not ‘this is blue.’
Moreover the cognition is inward-looking while the object has

1 The second school of the Hinayana is called the Sautrantika. The
Sautrantikas, unlike the Vijianavidins, admit the extramental existence of
the phenomenal world which, according to them, is not directly perceived
but inferred from the diversification of cognition. In support of this theory
Madhavacaryya in his SarvadarSana-sarmgraha writes: ‘ Cognition must
ultimately have some object since it is manifested in duality. If the object
proved were only a form of cognition it should manifest itself as such, and
not as an external object.” Of the origin of the term * Sautrantika’
Madhavicaryys says: ‘‘ The name Sautrintika arose from the fact that
the venerated Buddha called some of his disciples Santrantikas who asked
what was the ultimate purport (anta) of the aphorism (sutra).”’

It may well be noted that the Sautréntikas are so because of their
adherence to the ‘Sutta Pitaka’ or the section consisting of the discourses of
Buddha to the rejection of the two other Pitakas.

(a) Vide Sarvadaréanasarigraha, p. 43.

(b) Satrasyantarh prechatam kathitara bhavantadea siitrasyantam
pretavantah sautrantikd bhavantviti bhagavata abhihitataya sautrantika-
-sarhjfia safijateti.

Vide Barvadar§anasarigraha, p 48.
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outward reference. Nor would it suffice to hold that owing to
mistake, the blue appears as if it were modification of consciouse
ness; For, if there be nothing external, how can you say ‘‘as if
it were an external object ?’' It would be as absurd as to say
that Vasumitra appears to be the son of a barren woman. The
very fact that you have to speak of ‘as if it were external’ im-
plies a real external world and your denial of it returns upon and
hits you like a boomerang.! Again to maintain this non-differ-
ence between cognitions and the cognised would lead to a
logical fallacy. For identity or non-difference can be proved only
when the manifestation of difference is shown to be illusory. In
other words, identity postulates a prior difference.?

A close examination of the Vijiianavadin’s position however
shows that the above criticism is based on a misunderstanding or
distortion of his position. It is as a reaction against the crude
materialists, dualists and realists that the Vijfianavadins develop
their theory of idealism and therefore appear to fall into the oppo-
site error of solipsism or mentalism. This however is not the true
position of Vijianavada or Yogacara school of Buddhism The
Vijfianavadins argue against the easy-going assumption of the rea-
lists that the mind is a self-contained reality confronted in experi-
ence by other self-contained things. Going behind the two subs-
tances of mind and matter they try to discover a comprehensive
reality embracing the two. Like Kant in the West, with true
philosophic insight, the Vijianavadins urge that the whole
objective world cannot exist without a transcendental apperceiving
intellect orVijiiana which is more than merely individual. Within
this ¢ Vijana arises the distinction of subject and object. Hence

1 Ato bahirvaditi vadatd bahyam grahyameveti bhéavaniyamiti
bhavadiyavano bhavantarn praharet.—Vide Sarvadaréanasarhgraha, pp.
85-36.

2 Bhedapratibhasasya bhrantatve abhedapratibbasasya pramanyar tat
pramanye ca bhedapratibhasasya bhrantatvamiti paraspserasrayaprasangacea.
—Vide Sarvadarfana-sargrabs, p. 86 (Abbyarhkara’s Edn.).
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the ° Alayavijiana ’ of the Vijiidnavadins is a fundamental fact
of reality revealing itself in individual minds and things ; for, all
the manifold distinctions of experience such as subject and object,
etc., appear in it because of the beginningless series of dualistic
desire." Thus the phenomenal existence of the world with its
distinctions of subject and object is accepted by them. As
Madhavacarya in his Sarvadar§anasarhgraha writes : “ Nor must
it be supposed that on this hypothesis, the juice, the energy
and the digestion derivable from an imaginary and actual sweet-
meat will be the same.®? The Vijfianavadins therefore do not
reduce the external world to an absolute nought but go further
along with most other Buddhistic schools to discriminate
between the threefold nature of knowledge or  Vijiiana
implying three grades of reality corresponding to them: (1)
imagined nature (Parikalpita), (i) dependent or caused
nature (Paratanira) and (iit) absolute or metaphysical nature
(Parinigpanna). In Parikalpita, the imagination is active without
being controlled by the categories in the Kantian sense, e.g.,
when a rope is mistaken for a snake. It cannot stand critical
judgment and has no practical efficiency. Paratantra is empirical
knowledge and is the work of the understanding, its categories
having validity within experience. But the absolute reality
cannot be known through this categorised knowledge." Pari-
nigpanna is metaphysical insight through which it is possible
to rise to the universal which exists as whole and undivided
Vijiiana or consciousnesss. Plurality is due to subjection to
space and time which are the principles of individuation. The
highest stage of knowledge is thus the ‘Alayavijiana ' which
though not yet phenomenalised into the manifold by beginningless

' (a) Atrapi anadiravicchinnspravahd bhedavasansiva nimittam—
Vide Sarvadaréana-samhgraha, p. 82. (Abhyarhkara’s Edn.)
(b) Vide Nyayamafijari, p. 536.
2 Na ca rasaviryavipikidi-samanamaédmodakoparjita-modakanar
syaditi veditavyam—Vide Sarvadarana-sarhgraha, p. 82.
3 Cf. Kantian Phenomenalism and Agnosticism.
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desire, is still a concrete reality according to the Yogacaras ;
for they admit only the reality of intellect with forms." More-
over, in explaining the experience of the manifold the Yogacaras
divide all things into two groups—sarmskrta or composite and
‘ asamskrta * or non-composite and admit such things as five
¢ skandhas ’ or constituents, four ‘ dhatus’ or bases, and six
¢ ayatanas ’ or locations, though the emphasis is laid by them
on ‘citta’ or mind and not, like the realists, on ¢ rapa,’ i.e.,
matter, Nagarjuna reduces the first two to one sanmvrtisatta,’
the other name of Avidya, and calls the third ¢ paramartha * or
the highest reality.?

The criticism of Sarmkara and others would seem to be based
on a misunderstanding ; and the misunderstanding itself was
generated by the fact that the Buddhistic writers and their
Brahmanical expounders used language and illustrations which
were liable to misinterpretation. Thus it is said that the waking
consciousness is just like dream, that the distinction of knower,
known and knowledge is false like the illusion of the double
moon, etc.® Now this is surely apt to suggest that no

1 Akarasshita buddhiryogicirasys sammata.
Vide Sarvadaréana-sarhgraha, p. 45.
2 Vide familiar Buddhistic verses quoted by Anandatirtha in his
Tattvoddyota 2. 2. 29:
(a) Satyantu dvividharh proktam
sarvrbarh paramarthikam
samvrtam vyavaharam syab
nivrttau paramirthikam.
(b) Drve satye samupasritya Buddhanarh dharmadesana,
Loke sarhvitsatyafica satyafica paramarthatah
Cf., Paramarthika-sattd and vyavaharika-satta of the Advaita-
Vedinta.
(¢) Vicdryamane no’satyarn satyaficapi pratiyate
yasya tat saravrtam jieyam vyavaharapadaiica tat.
3 Vide Sarvadaranasarhgrahs, p. 29, Abhyankara’s Edn.
(@) Drstarthavyavaharadca svapnavyavahdraval sarmvrtya sanga-
cchate. ' :
(b) Yaécayarmn grahyagrahakasamvittinamh prthagavabhasah sa
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distinction is drawn between dream and waking life. More-
over, in other places the Buddhists have emphasised the false
character of all existence consistently with their view of the non-
validity of all knowledge (svatah apramanya); for if normal
knowledge is naturally invalid, it stands to reason that the so-
called universe is unreal. All this led to the impression that
the Vijianavadins do not distinguish between waking conscious-
ness and dream. But a closer scrutiny of their position would
show that the criticism is misapplied and beside the point. The
Vijiianavadins took care to emphasise that due to the activity
of ‘samvrti’ or avidyd the waking consciousness is as much
unreal as the dream consciousness. This is almost identical
with the position of the Advaitins who also hold the same view
and as we have seen the Vijiianavadins differentiate between
¢ parikalpita’ (imaginary or dream) and ‘ paratantra’ (empirical)
knowledge. The only question is—is the criterion of differentia-
tion an adequate one ? Sarikara thinks it is not; the dream
consciousness 1s sublated or negated while waking consciousness
persists, i.e., the one is badhita while the other is abadhita.’
It may be noted here that according to the Advaitins’ own true
position this is not just, for from the standpoint of the Advaita-
Vedanta, both dream and waking consciousness are unreal,
being the product of Maya, and capable of annihilation on
the dawn of true knowledge. We have therefore to admit
that in levelling this criticism Sarhkara forgets his own posi-
tion as an absolute idealist, and becomes more of a realist.
The poor Vijlanavadins have done nothing else except
emphasising that from the metaphysical standpoint both

ekasmin candramasi dvitvavabhasa iva bhramah, atripi anddiravicchinna.
pravahibhedavasanaiva nimittam. Ibid, p. 32.

! Vide Samkarabhagya, 2. 2. 29. Badhyate hi svapnopalabdharm vastu
pratibuddhasys mithyd maya upalabdho mahdjanasamagama iti, naivam
jégaritopalarhbham vastu kasyaficidapyavasthayam badhyate.
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waking consciousness and dream are unreal being the product
of ‘sarhorti’ or avidyd. It is only from the standpoint of the
ultra-realists, such as materialists and dualists who hold the
reality of both the subject and object as eternal, that a real
criticism of the Vijidnavadin’s position might be maintained.
For if both subject and object are equally real eternally how can
we speak of one as more real than the other ? To this the
Vijiianavadins can reply along with the Advaitins that duality
or plurality necessarily implies unity, that the distinction of
subject implies something that transcends both and that the dis-
tinction of waking and dream indicates a continuity of conscious-
ness which comprises both. The only real question is what 1is
the nature of this unity? The Vijiianavadins hold that it is the
Alayavijiana which is the highest form of reality. But what
is this Alayavijiiana and can it be conceived as the highest
reality? The Vijiianavadins explain Alayavijiana as the con-
crete intelligent principle of consciousness which underlies all
experience ; it is identified with the self and diversifies itself into
the manifold forms. It is thus not without a form or feature.
A question may, therefore, be asked how are the forms gene-
rated? Are the forms in Alayavijiana due to the activity of
beginningless desire ? If so, what is the exact relation between
the two? The Vijiianavadins cannot satisfactorily answer these
questions. If beginningless desire is regarded as the cause of
these manifold forms in Alayavijiiana, the Alayavijiana itself is
reduced to un-reality. The Vijiianavadins cannot escape from
the charges like the Advaitins to whom also the same questions
about the relation of Brahman and Mayad might be put. For
the Advaitins can answer by saying that their Brahman or
highest reality is without any form or feature and whatever
forms appear are the workings of Maya which can in no way
affect the nature of Brahman, the evolution of forms being of
the ‘vivarta’ type or an evolution without substantial mutation.
Hence we have perforce to conclude that the . Alayavijiians
cannot be the highest form of reality, Besides this, the Vijiidng-

33
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vadins use Alayavijiana in a rather ambiguous sense making it
difficult to say what they exactly mean. Sometimes they use
it to mean universal consciousness which diversifies itself
into different minds and things and sometimes they imply by it
rather the empirical ego. Lastly, though Yogacaras did not
altogether intend to make the world of space and time depend
on individual consciousness, it cannot be denied that in their
eagerness to refute crude realism they somelimes made a con-
fusion of psychological and metaphysical points and thus arrived
at a crude mentalism. The confusion is worse confounded by
the employment of the same term ‘vijiGna’ to indicate both
changing and unchanging aspects of mental life.

Sunyavada or Asatkhyativade might be regarded as the
Saﬁ;atk;dymﬁdf or logical culminatic.).n~ _of t.he Vijﬁanavadfi epis-
cotimate of the pos. temology. If wvijfigna is the only reality and
tion. outward objects are unreal as the Vijnanavadin
holds, the vijfigna itself becomes unreal. For we cannot have
consciousness without an object of which we are conscious. And
when the Vijiianavadin accounts for the empirical world by post-
ing a continuous subject, the Sanyavadin or Asatkhyativadin pushes
the argument a step beyond and ‘‘the very shadow of the soul”
is discarded. If the Vijianavadins are right there can be no
objects to be known and no object implies no subject. Thus the
Sanyavadins do away with the constant alaya and set our ideas
adrift. If there are no extramental relations there can be no
world. External objects and internal states are both void or
sinya. According to the Sanyavadins we are dreaming even
when we are awake. Besides the Alayavijiana of the Yogacaras
cannot be the highest form of reality, for there being no object,
what is it that gives it form? In other words, it cannot be
dkarasahita or with forms, i.e., relational. Thus the highest
reality must be non-relational there being no possibility of dis-
tinction between subject and object and this can only be called
Sanya or void. Therefore the question naturally arises as to
what it is that the Sanyavadins or Asatkhyativadins mean when
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they speak of the highest reality as Sanya? Do they imply by
it absolute void or nothingness as the orthodox Brahmanical
schools, nay, even the Vijiianavadins themselves,represent, or does
it mean something positive though no definite attribute or quali-
fication can be ascribed to it? Thus Samkara, Kumarila' and
Udayana all take this Sanya to mean absolute nothingness lead-
ing to the complete unreality of the world. Udayana therefore
queries : *‘ Is the conception of Sanya or void a fact or not? If
it is not a fact that is perceived by and through one, how can
you say that the world is ‘Sanya’? If it is a fact, is it self-
evident or perceived by and through some one else? Then, the
existence of some one else and what he perceived must both be
admitted.”” The Vijiianavadin goes further and argues that °If
all is nothing, then nothing itself becomes the criterion of truth
and the Madhyamika or Asatkhyativadin has no right to discuss
with others of a different way of thinking. He who accepts
nothing as real, can neither prove his position nor disprove his
opponent’s case. Again a still more formidable objcction against
the Madhyamika position is that nothingness or ultra-void fails
altogether to explain the causal connexion in the cosmic evolution.
If nothing is the reality,how are we to explain the process of the
universe? Nagarjuna frankly admits the validity of this objec-
tion and holds that causation or change itself and along with it
the empirical world is unintelligible; for the very conception
of change or causation is full of contradiction or antinomye
As Nagarjuna puts it “‘a thing is born neither from itself nor
from another nor from both or without cause. Production seems
to be logically impossible. What is non-existent cannot be
produced by any cause such as a square circle. If origination
is admitted to be desirable in the case of what is existent, then
it “‘produces only that which has been already produced. One
and the same thing cannot be both existent and non-existent.

Vide Slokavarttika, 115.8.10.
3 Vide Sarvesiddhantasara-samhgraha, Chap. 8.3.4.
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Nor can we say that one and the same thing is distinct
from both existence and non-existence. Nothing real can
be spoken of as coming to existence, nor can it be said that
the pot, this moment non-existent, next moment becomes
existent. That will be to assert a contradiction. When we
know that things have no absolute existence we see that
they cannot produce others with such existence. If we speak of
causes, we do so at the expense of logic indulging in makeshifts
of subject and object, substance and attribute, space and time.
Absolutely speaking there is no cause or effect, no production or
cessation.! The Sanyavadins further elaborate this idea of
causation in their theory of ‘Pratitya’sammutpada’ or dependent
origination according to which a thing is a mass of ““dharmas”’
following one another in a continuous succession. The indivi-
dual human being is a collection of ‘dharmas’ since every
thought, sensation or volition is a ‘dharma.” A carriage is a
name of a collection of material ‘dharmas.’ Apart from the
dharmas the carriage and the man have only anideal existence, an
existence of designation (prajiapti). Dharmas alone exist though
they are liable to destruction. Every thought or thing may have as
its determining cause or pratyaye a great number of ‘dharmas’
more or less external to itself, such as object of vision, visual
organ, etc., but its real hetu or causeis the thought immediately
preceding it, even asevery moment of the duration of the
flame depends on the oil, wick, etec., though it istruly a continua-
tion of the preceding moment of the flame. Thus the Siinya-
vadins do not dismiss the ‘dharmas’ as wholly unreal. Only
they consider them to be phenomenal and momentary. Nagarjuna
further admits the Yogacara-objection that what is inexplicable
is unreal and only adds that on this principle vijiiana itself is
unreal since we cannot say anything consistent about it. He
also agrees with the Yogacara in holding that the world 1is

1 Vide Sarvasiddhantasirasamgraha, Chap. 21,
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constituted by relations but goes further in maintaining that
these relations are only hypostatization or abstractions, being
wholly unintelligible. All we can say is that the whole world,
matter, soul, space, time, cause and substance, etc., are with-
out substance and therefere only appearance. Though the
Stinyavddins thus speak of the world as mere appearance, they
however maintain that there is something which underlies this
appearance. For even when we wrongly superimpose the
notion of a serpent on the rope, the rope exists though the ser-
pent does not. The rope is only void of serpent. Similarly
the qualities, characteristics such as form, etc., commonly attri-
buted to things may not exist. Though the denotable proper-
ties may not exist, the substratumn exists. The distinctions of
‘fRiana’ and ‘jfieya,” knowledge and knowable, etc., are based
on something. As Bodhisattvabhumi puts it: ‘‘For Siinya
(vacuity) to be a justifiable position, we must have firstly the
existence of that which is empty, and then the non-existence of
that by the absence of which it is empty ; but if neither exists,
how can there be a vacuity? ”’ In other words vacuity or void
implies something which is void or vacuum. Thus the void or
the Sunya of the Sdnyavadins is not something negative but
seems to be positive. They speak of it as tathata and in their
description of talhata as the highest reality they speak in terms
almost similar to the description of Brahman of the Advaita-
Vedanta. . The tathata or the metaphysical absolute of the
Buddhists is in its essential nature real and eternal but we mis-
take it as absolute nothinghess, it is called ‘ bhava’ or existence,
though its true nature cannot be expressed by means of language.
For as Asanga says, “ It can neither be called existence or non-
existence. It is neither such nor otherwise. It is neither
born nor destroyed. It neither increases nor decreases. It is
neither purity nor filth. Such is the real laksara or nature of the
transcendental truth—‘‘ There is then neither that which speaks
nor that which is spoken of ; neither that which thinks nor
that which is thought of ; when you conform to tathdts and
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when your subjectivity is completely obliterated, it is then that
you will be said to have insight.”” ! The absolute is free from
relativity, individuality and conditionedness, though it is self-
existent and the source of all. More positively it is the efful-
gence of great wisdom ; the universal illumination of the dharma-
dhatu (universe), the true and adequate knowledge, the mind
pure and clear in its nature, the eternal, the blessed, the self-
regulating and the pure, the immutable and the free.® It is
now clear that the highest reality of the Madhyamikas is almost
identical with the Brahman of the Advaitins ; and Madhavacarya
makes it still clearer by quoting from Vivekavilasa that
Madhyamikas admit only the featureless self-subsistent con-
sciousness as the highest reality.” It has been probably called
‘Sanya’ by the Madhyamikas because no proof can be applied to
it as it is totally featureless. Hence it is that Anandatirtha in
his Tattvoddyota points out that there is no difference between
the Sanyavada and the Mayavada.*

Though there is a striking similarity between the Sunyavada

1 Vide Suzuki, The Awakening of Faith, p. 58.
2 Vide Suzuki, The Awakening of Faith, p. 96.
(@) Vide also the Buddhist verse quoted by Anandatirtha—Nasya
sattvamasattvarh va na dogo guna eva va, 2. 2. 9.
Heyopadeyarahitamh tat §inyam padamaksayam.
Cf. the Advaitic conception of Brahman.
3 Vide SarvadarSana-sarhgraha, p. 46,
Kevalam samvidam svastham manyante Madhyamah punah.
4 Vide Tattvoddyota (Madhvavilasa Book Dep., Sitra, 2. 2. 29)
Na ca §inyavadinah sakasad vailaksanyarh mayavadinah. The following
resemblances have also been pointed out by Anandatirtha in his
Tattvoddyota : (i) The Brahman is nirdharmaka, nirguna, nirdkdra, ete.
8o is the Sinya of the Sinyavadins. (i) The Brahman is nigkriya, devoid
of all activity, the Parmenedian Being, so is the Stinya. (iii) The Brahman
is indescribable, and cannot be squeezed into conceptual categories, so is the
Sinya. (iv) The Brahman manifefts itself as the phenomenal universe,
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and the Mayavada in respect of the nature of their ultimate
reality and various other points as noted by Anandatirtha, the
former, on closer examination, will be found to fail in the ex-
planation of the cosmic evolution. As we have seen, the Siinya-
vacins explain the cosmic process by reference to what they call
cyclic origination. But the question is this: If their ultimate
reality is totally featureless how is its modification or appearance
as the basis of the manifold world 1o be explained? If it is
said that appearance or cyclic process of cosmic evolution is
generated by the working of the beginningless desire in it, the
ultimate reality will no longer remain featureless. If, on the
contrary, the beginningless desire has no relation to the absolute
reality, the world process itself becomes an inexplicable enigma
and again this will lead to dualism, the desire being an indepen-
dent reality. Hence as we saw in the case of the Yogacara
school, the problem of the relation of the ultimate reality to the
world-process remains as unsolved as ever.

As regards the objective implication of knowledge

The SatkbyBtivada Ramanuja’s view-point is known as Satkhyati-
of Ramanuja. vada. All so-called appearances forming the
object of knowledge exist as objectively valid

entities. Objects are regarded as prior to knowledge and the
act of knowledge functions to bring them into relation
with the knowing subject. Appearances even in false per-
ception are valid, implying objective reality. This reality is
not merely objective or relative but absolute. Ramanuja has
tried to bring out this realistic aspect of knowledge from the
Vedas. Even in erroneous perception whatever is cognised is
something existent ; knowledge in the absence of corresponding
object is an impossibility. ‘‘In other words, the agreement

go does the Sinya. (v) The Brahman is the goal of the Advaitin’s spiritual
and metaphysical endeavour, so is the Sinya the goal of the moral and
metaphysical endeavour of the Buddhists.
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actually presented.’ Only itis not the bhitas as such that
are brought together here, but what are derived from them—
bhiitas. The shell is a compound not of prthivi, tejah, etc.,
in their premitive form, but of certain differentiations of them,
the ‘shell’ being a particular modification of prthivi and silver,
as indicated by the lustre of lejah.*

'Chis realistic explanation of Raminuja on the basis of the
primitive elements and the structural affinity of the physical
world, may hold good only in cases where the objects of illusory
percepts are made of bhitas or gross clements. But in other
cases when the white conch is seen as yellow by a person with a
jaundiced eye, a different explanation has to be given to establish
his theory of Satkhyativada or that which exists is alone cog-
nised. In explaining the erroneous perception of the white
shell being seen as yellow Ramanuja in his Bhasya argues that
the visual rays issuing from the eye come in contact with the
bile—the element of which is alrcady existent in the eye—kiss the
shell, and the result is that the whiteness of the shell being sup-
pressed by the yellowness of the bile isnot apprehended ; the
shell thus appears as yellow just as if it were gilded. The bile and
its yellowness is, owing to its excceding tenuity, not perceived
by the standers; but thin though it be, it is apprehended by the
person suffering from jaundice, to whom it is very near, in so
far as it issues from his own eye, and through the mediation of
the visual rays, aided by the action of the impression produced on
the mind by that apprehension, 1t is apprehended even in the
distant object, viz., the shell.’”

The explanation advanced by Ramanuja cannot satisfy the
philosophic thought. It is arbitrary and fanciful. And the
unsoundness of his explanation may be clearly brought out by

1 Vide Srutaprakiasika (Bombay Edn.), p. 185.
Sadrée sadréantarabuddhiryatharthyarm niripyate.

2 Vide Sribhagya, pp. 22-8 (Lalus L. Edition),
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examining further his interpretation of some instances of
the erroneous perception. The cognition of one’s own
face in the mirror or in some other reflecting surface is,
according to Raminuja, true in its character. The fact
as explained by him is that thc motion of the visual rays
coming forth from the eye towards the mirror, is reversed
by the mirror, and the rays in their reverse order apprehend the
person’s own face, subsequently to the apprehension of the surface
of the mirror. Owing to the rapidity of the process there is no
apprehension of any interval between the mirror and the fact,
and the fact presents itself as being in the mirror.

(@) In the caseof one direction being mistaken for another,
e.g., when the south is taken as north, the object of perception
as such, Raninuja says, is true. Ior the idea of direction such
as south, north, etc., being relative to the difference of spatial
position, the percipient actually cognises the north as such, for
with reference to another percipient occupying a different space-
position it is really north and it is only owing to the operation of
an unseen principle (adrsta) that the particular percipient mis-
takes the south as north. Space as such is one indivisible whole
and if reference to any particular percipient is overlooked or
ignored, every direction might be regarded as any direction since
potentially every direction is all other directions. And it is
owing to the operation of the unseen principle that all other
elements of direction are screencd up from the view in the case of
any particular percipient when he mistakes the south as north.

(b) The valid nature of the double-moon perception has
been justified by Raminuja. On the basis of his own principle
he argues that either through the pressure of the finger upon the
eye or owing to some abnormal affection of the eye the visual
rays are divided, and the double, mutually independent apparatus
of vision thus originates and becomes the cause of a double appre-
hension of the moon. One apparatus apprehends the moon in
her proper place, the other which moves somewhat obliquely
touches at first a place close by the moon, and then the moon
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itself, which thus appears somewhat moved from her proper place.
Although what is presented is the one moon distinguished by the
apprehension in two places at the same time—an apprehension
due to the double apparatus of vision—and since the cognitions
are distinct, the objects, apprehended, must also be taken as true
inasmuch as there is no cognition of identity between the two
moons. Thus a double moon presents itself to perception.

(¢) Inthe same way the °firc-brand circle’ (alatacakra)
Perception may also be explained as true. 'The fire-brand swings
round very rapidly. Its cognition as a fiery wheel explains itself
through the circumstances that moving very rapidly it is in
conjunction with all points of the circle described without our
being able to apprehend the intervals. The case is analogous to
that of the perception of the real wheel in which case no intervals
are apprehended because there are none ; while in the case of the
fire-brand none are apprehended owing to the rapidity of the
movement. Therefore in the lattcr case also the object of the
cognition is true, being really presented.

(d) In explaining the valid nature of the dream-conscious-
ness where at least we seem to have experience without corres-
ponding objects existing at the time, Ramanuja, on the authority
of the Upanisads, argues that the divinity creates, in accordance
with the merit and demerit of the individual, things of unique
nature subsisting for a certain time only and perceived by the
individual for whom they were created as objectively real entities.
In agreement herewiti the scripture says—*‘ There are no chariots
in that state, no horses, no roads, then the Almighty creates
chariots, horses and roads. There are no tanks, no lakes, no
rivers, then the God creates tanks, lakes and rivers. For He is
the maker.”” ' 1t means that although there are no chariots,
horses, etc., to be perceived by other persons, the Liord creates such
things to be perceived by the dreaming person only. And such
creative agency is possible only for Him who possesses the

1 Vide Brhadaranyaka Upa., 4.8.10,
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wonderful power of making all his wishes and plans objectively
real.

God is the creator, says Ramanuja and adds that the reason
of his creating such unique things is the same as in the case of
objects of waking state, viz., the providing of suitable means for
the individual to experience pain or pleasure according to his past
“karma.’ The author of the Brahmasatras also in his sitras, dis-
cussing the possibility of the individual soul creating the objects
appearing in dreams, finally decides that the wonderful creation 1s
produced by the Lord only for the benefit of the individual
dreamer.' For so long as the individual soul is in the ‘samsara’
state, its true nature comprising the power of making its wishes
come true—is not fully manifested, and hence it cannot practically
exercise that power.

According to the Satkhyativada of Ramanuja, whatever we

may think of its scientific value, true or false (prama or bhrama)
Explanation of trie  €a0N0b be divorced from reality and even in the
ey 58 case of objects whose existence cannot be
khyativada. vouched for only by individual experience,
there is no ideal or purely subjective element. If all knowledge
is equally valid, it may be pointedly asked how the universally
recognised distinction between the truth (prama) and error
(bhrama) is to be explained ? The doctrine postulates that only
what is given is known, it does not however imply that all tkat
is given is cognised. Knowledge, no doubt, is always of the
given and of nothing but the given ; but it need not be of the
whole of what is given. 'This is evident from the example cited
above. Besides the °water’ and the silver for instance there is
much in the sandy ¢ waste’ and the ‘shell’ that is left unappre-
hended. Ramanuja bases his explanation of error on this feature

1 Pide Brahmasiitra with Sribhasya.
Sandbye spstirahahi, 8.2.1.
Nirmataraficaike putradayasca, 3.2.2.
Miayamatrantu kartsnenanabhivyaktasvarapatvat, 3.2.3,
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of knowledge. The real implication of Satkhyativada is this:
there can be no error of commission, all errors are those of omis-
sion, for all knowledge, though invariably valid, may be incom-
plete and incomplete knowledge (agraha) may give rise to errors
of this kind. Thus in the case of the ‘‘ yellow conch” it is the
failure to comprehend its whitensss that causes the error. In
dream-objects again, the fact that they are private to the particu-
lar dreamer is ignored and they are confounded with the corres-
ponding objects of normal waking life. That error is consequent
of omission is made clearer still in the case of another example
cited—the fire-brand circle (alatacakra) where a point, owing to
its rapid movement, is mistaken for its locus ; for while the
fact of its occupying every point on the circumference is appre-
hended, the other fact of its occupying them successively and
not simultaneously remains completely unperceived.

These illustrations and the statement that error is due to
incomplete knowing may possibly lead one to think that truth
is complete knowledge. But that would not be correct, for
according to Satkhyalivada there may be an element of omission
even in the so-called true perception. When, for instance, we
perceive shell as shell there is present in it silver, but
it is overlooked quite as much as the shell aspect is, when
the same shell is mistaken for silver. Similarly in the case of
desert when we cognise it as such, our mind fails to perceive
the element of water in it. Thus completeness, like validity,
fails to distinguish between truth and error ; Ramanuja therefore
propounds a new principle, viz., that of pragmatism which
means that knowledge to be true, in its commonly accepted
sense, must in addition to agreeing with outside reality be ser-
viceable in life.  When the mirage and the shell silver
are described as false, what we mean is not that water and
gilver are not present there, for in that case there could have
been no cognition of them at all; but that they are not such as
can satisfy any practical use. The distinction between truth
and error is thus significant only -from the pragmatic stand-
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point ; from the theoretical point of view the distinctio ndoes
not exist. All knowledge without exception is valid and
necessarily so, but such validity need not postulate that what
is known is enough to satisfy a practical requirement. True
knowledge according to the Ramanujists, is not only * yathartha’
or agreeing with outside reality but also ‘ vyavaharanuguna’ or
conforming to vyavahdara or practical interest in life.! In order
that knowledge may conform to wvyavahara, it should in the
first place refer to objects of common or collective experience.
It is deficiency in this respect as implied in their private charac-
ter, which makes the yellow conch and the dream elephant
false, and it is that very deficiency which reveals their falsity.
In the second place knowledge to conform to ‘vyavahdra’ should
comprehend the preponderating element in the object presented.
The object we call shell may contain silver but the shell part
predominates in 1t and it is this predominance that explains its
being put to use as the one and not as the other ; ‘silver,” though
certainly present, is of no account practically because of its
alpatva or smallness ; and it is this very [eature, when discovered,
that changes the erroneous knowledge of silver into the true
one of shell. Prama or true knowledge consists not only in
correct apprehension so far as it goes, but also impiies further
that 1t can be of service in life. Bhrama or false knowledge also
is right so far as it goes; but it does not go far enough and
therefore fails to help us in the manner in which it may be ex-
pected to do. So when erroneous knowledge disappears and truth
flashes forth as Ramanuja’s commentator says, ‘‘the artha
(object) is not negated but only pravrtti (activity) is arrested.”

A close examination of Rimanuja’s theory of satkhyati

An estimste of re‘veals that false knowledge or ¢ mithyajiang ’
Ramaouja’s  view-  might be classified or studied under two head-

point. . . . .
ings, viz., (1) general or common, (i) private

Vide Yatindramatadipika, p. 8, Anandasrama Edition.
2 Vide I. Ph. C. L., p. 88,
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or individualistic. The yellow conch appears to a person with a
jaundiced eye and the dream chariot is a fact which flashes out
to a particular dreamer ; they are therefore objects solely of ingj-
vidual experience. The mirage, the oyster-silver and such other
illusory percepts are instances of common errors which any and
every individual may commit in the practical affairs of life. The
mirage-water and shell-silver, etc., are perceived by particular
individuals and in this sense they are also objects of individual
experience but yet they constitute a different grade of erroneous
percepts and are not on the same level with the former instances,
as they are subject to common test or verification unlike the
yellow-conch and dream-chariot percepts. These latter are
individual experiences and are perceived as absolutely real by
the individual and only he can testify as to their validity. It
would thus appear that Ramanuja is forced to admit two classes
of erroneous perception. And the inevitable implication of this
distinction is that Ramanuja has to accept different grades of
being—an admission which would place his doctrine epistemolo-
gically on the same footing with the Advaitins.

Further in explaining the valid nature of the objects of
dream consciousness, Ramanuja was compelled to say that these
objects are created by the Almighty in accordance with the
adrsta or merits and demerits of the particular dreamer. A ques-
tion may pertinently be asked asto what is the stuff out of
which these objects are created. They cannot obviously be ex-
plained by the Paficikarana theory as the dream chariot and
actual chariot are of different orders, the former being unable
to satisfy any pragmatic requirements while the latter can. Tt
might be said that the will of the Almighty is the stuff out of
which they are newly created, these unique creations being for
a particular dreamer and only for the time being. This would
amount almost to the new creations of Maya of the Advaitins,
for the divine will is itself an inexplicable mystery, which is
further mystified by the statement that the creations are for the
time being and for the particular dreamer.
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Again the Satkhyativadin’s explanation of the false percep-
tion of shell-silver implies that the perception of silver is
yathartha or real, though the element of silver present is too
small to be of any practical utility. Now, if practical utility
or serviceableness is the fest of reality, as admittedly it is, it
may be contended that the silver in the shell, serving no practi-
cal purpose at any time anywhere, may as well be nonest.
Morcover how is it that the small element of the silver makes
itself felt in the illusory perception while the preponderant ele-
ment of shell is altogether hidden from view ? It stands to
reason that the preponderant clement should make itself felt
rather than the insignificant element of silver. Besides if, as
explained by the Ramanujists, omission and commission be the
criteria of falsity and truth, it might be argued that in false per-
ception the doubtful silver (the existence of which is questioned)
is perceived while the shell constituting the name and
form of the presentation fails to be apprehended. This is
cquivalent to saying that the rcal object fails to be per-
ceived and something else as a new creation is apprehended.
And this is what the Advaitins maintain. Lastly, if the
metaphysical theory of Paificikarana is admitted, how is it
that, though all other elements are present in the object, only
the element of silver is perceived to the entire exclusion of other
elements ? Instead of silver, why do we not perceive some
other lustrous substance ?

Closely allied to the above view of the Ramanujists is the

view of the Mimarsists known as Akhyativada.
phe akliyiliodds o Mhey maintain that the object of all knowledge

is true (yalhartham sarvavijianem).  The
main difference between the two however is that, in explaining
the true nature of the object of perception the Ramdinujists or
Satkhyativadins fall back on their metaphysical presupposition
of Paficikarana, while the Akhyativadins rely chiefly on
psychological analysis. The metaphysical explanation, as we
saw, led to some serious difliculties, and it has now to be seen

35
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how far the psychological explanation is satisfactory. The view
is known as Akhyativida because, according to this view, the
cognition of shell as silver is due to the non-apprehension of
the difference between the presented object, viz., the ‘ this’ and
the represented idea, viz., the silver. In this illusory perception
there is a confusion of memory (representation, e.g., silver) with
presentation (e.g., the this). Each of these elements taken by
itself is true : the presentation as such is there and the memory-
representation of silver also is valid, and it is only the non-
apprehension of the difference between these real elements that
leads to the false perception of shell as silver.! Memory and
presentation are opposed to each other both in their nature and
object. Thus the form of memory is °this is that silver* while
presentation implies immediate apprehension. How is it then
that these two diametrically opposed elements are confounded
with each other ? The Mimarmsists explain this in the following
way : They maintain that owing to some defect of sense-organs,
the real naturc of the something presented (i.e., the this) is not
apprehended ; but because of its similarity in lustre it excites
the mental residuum or samskdra and revives the memory of
silver seen before. Again owing to some further fault or defect
the representative character of this silver (i.e., the thatness) is not
apprehended and the silver is cognised as presented; and the
non-discrimination gives rise to the false perception which seems
to be as real as an empirically valid cognition of a piece of real
silver, and leads to appropriate activity.? In further explanation
of this view Salikanatha, the author of the Prakaranapaficika,
points to the fact that in many cases, elements admittedly
due to memory appear in consciousness as immediate

1 Evarh svarlipatovigayatadcagrhitabhedam jiinadvayameva visamvadi-
pravrttihetuh.
T. C., p. 475, Bib. Ind. S.
2 Sannihitarajatasakale rajatamatirbhavati yiadréi satya bhedanadhya-
vasdyad iyamapi tadrk parisphurati.
g T, C., p. 776, Bib. Ind. 8,
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presentation shedding the form °this is that.” Thus, for
example, in the continuous consciousness (dharavahikajiana)
of something such as a pot or apprehension of meaning
from a word, the memory elements due to previous presentation
shed their form of ‘this is that’ and are apprehended as
immediately prcsented.! Again that the silver in the present
case is due to memory cannot be gainsaid. For it can neither
be perceptual cognition, there being no immediate contact of the
eyes with it, nor an inference, there being no middle term or
hetu to make the inference possible. Nor can it be argued
that silver in the present case is an immediate perception due
to the similarity of the °this’ with the silver in lustre. I'or the
function of knowledge is to enlighten the real character of objects
and it would be against universal cxperience to hold that one
thing can cause the presentation of another in the way suggested;
for this would be to make life impossible, there being no certainty
about the objects of knowledge which alone can ensure practical
guccess. It has therefore to be concluded that the silver here
is a representative or memory element.® Similar explanations
apply to the stock examples of dream-consciousness, yellow-conch
perception of the jaundiced, mistaking directions, etc. In
dreams, the objects though supplied by memory are perceived
as presented owing to the non-apprehension of the °that’
element of memory, memory itself being roused to activity on
account of some unseen principle (adrsta) of the dreamer.
Against this it may however be urged that memory objects such
as a golden palace in the air might appear in dreams though
the dreamer might have no previous experience of them in order
to have a memory of them. How are these extraordinary dream-
phenomena to be explained ? The Akhyativadins would find
great difficulty in answering this question by their own
principle.  The Ramanujists however can escape this by

1 Vide Prakaranapaificika, p. 33, Benares Ldition.
2 Vide Nyaysmakaranda, pp. 59-60.
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referring to these objects as the new creation of God at the
time of perception.

In the case of the perception of conch as yellow by the
jaundiced, the same principle on non-apprehension of the differ-
ence is operative. In shell-silver perception there was non-
apprehension of the difference between memory (silver) and the
shell (the this) while in this case, there is the non-apprehension
of the difference between two perceptions (conch and yellowness).
The way in which it happens is this: Due to jaundice only
the colour ‘yellow’ is perceived and not the coloured bile, the
real seat of the colour, and owing to some other organic defect
the white colour of the conch is screened from view and
it is perceived only as something without colour. And as a
quality cannot subsist apart from a substance nor a substance
without qualities, though the locii of the two presentations are
different owing to'a non-apprehension of difference, the two are
perceived as ome.' In the double-moon-perception the visual
apparatus, due to some defect or other, is bifurcated into two
and cognises the same moon as two and this is possible because
of the non-apprchension of the identity of the two moons.”? In
illusion of direction the mistake lies in the fact that the subject
fails to cognise the distinction between the real direction and
the remembered direction and this happens just in the same
way as in the case of shell-silver. There is only perception of
direction as such without its real character (as east) plus the
remembered direction (south) without the elements of remem-
brance, and the iHusion lies in the non-apprehcnsion of the
distinction between the two (perception and remembrance).’
Again in the case of fire-brand circle, the illusion of a continuous
circle arises in consciousness owing to the non-apprehension of
the different moments of space and time through which the
lighted body passes very rapidly.*

T Vide Prakaranapaiiciki, p. 85, Ch. 4, Karikas 48, 49, 50.
2 Vide Prakaranapaiicika, p. 36, Karikas 58, 59.

3 Vide Prakaranapaiicika, p. 36, Karika 61,

4 Vide Prokaranapaificiki, pp. 86-37, Karikas 62-63.
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It is now clear that this psychological explanation lays great
stress on the element of memory in the genesis of false percep-
tion and it further emphasises that false perception is really due
to the non-apprehension of the difference between memory and
presentation. That in so doing the Mimarmsists have come upon
areal core of truth is abundantly clear in so far as all theories of
false perception have to admit that in the stock example of mis-
taking the shell for the silver, the element of silver is due to
memory and the false perception is the result of the non-discrimi-
nation between the presentation (shell) and the memory (silver).
Further the contention of the Mimarmsists that the element of
memory (i.c., silver) in false perception sheds its representative
character and appears as a presentation is unassailable; for the
judgment in the case of shell-silver is not that ‘I remember
(smarams) the silver’ but that I see or know it (janami); and
it might also be further conceded as an admitted fact that in
continuous consciousness also the element of representation
(memory) loses its remembered character and appears as present
apprchension.  Jayantabhatta, however, here raises a very
pertinent query.  He says that all this might be perfectly true,
but not from the Mimarsist’s standpoint. He urges that the
Mimarsists maintain that knowledge is self-luminous and self-
valid (svatah-pramana) and if this is so, how to explain the
suppression of its remembered character in the case of silver ? It
cannot be due to memory for then there would be no non-appre-
hension between the silver and the shell, nor can it be a present
cognition, for then it should mean the admission of the Naiyayika
theory that something appears as somthing else or what is called
Anyathakhyati or Viparitakhyati.'  Further as already pointed

v Vide Nyayamaiijari, pp. 180-81, Benares Edition.

Svaprakasa ca sarhvittiriti bhavatdm darfanam, tatraisi rajatasarn-
vittih kena riipena prakasatimiti cintyam, yadi smaranitmana kah pramo-
garthah, atha anubhavitmana, tadiyam viparitakhyitireva smrteranu-
bhavatvena pratibhasit.



278 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

out, the Akhyativadins have no satisfactory explanation to offer
in those extraordinary cases where memory is lacking, for the
simple reason that such experiences are impossible. Thus in
dreams one might see his own head cut off though obviously he
cannot have any such memory for the obvious reason that he had
no such experience.! Again in the perception of double moon
how are we to explain the false character of the perception seeing
that according to the Mimarsists the objects of all knowledge
are true ? The non-apprehension of identity of the two moons
might explain the perception but that does not sufficiently ex-
plain the falsity of the perception according to the Mimarmsaka
theory of reality of all knowledge.’

Against this theory of false perception Gangesa, the father
of the Navya-Nyaya school, urges a most formidable objection.
He argues that non-apprehension of the distinction cannot account
for the activity to which the person subject to false perception
is prompted.’? Vacaspati in his Bhamali urging the same objec-
tion develops it further. He argues that the activity of the
conscious agent must be due to knowledge and since the activity
is directed towards the object (c.q., the this, implying shell) it is
clear that after the non-apprehension of the differcnce between the
this (presentation) and silver (memory) there are intermediate
stages which the Mimarsists or the Akhyativadins overlook.

1 Vide Nyiyamaiijari, p. 182, Benares Edition.

Svapne tu svadiradchedideratyantinanubhiitasya smrtiriti kathyamana.
meva trapakaram.

2 Vide Nyayamafjori, p. 183, Benares Fdition.

Sugirabhinni nayanavrttirekatvena grahiturh na Saknoti Sadinkamiti
tadréi dréo vrttirekatvamindorma grahit dvitvaoubhavantu bhrantarh kva
pracchadaydmak.

3 (a) Na ca bhedagrabat pravrbtyupapattirapi viparitacaiuske yugapat-
pravyttinivrttyapatteh. T. C., pp. 486-87, Bib. Ind. S.

(b) Ibid, pp. 499-501, 505.
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The stages are (i) identifying the silver with the this (shell),
() the consciousness that silver is of practical use, (iii) the
cognition that yonder object being silver will serve a practical
need. It is only when all these stages are gone through that
activity is possible. For the mere non-apprehension of the
remembered character, without its identification with the ¢ this’
(shell) cannot lead to practical endeavour on account of its inabi-
lity to create a consciousness of the utility of the ‘this.’! If the
silver has to be superimposed on the shell, it implies that differ-
ent attributes other than its own are ascribed to the shell. This
means that something appears as something else ; in other words
it is the Anyathakhydti or appearance of something as something
else which it is really not.

The theory of illusion known as Anyathakhyativada is held
by the Naiyayikas. They develop the theory
in the following manner: As already shown,
practical endeavour in relation to the perception cannot be ex-
plained without the identification of the silver with the shell. If
however it is said that silver is altogether negated as soon as the
percipient discovers that yonder object is shell, the Naiya-
yikas reply that absolute negation of silver does not follow from
the cognition that the shell is not silver. All that this implies
is that silver is not present in the shell. It does not imply that
silver as such is nowhere to be found. Again if it is asked how
is it that the silver though not present is perceived as a presen-
tation, the Naiyayika explanation is that yonder object

Anyathakhyativada.

1 Vide (a) Bhiamati, p. 28, Bombay Edition.

Tathd hi bhedagrahiid idamkaraspade rajatatvarn samaropya, tajjati-
yasya upakirahetubhivam anucintya, tajjatiyataya idarhkaraspade rajate
tamanumiys, tadarthi tatra pravartate ityanupirvyarh siddharh, na ca
tatastharajatasmrtiridarhkiraspadasya  upakirahetubhavamanumipayitu-
marhati.

(b) Vide Nyayamakaranda, p. 81.
(¢) Vide Nyayamafijari, p. 185,
(@) Vide Nyayavarttike Tatparyatika, p. 189, Benares Edition.



280 POST-SAMEARA DIALECTICS

(shell) by its superficial quality of brilliancy excites in the mind
the residual impression of the silver through similarity and as
soon as the connotation of silver is thus revived in the mind, we
have the perception of silver as the underlying substance of the
connoted quality ; for the quality of a thing and the thing itsell
are inseparable. Thus though the silver is not presented to the
senses, it has become an object of knowledge inherent in self
connected with the mind and the senscs and the falsity lies in
perceiving silver not where it really is but in yonder object
(shell), i.e., falsity lies in taking one thing for another.! Hence
as Jayantabhatta in his Nyayamadijari says, it is not enough to
stop short by saying, as the Akhyativadins do, that the silver is a
pure memory-image with the element of remembrance dropped.
We have to go further and say that the silver is a presentation,
for the form of the perception is  this is silver.” The memory
serves as the exciting cause of the perception of silver as a
presentation.? The only question is how the silver can be a
direet perception in the absence of sense-contact as, in the present
case, the shell and not the silver is in contact with the eyes.
The Naiydyika answers this by saying that there is such a
thing as perception through the mind even without sense-contact.
This he calls Jianalaksanasannikarsa in which there is direct

1 (a) Vide Nyayamakaranda, p. 81.

Suktidakalameva kimaliadidosadiigitalocanilocitamarthantararh raja-
titmand avabhisate, na ca, nedarh rajatamiti bidhivabodhavadad asattai-
vatyantiki rujatasyeti —sampratam, sa khalu sannihitedarikirispada-
tadatmyanisedbid asannihitatimevisyarthidiyati na  punardtyantikim-
asattam.

(b) Vide Nyiyamaijari, p. 182.
2 (a) Vide Nyayamaiijari, p. 182.
Saminyadharmasahacaritapadarthintaragata-viSesasmuranopakrtid
bhavati viparitapratyayah.

(b) Vide Nyayamaijari, pp. 185-86,

Vayantu smrtyuparadharajatadyikira-pratibhasamabhivadanto badham
smrtipramosamabhyupagatavantah, kintu na tavatyeva viérémyati matih,
api tu, rajalidyanubhavo’pi, sarmvedyate iti na swmrtipramogamatre eva
virantavyam.
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perception, for example, of the fragrance of sandal wood
(surabhicandanam) when we only see it.!

A close scrutiny of the different theories of false perception
reveals the fact that the Anyathakhyativada of the Naiyayikas as
a principle underlies all other khyativadas or theories of false
knowledge. Thus according to the Atmakhyativadins ideas or
vijidnas appear as other than ideas, i.e., as outward objects
though they are not really so ; to the Asatkhyativadins that which
is purely non-existent appears as ‘sat’ or existent; to the
Akhyativadins memory-element appears as presentation ; to the
Satkhyativadins though the appearance is true yet the shell with
its preponderating elements hidden, appears as silver; to the
Advaitins the appearance is something other than what is there. ?

1« Jianalaksanasannikarsa occurs when we perceive the fragrance
of the sandal wood. When we only see it, the visual presentation recalls
the fragrance with which manas comes into contact. It is indirect
perception. The Jainas think that it is a8 mixed mode of consciousness in
which the visual presentation of the sandal and the idea of fragrance are
integrated. The Vedantaparibhiisa holds that the presentative and the
representative elements do not lose their identity in the mixed mode of
consciousness, The Naiyayika does not admit mixed modes of conscious-
ness. Every psychosis is single, and the atomic nature of manas makes
two simultaneous psychoses impossible. So he regards the visual percop-
tion of fragrant sandal as a simple psychosis, though it is preceded by the
visual presentation and the recollection of fragrance. Modern Psychology
accounts for this phenomenon by the doctrine of the association of ideas.”

2 (g) Vide Sarhkarabhasya (Introduction), pp. 18-32.

Tarh kecidanystra anyadharmadhyass iti vadanti kecittu yatra
yadadhyasastadvivekagrahanivandhano bhrama iti, anye tu yatra yadadhya-
sastasyaiva viparitadharmakalpanamacaksate, sarvathapi tu anyasya anya-
dharmavabhasatam na vyabhicarati.

(b) Vide Ramanuja-bhagya, p. 195, Lotus L. Ed.

Khyatyantaravadinafica sudiramapi gatva anyathavabhasah avaéya-
maérayaniyah Asatkhyatipakse sadatmana, Atmakhyatipakse ca arthit-
mani ; Akhyatipakse anyaviSeganamanyaviSeganatvens, jnanadvayameka-
tvena ca, visayasadbhiva pakse api vidyamanatvena.

(¢) Vide Bhamati, p. 38, Bombay Edn.

36
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The only point of controversy in their explanation of false
perception among the different schools is about the nature of the
object that is apprehended. The Naiyayikas hold that it is a
mental perception (jidanalaksana) without any sense-contact.
If it is so, it may be asked why it is that the silver which is a
mental perception is identified with the this’ (shell) which
is an object of direct perception being in contact with the eyes ?
Mental perception, e.g., of the fragrance of the sandal wood is
obviously indirect while the silver in this false perception of
shell-silver is cognised as direct presentation. Hence Samkara
and the Samkarites maintain that there is no doubt about the
direct presentation of the silver. And this presentation being
there, it cannot be called unreal nor wholly real as it cannot
serve any practical need ; it is mysterious or anirvacaniya.



CHAPTER VIII
NESCIENCE

Phenomenal appearance as explained by the monistic philo-
sophers is the creation of avidya. The world of experience,
subjective and objective, is a false show on the locus conscious-
ness. Ajiana screens the locus and creates implications of
practical and theoretical reason. Avidya is the causa materia of
the world illusion, inexplicable in its nature. It has no begin-
ning in time and is located in Brahman and as a screening
principle it hides the true nature of Brahman and creates this
phenomenal appearance. The position of the monists has been
seriously questioned by all the theistic schools of Vedanta. A
good number of objections has been raised by the R&manujists,
Madhvites and other theistic teachers against the monistic
interpretation of avidya. An attempt is made to give here a
glimpse into the dialectical search of the different Vedantic
schools with their different standpoints.

Ramanujists and Madhvites urge that avidya as an existence
as held by the monists escapes logical and categorical determina-
tion. It cannot be logically defined. And there is no logical
proof to satisfy the position of the monists. The author of
Nyayamrta contends that the Advaita-Vedanta as an epis-
temological inquiry admits of three categories, viz., (a)
the pure consciousness, (b) the knower and (¢) the know-
ables. Pure consciousness alone exists and the other two cate-
gories are relatively real.  Avidyd cannot partake of the
permanent character of the pure consciousness because
the pure consciousness is alone real and ajiiane does not share
in the true character of Brahman. Again it can neither be
knower nor knowable, for tl.ley are due to avidy@ or nescience
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and what is due to nescience cannot be nescience itself. More-
over if it falls in the purview of nescience, then something else
in the shape of nescience is necessary to account for its existence
and so on. This leads us to the fallacy of infinite regress.

In order to refute the objections that have been raised by
the Madhvites, Advaita-Vedanta defines that * Avidyd as the
causa maleria of all illusions is without a beginning and posi-
tive and yet removable by pure consciousness.’’?

This ajiana has no definite origin, but has got a definite
end. The author of Nyayamrta asserts that in the case of
the rope-serpent, etc., the above definition does not hold good.
Nescience has been defined as beginningless, but as applied to
rope-serpent has a beginning in point of time.

The Sarmkarites, refuting the objection of the Madhvites,
divide apfana into (i) Tala and (ii) Mala, secondary and pri-
mary. Tila, the secondary avidya is the concrete form of the
mild the primary avidya. Awvidyd is one in essence and mani-
fests itself in and through phenomenal appearances of this
worldly existence. It also works in and through the manifold
objects of senses. They are but the concrete expressions of the
one beginningless primary avidya. Just as pure Con-
sciousness, though eternal and indeterminate, appears limited
and determinate in the knowledge of the concrete manifold, so
avidyd though without a beginning manifests itself through
limitation in the concrete worldly expression.

Again the positive character of avidya has been seriously
contended against by the Madhvites. The Advaita-Vedanta
asserts that ajiana is positive in its character as indicated by
the definition itself. But this nescience, the Madhvites argue,
is the material cause of both positive and negative phases of the

) (a) Advaita-siddhi, pp. 544-45. Bombay Edition.
(b) Anadibhavaripam yadajfiinena viliyate
Tadajfidnemiti prajiia lakgaparh sarhpracaksate.
Citsukhi, p. 57, Bombay Edition.
(c) Bhamati, p. 338, Bombay Edition.
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world. So it militates against the law of causation which implies
that the material cause and effect must be of the same nature.

If position can give rise to negation, then reality can cause
an illusion.! Reality is never destroyed because it is eternal and
permanent. Illusion will thus never be destroyed because it will
also share in these qualities, To meet the objection the Sam-
karites maintain that the term ‘positive’ is wider in its connotation
as applied to avidyd. It is a category which is neither positive in
the ordinary sense nor negative but a third something which is
different from both position and negation. As the cause of both
the positive and negative phases of the world, it is at once posi-
tive-negative in its nature or more truly it is inexplicable and
mysterious.

It bas been further objected that as nescience is neither posi-
tive (sat) nor negative (asat) but a third something, it cannot be
the cause of the world which possesses positive and negative
characteristics.

But this is to be refuted thus—though nescience is a third
something yet it partly shares in the characteristics of the
bhavatva and abhgvatva. While possessing the former it can be
the cause of the positive phases of the world, while sharing in
the latter, it can be the cause of the negative phases. The law
of causation does not imply that the effect must partake of the
character of the cause in all points. It should be similar to the
cause in certain essentials. So there arises no violation of the
doctrine of causality. The world appearance in itself is inexpli-
cable as its cause nescience is inexplicable. This point will be
illustrated later on in connexion with the inexplicability of avidya.

In order to meet the objection raised by the Madhvites that
if reality be the cause of illusion the latter must also be some-
thing real, the Samkarites argue that perfect community of iden-
tity between cause and effect would make any transition from

1 Abhavasya bhavopadanatve asatyasya satyopadanatvipatat., N. Mr.,
p. 99. .
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the one to the other impossible. ILaw of causation therefore
implies no such community between cause and effect which how-
ever may agree in their essentials. Again an illusory effect,
though illusory in appearance, is grounded on the locus-conscious-
ness which admits of no change. The Sarmkarites maintain that
what is illusory in an appearance originates from nescience but for
the is-ness which runs through it, it is to be referred to the locus-
consciousness which though unchangeakle shines in and through
all appearances. Yet Brahman which is unchangeable cannot itself
be the cause of something which undergoes changes constantly.
We must therefore seek for causality of this world in something
else. So avidya which is false and inexplicable is the causa
materia of the manifold whose nature is shrouded in a-mystery.
Ajiiana or Nescience neither partakes of the character of
being nor non-being. It isa third something
o noxplicable charac- 1 vterious in its character. Ramanuja con-
tends that from experience we find two catego-
ries, viz., sat and asat, real and non-real, the world of objects
must be included either in the former or in the latter, according
as it possesses the quality of existence or non-existence. DBut
ajigna which Advaita-Vedanta defines as positive-negative, can
be subsumed in neither of the two. Hence the inexplicable
character of the world, on which the Samkarites take their stand,
has been assumed against all logic. The cxistence of such an
inexplicable category is contradictory to experience and what 1is
not in experience does not exist and cannot be true. The Sam-
karites are guilty of begging the question, for the inexplicable
nature of ajiiana involves them in the difficulty of defining some-
thing which can by no means be logically and categorically
determined. The assumption of such a possibility not only goes
againts the validity of experience but undermines the very
foundation of knowledge by creating a mental confusion." The

1 (a) Vide R. Bh., p. 175, Lotus L, Edition.
(b) Vide Srutaprakasika, p. 170,
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Samkarites maintain that we can realise in our experience a
third something inexplicable in its nature, a factor which has
been left out of account by the Ramanujists in their categorical
determination of the entire existence into sat and asat. So
they have analysed the entire existence into three categories,
viz., (1) transcendentally real, (2) empirically real, (3) tuccha
or imaginary. According to them sat and asat, judged by their
connotations, represent the two extreme poles. The one (sat)
is transcendental reality and the other (asat) is tuccha or ima-
ginary in character. The division of the Ramanujists into sat
and asat is faulty as it does not cover the entire existence.
Room must be found for a third category in the shape of positive-
negative occupying a middle position in order to account for the
concrete manifold which, though phenomenal, has a relative
validity. The world is neither saf nor asat. It stands midway
between the two extremes, sat and asat. It is sat because it
partially shares in the quality of existence and asat because it
partially partakes of the character of non-existence, for though
without a beginning, it has an end and will die out. The world is,
because it appears to us, and also is not, because it will cease to
exist ultimately. It follows also that avidya, the causa materia
of this world exists because it appears to us, and at the same time
it does not exist because it ultimately dies out of e¢xistence. So
we find that both the world and its causa materia, avidya, are
neither being nor non-being but inexplicable in their nature.
Madhusiidana Sarasvatl thus maintains that the inexplicable
character of nescience is neither saf nor asat nor both.! From
the assertion that the world is neither sat nor asat, it clearly
follows that it can neither be sadasat. Madhusiidana’s answer

1 Sadviloaksanatve sati asadvilaksanatve sati sadasadvilaksanatvam.
Sattvasattvabhydrh  vicarasahatve'pi sadasattvena vicarasabatvarm va.
Battvarahitattve sati asattvarahitattve sati sadasattvarahitatvamityapi
sidhu,

) Adyvaita-siddhi, p. 621, Bombay Edition..
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is that he has used the third alternative in order to prove clearly
the mysterious character of this worldly existence.'

Now the question is, if such an inexplicable nescience exist

The charge that where does it exist ? What is the se.at of
avidya cannot naves nescience ? Nescience is not a self-existent

entity in the Advaita-Vedanta, for it brings
in the charge of dualism. Avidya must have a substrate for its
existence, avidya without a locus (a@éraya) and object (vigaya)
is inconceivable.

Jiva or finite self is a creation of avidyd and cannot there-

fore be the seat of avidya. Finitude is a mode
mggg:,f:':;}";e;;;;c‘;? of the measuring principle. All finite selves

and finite existences have their characteristic,
viz., finitude due to avidyad which limits the unlimited, features
the featureless; and as a result of the limiting activity of avidya
consciousness which has no inherent limitation in itself appears
as limited and finite intelligence. Wverywherc in the Advaita-
Vedanta finitude or limitation is due to the operation of avidyd
and what is a product of avidyd cannot form the support or
substrate of avidya.

Tévara-consciousness also is not beyond limitation and on
the same ground it cannot also be the locus of avidya. If it be
argued that the nescience which has finite intelligence as its
locus, is quite different from the measuring principle which ori-
ginates Jiva- and Iévara-consciousness, it leads to the fallacy of
infinite regress, for the originating principle also requires its
locus and so on.

! (a) Tattatpratiyogidurniripatdmatraprakatanaya.—Ad. 8., p. 621.

(b) Ibid, pp. 620-25.

(¢c) Citsukhi, pp. 64-57 and 74, 82, Bombay Edition.

(d) R. Bh., p. 170.

(e) Vide Srutaprakasika, p. 170, Bombay Edition.

(f) Vide Nyayamrta, p. 99, Bombay Edition.

(9) Vide Khandanakhandskhadyam, p. 187, Discussion on the
positive and inexplicable character of avidya.
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Brahman which is pure, self-luminous consciousness is
Brakman cannot be Opposed to avidya which is sublated by know-
the seat of avidya. ledge and cannot be the support of avidya.
Against these charges of the critics the Advaitins argue
that both finite and infinite consciousness may form the substra-
tum of avidya. As regards the seat of avidya there are chiefly
two theories. Vacaspati and his school hold that avidyad is
located in the finite Jiva-consciousness. Sarvajiiatmamuni,
Prakadatman and Anandabodha, who belong to the old school of
the Advaita-Vedanta, maintain that avidyd is located in the
absolute consciousness.
The charge of begging the question levelled against Vacas-
pati’s position is refuted by Madhusiidana
o deaspati'a position g agvati on the ground that both finite con-
sciousness and avidyd are without a beginning
in time, both exist simultaneously from cternity—one is the
principle of modification and the other is the subject modified.
They are not interdependent entities. Madhusiadana further
observes that the percipiency of Jiva is not dependent upon
avidya and the charge—avidya creating sakst or witness in-
telligence and saksi revealing avidy@ does not stand. The
percipiency is a potent fact and can in no way be affected
by its association with avidya. And avidya is revealed by
this percipiency of witness intelligence.' Again nescience and
consciousness are not exactly interdependent because nescience
has its locus in consciousness and depends upon conscious-
ness for its existence but consciousness is not located in
nescience, and does not depend upon avidya for its existence.?
Avidya cannot totally eclipse Jiva or the percipient subject but
can put a limitation upon its being. Now though the charge of

! Vide Ad. S., p. 585, Bombay Edition.
2 Ajfianasya cidaérayatve cidadhinasthitikatve’pi citi avidyagritatva-
tadadhinasthitikatvayorabhavat., Ad. 8., p. 585.

87 |
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interdependence cannot be brought forward here yet the question
of inter-subordination (anyonyadhinata) of avidya and Jiva
cannot be denied. Inter-subordination means a relation between
avidyd and Jiva and the relation is explained as one of contain-
er and the contained. In support of this relation Madhusidana
contends that just as one conceives a pot enclosing the sky,
similarly avidya is conceived as the limiting principle or vessel
enclosing within it consciousness, which is thus turned into
Jiva or finite self.!

Madhusidana’s explanations of Vacaspati’s position shows
that Jiwa has two aspects—consciousness and finitude ; as con-
sciousness, it is eternal and unlimited as the sky enclosed in the
pot in the given example and its finitude is only due to avidya.
Hence like the pot, avidyd, though it limits the Jiva, cannot
completely affect its whole nature and Jiva as percipient subject
can be the seat of avidya.

The old school of the Advaita-Vedanta holds that Brahman is
the seat of avidya. Against the objection of the critics that

Fure Consciousness which is of the nature of

Brahman or pure . . .

cs(;l;:ci(;u:;?l?d.is the lxgl}t cannot sustain and support ajfiana

which is of the nature of darkness and as
such quite opposed to consciousness, Madhusiidana argues that
the charge of contradiction is not to the point. The locus of
avidyd and its destructive factor are not one and the same thing ;
what reveals ajfiana is undivided Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness
and what destroys and removes it is the modified consciousness
reflected in the psychosis (orttipratiphalita-jiiana),® Operation of
avidyd emerges through subject-object differentiation and is

! Svenaiva kalpite defe vyomni yadvad ghatadikarn

tatha jivaérayavidyarh manyante jianakovidah.—Ad. 8., p. 585.

2 Nanu katharh caitanyamajiianaéraysh tasya prakaarupatvat, tayos-
ca tamahprakiasavad viruddhasvabhivatvaditi cenna, ajfianavirodhijfianarn
na caitanyamatrarh, kintu vrttiprativirabitam tacca navidyadrayah yaccavi-
dyaérayah tacca nijfianavirodhi. Ad. 8., p. 577
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opposed to knowledge which is characterized by the same subject-
object reference. Absolute consciousness is neither a thought
activity nor a judgment construction. It is a super-logical real-
ity. It is not contradictory to avidya. Consciousness as a
process is contradictory to avidy@. Thus the opposite capacities
of knowledge as intuition and judgment are supported by
Madhusidana by a commonplace example. The sun which
lights up cotton, straw, etc., burns them when his rays are
focussed through a lens. Similarly knowledge which sustains
avidya destroys it when knowledge is reflected in mental ovrtti
or psychosis.’

The position of the old school of the Advaita-Vedanta has
been criticised by the Madhvites on the ground that the old-
school theory goes against perception and thus involves contra-
diction. In the perception of ajiana which is evident in the
judgment construction—I do not know, etc., the Madhvites
contend that nescience is cognised as posited not in the Absolute
Brahman but in the limited I-consciousness. I-consciousness
implies egoistic feeling or aharmkara which is inherent in the
subject of judgment. Now judged from the perceptual standpoint
ajiiana is supported and sustained by I-consciousness and mnot
by Brahman.

The Advaitins refutc the charge of the Madhvites by point-
ing out that the Madhva position involves a petitio principii.
The limited I-consciousness is the result of the operation of
avidy@ and cannot, as we have seen, be the support of
avidyd.

It is also to be noted in this connection that avidya which
has a beginning in point of time as applied to rope-serpent,
oyster-silver, etc., is not something different from the primary
avidya It is the concrete form of the primary one known as

1 Svatastrnatiladibhisakasya saurilokasya suryskantivacchedena
svabhasyatmabﬁladi-dﬁhakatvavat svato’vidyatatkaryabbasakasya caitany-

asya vttyavacchedena taddahakatvat. Advaita-siddbi, p. 577.
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tala or secondary avidya. It manifests itself through limita-
tions of the concrete manifold and appears finite and limited.
In essence avidya is one and occupies the same locus. Though
in the case of secondary avidya the subjective self appears as-
its support, it is a wrong notion due to super-imposition or
adhydsa. Tt is not the limitation which is a creation of avidya
sustains avidy@ but consciousness itself under limitation
supports it. Pure consciousness plus limitation creates a false
notion implying that the subjective consciousness is the support
of avidya.' All limitations being the product of avidya cannot
sustain abidya. Thus something unlimited and infinite tran-
scendening all operations of avidy@ must be sought for as the
locus of avidyd and it is the Pure Being-Bliss Consciousness
which is taken as the seat of avidya in the Advaita-Vedanta.
We have seen that avidya is located in Brahman or pure
consciousness and it also conceals its real nature. Avidya’s
function is to conceal the naturc of Brahman
e perfotho charge v hich is thus known as the object of avidya.
be concesled by ne- Mhe result of avidya’s thus functioning is
that the real nature of Brahiman is not reveal-
ed to the percipient subject. Avidya presents Brahman as
different from what it is. The Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness
thus appears to the percipient as Non-Being-Bliss-Consciousness.
The percipient or Jiva is identical with this Being-Bliss-Con-
sciousness. But owing to the operation of avidya the Jiva for-
gets his nature and appears to himself as finite, ignorant, ete.,
and at the dawn of consciousness avidya is sublated and Jiva
realises his identity with Brahman. Avidya as a screening
principle only veils the real nature of Braliman which is not in
any way modified or affected by its operation. The disappear-
ance or non-knowledge of self-luminous consciousness as Jivg’s
own essential mark is what is meant by concealment of Brahman
by avidya ; and its reappearance or cognition on the destruction

! Vide Advaita-siddbi, p. 577.
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of avidyd is what is called revelation of Brahman. Or in other
words concealment means the forgetfulness of identity of Jiva
with Brahman and revelation means identity with Brahman.
Thus Ramanuja’s charge based on the contention that conceal-
ment means either obstruction of origination of luminosity
(prakadotpattipratibandha) or the destruction of existing lumino-
sity (vidyamanasya vindo va) falls to the ground.

This positive and inexplicable character of ajiiana is appre-
hended through perception, inference arid some other logical proofs

The Advaitin’s per- That ajiiana becomes directly cognisable ta -

ception of ajiana as & internal perception is patent enough from
positive enity. such judgments as ‘I do not know,’ ‘I do not
know either myself or others.” In fact such a judgment presents
itself directly to the mind. It must not be regarded as a case of
antecedent non-existence of knowledge which is presented to the
mind not immediately, but mediately through Anupalabdhi an
indirect proof. Even if it be admitted that negation is immediate
in its perception,' the position does not improve. For, the ex-
perience under discussion presupposes that there is always a cog-
nitive element in the self which recognises the negative character
of the judgments? The consciousness of the non-existence of
knowledge is some kind of knowledge and as such cannot be ex-
plained away as mere negation, for it leads to an apparent self-
contradiction. ’

To draw out the fallacious logic of its opponent schools
the Samkarites analyse the judgment ‘I do not know,’ and
pointedly ask whether or not in the above judgment the
subjective self, on the one hand, is conceived as the locus or
substrate of non-knowledge and the predicate of the judgment

! The Naiyayikas and some other philosophers, who hold that
Anupglabdhi is not a separate means of proof, include it under per-
ception.

2 Abbavasya praiyakgatvabhyupagame api ayamanubhavo natmajfiana-
bhavavigayah anubbavavelayimapi jidnasys vidyamanatvat avidyamanatve
jianabhava-pratityanupapattesca: R. Bh. 169.
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and knowledge, on the other—is conceived as the counter-entity
of non-knowledge as implied in the predicate. If answered
in the affirmative, the judgment can form no valid conception
as the subject and the predicate are contradictory in their
import and as such cannot be joined by a copula. The other
alternative remains and it may be argued that in the judgment
there is no apprehension of knowledge. In that case the
very conception of the non-existence of knowledge becomes
impossible, for knowledge stands as the counter-entity of non-
‘knowledge in the predicate of the judgment and no conception of
negation is possible without the conception of its counter-entity.’
If on the other hand non-knowledge be viewed not as a negative,
but as a positive entity, there arises no contradiction even if there
is (as there is in fact) at the same time knowledge of self as
qualified by non-knowledge, and of knowledge as the counter-
entity of non-knowledge. We therefore must accept the con-
clusion that the state of knowledge expressed by the judgment
‘I am non-knowing,” has for its object a non-knowledge which is
a positive entity.?
The theory of the Advaitins to propound ajfiana as a positive
entity has been criticised by the Ramanujists. They argue that
The Reménujiels’ n'()~perccption ba.sgd on sound principle re{veals
ctitisiam nguinst. the ajAana to be positive in naturc. In such judg-
ment constructions as * I am not knowing,” ‘I
know neither myself nor others,” the contradictions, which are
said to vitiate the antecedent non-existence view of knowledge,
equally affect the position of the Advaitins who explain
avidyd as a positive entity. The objections raised by them are

1 (a) Ahamajiia ityasminnanubhave shamityatmanah abhavadharmi-
tayi, jiianasya ca pratijogitaya avagatirasti na va, asti ceb virodhadeva na
jhianabhavanubhavasarhbhavah, no cet dharmipratiyogijianasavyapekso
jiianabhavanubbavah sutarirh na sarhbhavati. R. Bh, p. 171.

(b) Vide Srutaprakaséika, p. 171.

2 Asya ajiiinasya bhivaripatve dharmipratiyogijidnasadbhave’pi
virodhabhiavadayamanubhavah bhavaripajiana-vigaya eva abhyupagantavya
iti. R.Bh., pp. 171-72, Bombay Edition,
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equally destructive of their own theory. Thus it may be ques-
tioned whether or not the inner Reality is known as the object
and substrate of avidya. If known, it leaves no room for
nescience which must die out by the cognition of the true nature
of the inner reality. On the other hand, if it be not known, how
can there be any possibility of nescience without its objects and
locus 7' Now the answer given by the Advaitins to meet these
objections, equally redeems the position of the Ramanujists. The
Advaita-Vedanta, for example, explains that what really is
contradictory to ajiana is the pure presentation of Self or Reality
but not the limited I-consciousness which is but an obscure presen-
tation of reality. Soin the judgment construction there is in
fact no contradiction betwecn the cognition of the substrate and
the object on the one side and knowledge of ajiana on the other,
for, the I-consciousness, the subject of judgment, is not pure but
an obscure presentation of reality, The Ramanujists may acquit
themselves with the same answer. No contradiction is involved
if ajiiana be viewed as antecedent non-existence of knowledge.
For it may be contradictory to the pure presentation of Reality
but not to the limited presentation of I-consciousness. Sn
ajiana, as antecedent non-existence of knowledge, may have its
object and locus in the self in its obscure presentation. Hence
the Advaitins make no real advance by framing a new theory on
the positive nature of avidyd.

Moreover, whether viewed as a positive entity or as the
prior non-existence of knowledge, in either case it comes out,
as its connotation indicates, as non-knowledge or negation of
knowledge, i.e., as that which is other than knowledge, or that

1 Pratyaksena na bhavarlipamajiianarh pratiyate, yastu jfianapraga-
bhavavisayatve virodha uktah sa hi bhavaripajiiane’pi tulyah visayatvena
aérayatvena ca ajiianasya vyavartakatayi pratyagarthah pratipanno va aprati-
panno va, pratipannaécet tatsvariipsjfidnanirvartyarn tadajfianarh tasmin
pratipanne kathamiva tigthati, apratipannadcet, vyavartakasraya-vigayajiiana-
§unyamsajfidnam kathamanubhiyeta. R.Bh., pp. 178-70, Bombay Edition.
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which is contradictory to knowledge; and in each one of these
cases it is admitted that non-knowledge implies pre-conception
of knowledge. So non-knowledge as held by the Advaitins also
suggests its relativity to the cognition of knowledge as much
as the antecedent non-existence of knowledge implies the
pre-existence of knowledge as its counter-entity. The Advaitins,
therefore, in their imputation and refutation have indeed argued
for both the schools. They have gained nothing by ascribing a
positive character to non-knowledge. So antecedent non-exis-
tence of knowledge, whose entity is admitted by both the schools
should be accepted for the explanation of the judgments discussed
above.’

Against this contention of Ramanuja, the Samkarites argue
that antecedent non-existecnce of knowledge
(jiianapragabhdava) is not admitted as a distinct
category by the Advaitins. Even admitting for argument’s sake
that there is such a category as antecedent non-existence,
the ajfiana of the Advaitins is very different from it, for it is not
of the nature of non-existence ; it is a distinct category different
from both positivily and negativity as we have seen in our pre-
vious discussion. If ajfidna meant antecedent non-existence of
jfiana then it would have been negation of knowledge and
contradictory to it. But according to Advaitins ajidna is not
admitted as contradictory to jiana or knowledge, for it resides
there, i.e., in pure consciousness, and conceals its real nature
and as such it is not something negative. It is said to be of the
nature of darkness and darkness is, according to the Advaitins, a
positive entity. Again since ajAana is perceived, it cannot be
something negative, for Advaitins do not admit that anything
negative or non-existent can be perceived, and that is why the
Advaitins regard anupalabdhi as a separate logical proof.

Advaitin’s answer.

1 (a) Vide R. Bb., pp. 174-75, Bombay Edition.
(b) Vide Srutaprakasika, pp. 174-75, Bombay Edition.
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Again, the Advaitins argue that ajiiana as a positive entity
Advaitin's inference 18 also proved by inference in the following

to prove afAidns as a .
positive entity. form:

““ Just as the first rays of a lamp, which light up and illu-
minate objects not already illuminated, annihilate darkness
having the following four characteristics, viz. :—

(1) that the darkness is not merely the negation of light,
but has a positive existence—a concrete content ;

(2) that the darkness had been screening the objects which
are afterwards illuminated by the rays of light;

(8) that the darkness is capable of being annihilated by
the rays of light; and

(4) that the darkness was located in the locality now
occupied by the rays;
so the knowledge established by one of the different means of
proof (pramana-jiiana) which lights up or intellectually illu-
minates the objects of knowledge, which were not known before,
annihilates ignorance having four similar characteristics, viz.,
(1) that ignorance is not merely the negation of knowledge, but
has a positive existence ; (2) that ignorance had so long been
screening the objects which are afterwards intellectually illumi-
nated by the pramana-jiiana or knowledge established by the valid
means of proof ; (3) that this ignorance is capable of being
annihilated by the act of intellectual illumination ; and (4) that
the ignorance was located in the locality of the said illumination.!

1 (a) Paficapadika-vivarans, p. 18, Benares Edition.

(b) Vivadadbyasitarh praminajfianarm svapragabhiva-vyatirikta-
svavisayivarana-svanivartya-svadeSagata-vastvantara-pirvakarn apraka-
itarthaprakadakatviat andhakire prathamotpannapradipaéikhavat.

Advaita-siddhi, p. 562, Bombay Edition.

() R. Bh., pp. 172-73, Bombay Edition.

N.B.—Those who hold such inference accept the view that darkness
‘i8 a positive entity first from its being more or less dense, and secondly
from its being perceived as having colour, activity, etc. Tamah tamala-
varnabhari calatiti pratiyate, ripavat vat kriyava tvat dravyantu daamarm
atambh. *

38
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To put the argument in the form of a syllogism : —

All instances of lighting up or illumination (whether in-
tellectual or otherwise) of objects not already illuminated are
instances which are invariably accompanied or preceded by the
annihilation of a substance having four characteristics mentioned
before (1, 2, 3, 4).

All instances of knowledge established by one of the different
means of proof are instances of lighting up or illuminating ob-
jects not already illuminated.

All instances of the knowledge of proof are instances which
are invariably accompanied or preceded by the annihilation of a
substance (ignorance) possessing the above four characteristics.

The vyapti or the universal concomitance in this syllogism
is established by the observation of the single instance of physi-
cal or material illumination of objects by the rays of light It
is worth notice here that the physical illumination of material
objects by means of the light of a lamp and the intellectual illu-
mination, 1.e., the apprehension of objects of knowledge by
means of perception, inference, etc.—these two entirely different
kinds of illumination—are treated as belonging to the same
category.

The above argument may be put also in the form of a hypo-
thetical-categorical syllogism as follows :— '

In all cases if there is any lighting up or illumination of
objects not already illuminated there is an antecedent or

(d) Advaita-siddhi, pp. 562-63. (e) Vedanta-kalpataru, 1. 8. 3.

Amalinsnda in his Vedanta-Kalpataru, in order to establish the positive
character of ajfiana on the basis of dialectical logic says : —

Yadyapi éuktirh svata eva jadamavidyi navrnoti tathipi tatsthanirvacya-
bhavariparajatopadanatvenestavyeti, bhavarapavidya saprayojand prama-
nantu Ditthaprama Ditthagatatve sati yah pramibhivah tattvinadhikarana-
nadi-nivarttika pramitvat Dapittha pramavat.

(f) Vedanta-kalpataruparimala, p. 883, Bombay Edition.
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concomitant annihilation of substance baving the above four

characteristics.
There is a lighting up or illumination of objects (not already
1lluminated) in the knowledge of the valid means of proof.
There is an antecedent or concomitant annihilation of a

substance having the said four characteristics in knowledge.
Here also the major premise—the vyapti—is a general
proposition the truth of which is established by the observation
of a particular instance, viz., that in the case of illumination of
objects by rays of light there is an invariable antecedent or con-
comitant phenomenon, i.e., the annihilation of darkness which

is a positive form of being.

_ Raménuja’s critic- Ramanuja raises the following objections
ism  against the view . . O
of the Advaitins. against the above inference of the Advaitins :—

The instance of physical illumination is not a relevant in-
stance at all and does not establish the universal relation of con-
comitance between the phenomenon of illumination and the
phenomenon of annihilation of ignorance as a positive form of
existence, becausc intellectual illumination is quite different from
physical illumination. The term prakase is used herc in two
different senses. Prakada as intellectual illumination means
apprehension of objects of knowledge in perception, inference, etc.
This intellectua) illumination is due, not to light, but to con-
sciousness alone (vijfianasyaiva prakasakatvam). Light cannot
produce intellectual illumination or apprehension of objects of
knowledge, it simply helps the operation of the organ of vision by
removing the obstacle, viz., darkness which stands in the way of
visual perception. Intellectual illumination (prakase) consists in
apprehending the objects of knowledge and not in simply removing
the obstacles thereto (na hi virodhinirasanamatram prakasaka=
tvam). Hence the relation of sequence or concomitance between -
the physical illumination by light and the annihilation of darkness
cannot establish a similar relation between intellectual illumina-
tion and annihilation of ignprance as a positive form of being.
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There being no resemblance in kind between the two entirely diffe-
rent types of illumination the instance of physical illumination is
an irrelevant instance.! The fallacy of false analogy therefore
vitiates the whole body of the argument. The fallacy of ambiguity
in respect of the term prakase (illumination) is equally worth
notice.

Even assuming for argument’s sake that illumination
(prakasa) means not only intellectual illumination, i.e., appre-
hension of the objects of knowledge, but also any function which
helps or facilitates the act of intellectual illumination (such as
the operations of the sense organs, light, etc.) it follows that in
every instance of illumination in this wide sense there must be
present as an invariable antecedent or concomitant a substance
bearing the four characteristics mentioned above. Just as in the
instance of the rays of light which illuminate the objects not
illuminated already the annihilation of darkness is present as an
invariable antecedent ; just as in the instance of intellectual illu-
mination of the objects of knowledge the annihilation of a positive
substance, viz., ignorance is present as an invariable antecedent ;
siwmilarly in the instance of illumination (i.e., operations help-
ing apprehension of objects) effected by the organs of senses, the
aonihilation of a similar substance, another ignorance (ajfiéna)—
must be present as an invariable antecedent or concomitant.

And again we can infer another non-knowledge as an
invariable antecedent or concomitant to this ajiana which this
inference aims at ; for this ajiana under discussion also being
based on a valid inference comes under the head of pramana-
jhana or knowledge established by valid means of proof.

Now if another ajiana be established as an antecedent to
this ajiiana which this inference tries to prove, that ajfiana must
hide, as the inference implies, the non-knowledge which is located
in the Brahman and veils it and not the Brahman itself. And as

! R, Bh,, p. 179, Bomhay Edition.
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the second ajfiana has avidyd the screening principle of Brahman
as its locus and object, it has no bearing upon Brahman. It,
therefore, has got no utility in the range of our philosophic spe-
culation as the supposition of such an ajiidna stands without any
purpose. Ajfidna is cognised as a screening principle in our
philosophic conception. It hides Brahman the locus-conscious-
ness and as a becoming principle it produces this cosmic manifold.
If no such purpose be served by admitting a second ajilana as an
antecedent to the positive avidya proved by the said inference, it
is completely useless to suppose such an entity. ' And from this
supposition this inference involves as well the fallacy of infinite
regress. But the instance of these two separate ignorances
which may bte proved by the same logic advanced by the
opponent himself, would be contradictory * (viruddha) to the
conclusion drawn by him. The fallacy therefore lies in the
universal major premise—that all instances of illumination are
preceded by the annihilation of a positive form of existence having
certain characteristics, which is not only materially false but

1 Praminajianasya aprakasitarthaprakidakatvit svavisayivaranajfia-
nintarasidhakatve sati tadajiianarh Brahmasvariipacchadakar sisadhayisita-
majiiinamavrnoti, tenavrtatvat tadajiianarh Brahmani na saksat kriyate,
aparamarthasya apratiyamanasya kiaryakaratviyogat ajiidnakalpana nispha-
14 tirodh@naripakaryartharh hi tat kalpana.

' Srutaprakasika, p. 178.

2 (a) When the phenomenon implied by the middle term, instead of
invariably accompanying the phenomenon irplied by the major, is not at all
found to occur along with it we have & fallacy called viruddhahetuh.
According to Vatsyayanabhisya viruddhahetuh meens a reason which con-
tradicts the final conclusion. Thus it may also be taken as a fallacy of self-
contradictory reasoning.

(b) Vide Vatsyayanabhasya, 1.2.6:
Siddhantsmabhyupetya tadvirodhi viruddhah.
(c) Vide Nyayavarttika, p. 172, Benares Edition.
(d) Vide Indian Logic and Atomism by A. B. Keith, p. 146.
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also, when closely examined, is found to be contradiclory to
the conclusion drawn by the opponent himself.!

If the opponent argues that in the instance of intellectual
illumination alone ignorance having the said four characteristicsis
present as an invariable antecedent, but in the instance of illumi-
nation effected by the organs of senses and also in the instance of
illumination indicated by the opponent’s inference of ajiiana, no
separate ignorances are present as invariable antecedent or
concomitant, then it amounts to a denial of the vyapti—a denial
of universal relation of invarible concomitance between the
phenomenon of illumination and the phenomenon of annihila-
tion of ignorance. Thus the universal premise which states
this relation of universal concomitance would be false; or in other
words if the phenomenon of illumination is sometimes preceded
by the annihilation of ignorance and sometimes not, then there
can be no generalisation at all of any relation of invariable con-
comitance between the two phenomena and therefore the exis-
tence of ignorance on the basis of the said inference would not
be established at all. The vyapti or the general proposition 1Is
materially true when the invariable concomitance between the
two phenomena is established by observation of an adequate
number of instances. But if there be some instances in which
this concomitance fails, 4. e., in which the phenomenon implicd
by the middle term does not accompany the phenomenon implied
by the major term, the result is that there can be no vyapti, no
generalisation of the rclation of invariable concomitance between
the two phenomena and any syllogism based upon this wrong
generalisation is fallacious ; this fallacy is known as Anatkan-
tika hetu in Indian logic. An illustration will make it clear.
Sound is eternal for it is devoid of tactual properties. In the
instances of jars and other things it is observed that there
is a relation of co-presence or concomitance between tactual

1 (@) Vide R. Bh., p. 178, Bombay Edition.
(b) Vide Srutaprakaéika, pp. 17879, Bombay Edition.
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properties and destructibility. From these instances one may
generalise that all things having tactual properties are things
which are liable to destruction ; with this universal proposition
as the major premise a syllogism may be thus constructed—

All things having tactual properties are things which are
liable to destruction.

Sound is not athing having tactual properties.

Sound is not a thing which is liable to destruction.

This inference is fallacious ; apart from other fallacies it is
subject to the fallacy of the falsity of the major premise. It is
not true that in all instances without any exception the presence
of tactual properties invariably accompanies the presence of
destructibility. There are negative instances in which tactual
properties are not accompanied by destructibility. It is found
that atoms though they possess tactual properties are not liable
to destruction (dr$yate spardavamséca anur nityasca iti). These
negative instances must not be neglected. Hence if the hetu,
or the phenomenon implied by the middle term, is found in
some instances to accompany and in some other instances not
to accompany the phenomenon implied by the major term
(sadhya), then there can be no vyapti—no universalisation of
the relation of concomitance between the two phenomena. This
fallacy of inference is ultimately based upon a fallacy of non-
observation, i. e., neglect of negative instances which should
have been taken notice of.!

1 (a) Anaikantikah savyabhicarah nityah Sabdah asparfatvat spar-
gavin kumbhah anityah drgtah, na ca tatha asparfavin dabdeh tasmit
asparfatviit nitya Sabdah spar§avin anuh nityasca, aspar§d buddhiranityi ca.

Vitsyiyanabhasya, 1. 2. 5.
(b) Yat khalu sidhyatajjatiyavrttitve sati anyatra vartate tad
vyabhiciiri tatra yo heturupatta ubhavantavasritya varlate sah anaikantikah,
‘ Nyayavarttiks, pp. 169-70, Benares Edition.
(¢) R. Bh., p. 188, Lotus Library Edition.
(d) Srutaprakasika, pp. 178-79, Bombay Edition.
(¢) Indian Logic and Atomism, by A. B. Keith.
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To judge the inference under discussion from this stand-
point the opponent is placed between the two horns of a
dilemma.

If in all instances, without a single exception, illumination
is preceded by the annihilation of ignorance then in the instance
of the particular inference of the opponent and also in the
instance of the operation of sense organs the existence of
different ignorances as separate substances would be established
—-which is contradictory to the position of the opponent.

Again if there are some exceptions in which illumination
is not preceded by annihilation of ignorance then the relation
of concomitance would not be universal and consequently the
opponent’s conclusion would be false, being based on a false
major premise.

Illumination is preceded by ignorance either in all cases
without exception or there are some exceptions.

The opponent’s position is either self-contradictory or
subject to the fallacy of the falsity of the major premise.

Hence the inference as advanced by the Advaitins for the
establishment of «jiiana as a positive entity is fallacious in more
ways than one ; and on the basis of this inference, says Rama-
nuja, positive character of ¢jfiana cannot be established.

Again to prove the untenable character of the Advaitin’s
inference Ramanujists advance the following counter-reasonings :

1. Ajiana which is a matter of dispute, is not located in
Brahman which is pure consciousness, because it is ajfiana like
the ajfitna seen in oyster-silver. Ajfiana can reside in a
conscious being or knower and not in absolute consciousness.
Ajfiagna in the knower veils the true nature of the oyster and
makes it appear as silver.

2, Ajiana being ajfiana cannot veil knowledge, it can
veil only an object as seen in the case of oyster-silver. Ajiiana
veils oyster shells which is an object to the perceiver.

3. Ajiiana cannot be sublated by knowledge because
ajiiane cannot veil knowledge; ajiana that is sublated by
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knowledge veils the object of that knowledge. Thus ajfiana of
oyster is sublated by knowledge because oyster is an object of
knowledge. If the ajfiana regarding Brahman be removable
by knowledge, then Brahman becomes an object of knowledge.

4. Brahman cannot be the location of ajfiana because
Brahman is not a knower as the pot is not a knower.

5. Inferential knowledge cannot have an antecedent
ajfidna other than its own antecedent non-existence, because it is
knowledge derived from valid proofs. The inference which
has been advanced by the Advaitins to establish ajii@ana proves
the existence of another ajiana veiling this ajiana establish-
ed by the Advaitin's inference. Thus the Advaitin’s inference
leads to the establishment of aj@#ana, which goes against the
Advaita position. To avoid this, it is better to deny ajiiana as a
positive entity ; ajiiana can only be antecedent non-existence
of knowledge.

6. Knowledge cannot destroy an entity (vastu). For
this knowledge is mere knowledge without being endowed
with special powers. Knowledge and that which is other than
knowledge can destroy a substance only when endowed with
special powers, such as the knowledge of yogins and the club.

7. Ajiana which is a positive entity cannot be sublated
by knowledge because it is positive in its character like the pot.'

1 (a) Vividadhyasitamajfiinam na jiisnamatraBrahmasrayam ajianatvat,
guktikadyajiidnavat. .

(b) Vivadadhyasitamajfidnain na jianiveranam sjiianatvat uktikadys-
jfiinavat, visayavarapam hi tat.

(c) Ajfianarh na jiaznanivartyam jfidnavigayanavaranatvat—yajjianani-
vartyamajiidnarh tajjidnavisaydvaranam yathd Suktyadyajbanam.

(d) Brahma na ajiianaspadarm jhatrtvavirahat ghatadivat.

(¢} Vivadadhyasitarh pramanajfianati svapragabhavatiriktajfidna-pir-
vakarh na bhavati pramanajiidnatviat bhavadabhimatajfidnasadhanapramana-
jidnavat.

(f) Jnanarh na vastuno vinadakarmn, éaktiviesopabrmhanavirahe sati
jidnatvat yad vastuno vinadakarn tacchaktiviesopabrmhitam jidnamajfia-
nafica drstam yatha yogiprabbriijidnam yatha ca mudgaradi.

39
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Against these objections of Ramanujists the Advaitins con-
tend that they do not admit an ajiana which
Advaitin'a reply. veils ajfiana. The inference is not intended
to establish ajiana ; it is established by saksicaitanya or wit-
ness intelligence and is without beginning. The inference and
other proofs are advanced to establish its positive character
and not existence.! No further elaboration is necessary here as
this point has been already discussed at length in connexion
with the question of the seat of ajiiana. Thus the charge of
inconclusiveness of the middle term or hetu is not to the point.
As regards the instance of lamp as revealing what was conceal-
ed, the charge is that knowledge is the only revealing factor,
and so the analogy of the lamp and knowledge fails. In answer
to this objection, the Advaitins say that by the expression re-
vealing factor as applied to lamp in this particular example they
mean what is contradictory to non-revealing factors (aprakasa-
virodhi) and so helping agents such as the sun, light, sense
organs, etc., are included by the term prakasaka. They however
differ in their distinctive functions.

Thus, knowledge is contradictory to nescience which veils
an object, 8o it is an illuminating principle, spiritual in nature,
which is self-revealed and self-evident. Light is contradictory
to darkness which screcns an object from the view of the per-
ceiver. It is an illuminating principle but is inert in its nature.
The eye is a primary instrument in visual perception. It is thus
an illuminating principle but only as an instrument.?

(9) Bhavaripamajiiinarh na jiidnavinadyarh bhavariipatvat ghatadivat.

Ramanuja-Bhasys, p. 178, Bombay Edition.

1 Vide Cit., p. 60: asmanmate’jfiinasya sakgisiddhataya pramana-
bodhyatvat.

2 Yadyapi anubhava-caksuralokanim ghatadivyafjakatvarh samanarh
tathapyanubhavasya visaydjiiinavirodhitvat  cit-prakadatvam dlokasya
visayagata-tamo-virodhitvat jadaprakadatvam caksusadca aparokginubhavarn
prati saksat sadhanatvit ajiidtakaranatvamiti sarmbhavatyeva vaisamyam.

Vivarana-prameya-sargraha, p. 56.
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As regards the counter-arguments advanced by the critics
the Advaitins observe that the first, second, and third inferences
in which ajfigna is the minor term or pakse and the ajiiana in
the case of oyster is an explanatory example, are faully because
they are conditional or (sopadhika). Condition or wupadhi, in
short is that which is present in the explanatory example but not
in the minor and thus accompanies the major and is not invari-
ably accompanied by the middle.! In the inferences under con-
sideration the explanatory instances may be characterised by
secondary ajiiana or pallavajiiana as distinguished from the prin-
ciple of cosmic illusion or malajiiana. The ajiane residing
in oyster can be explained as pallaevajigne  but ajidana
the minor or paksa, which means mauldj#iana cannot be so
explained.

The fourth inference again is conditional because the explan-
atory example, the pot, can be characterised as phalavyapya but
not Brahman, the minor term in the syllogism.

The fifth inference does not affect the Advaitin’s position,
for they do not prove by their inference the existence of ne-
science but only its positive character, nescience being established
by Saksicaitanya, or witness intelligence.

In the sixth inference the middle is unreal in itself because
knowledge is a self-luminous, sclf-evident entity in which there
can be no addition or subtraction of power. Thus the middle as
determined by the absence of special power cannot be established.
The middle is called videsarasiddha or is not established in respect
of its qualifying adjuncts.

In the seventh inference the vyapti or invariable concomi-
tance fails in the case of the ajiane of oyster-silver
which (ajfiana) is positive according to the standpoint of
Advaita-Vedanta and yet is sublated by the true knowledge of
oyster.

! The nature of upadhi and how it invalidates inference has been dis-
cussed in Chapter VI.
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This dialectic we have so far followed removes the doubts
and refutes the charges of the opponents of Advaita-Vedanta and
establishes avidya, or the principle of cosmic illusion, as a positive
entity which is inexplicable in its nature. This avidya is begin-
ningless and being the principle of cosmic illusion introduces
multiplicity, subject-object relations, individuality, etc., where
there is but one undifferentiated Being. Pain, sorrow, grief and
all other evils of life arise from a consciousness of multiplicity.
To one who sees one in the apparent many no sorrow or no evil
can come. But the knowledge of the absolute one-ness and the
illusory character of this world does not dawn so long as avidyd
persists. It is only when the veil of avidya or nescience is
removed, that we can realise the utter hollowness of this world ;
we become conscious that this phenomenal world is superimpos-
ed on the Being whose nature is Being-Bliss-Consciousness. The
study of the Vedanta removes avidya and reveals true knowledge
completely disentangled from the accidental impurities. It is in
absolute monism, where all multiplicity vanishes and where
knower, knowledge and known are all merged in one undifferen-
tiated Being, that we find ineffable Bliss. It is to this end, to
the removal of misery and to the attainment of Bliss, that the
study of the Vedanta tends.
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