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FOREWORD

The contribution of Kumärila Bhatta and his School to Indian
philosophical thought is not in any way inferior to that of Dignäga, !§ankara or Bhartrhari. In fact, the entire Advaita Vedänta
epistemology is based on the Bhätta School (vyavahäre bhattanayah); its theory of language and mode of interpretation of
scriptural texts are closely modelled on that of the Mimänisä.
Kumärila's magnum opus, the Sloka-Värttika, is a landmark in
the development of Indian thought. Kumärila, as a realist and
empiricist belonging to the äfmavärfa-tradition, develops his
characteristic standpoint by a sustained and deep criticism, all
along the line, of the Buddhistic doctines of anätmaväda, of
momentariness, denial of the Universal (sämänya), and advocacy
of apohaväda (Negative Theory of Meaning), of the Idealistic
denial of the external object (nirälambanavädd) etc. The SlokaVärttika is a lucid and penetrating critical work presented in
delightful language.
In contrast to Sankara who does not evince any deep or firsthand acquaintance with the Buddhist schools, Kumärila's knowledge of Buddhist thought is direct, authentic, comprehensive and
profound. Säntaraksita and Kamalasila quote profusely (about
150 slokas) from the Sloka-Värttika which refutes the Buddhistic
contention of Personal Omniscience (särvajna). So do the Jaina
philosophers.
Kumärila's stand is that of an eminently reasonable advocacy
of a realistic and empirical philosophy: in some respects, it is
much superior to that of the Nyäya-Vaisesika. It steers clear of
the Buddhist Devil who denies the reality of Substance (permanent
underlying locusof qualities and action), of the Whole (avayavi),
of the Universal (jäti, sämänyä) on the one hand, and the Deep Sea
of the Advaita Vedänta which denies the ultimate reality of the
dharma (qualities etc.) and the Parts and the Particular. Kumärila accepts the reality of both the Permanent and the Momentary, of Substance and its Predicates (Qualities and Action), of
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the Whole as well as its Parts, and of the Universal and the
Particular; he is committed to a middle standpoint close to
commonsense and ordinary language. Dr. Bhatt makes a brief
reference to this characteristic stand especially on page 387 of his
book. We should be deeply thankful to Dr. Bhatt for giving
us Epistemology of the Bhätta School of Pürva Mimämsä*
based on a deep and comprehensive study of Kumärila and his
School.
Primarily concerned in interpreting the Vedic texts, as inculcating ritual religion, the Mimämsä is led on to questions of
Reality and Knowledge in support of its contentions. It formulated the doctrine of the Self-validity (Svatahi-prämänya) of all
knowledge, including the Verbal Testimony of the Scriptures,
because any other position is not plausible, and is even ureasonable. The factors which engender knowledge are the only necessary and sufficient conditions which also constitute its validity.
No extra or external considerations such as correspondence, coherence or successful activity are required. Each knowledge is also
known as valid the moment the knowledge occurs (jnaptau prämänyarri svatafi). Invalidity (aprämärtyä) is caused by the presence of alien factors, alien to knowledge, and is detected later
(aprämänyant paratafy). This view and the untenability of other
views is demonstrated by detailed and subtle analysis by the
author in Chapters III and IV of the book.
The Mlmänisä goes on to consider modes of knowledge other
than Sabda (Verbal Testimony), because it is interested in pointing out that Perception, Inference etc. cannot give us knowledge
of the Super-sensuous Dharma, the performance of ritualistic
and ceremonial acts (yajna) leading to svarga (the heaven) and
other UNSEEN or adrsta results; by their very nature they are
precluded from leading us to these results.
Its realistic attitude is also the consequence of its conception
of Dharma. The Mimäipsä finds that the investigation of Dharma
involves metaphysical and epistemological issues about the
nature of the Self, nature of Karma and its result. It is committed to a form of Realism. As Kumarilasaysin the Sloka-Värttika
(Mrälambanaväda, 3-4):
*The original title of this work—-Author
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Karmabhyah phalasambandhah päralaukyaihalaukikah /
Sarvam ityädy ayuktam syäd artha-sünyäsu buddhisu //
Tasmäd dharmärthibhih pürvam pramänair lokasammataih /
Arthasya sadasadbhäve yatnah käryah kriyäni prati //
The Käsikä thereon says clearly that the entire business of the
Mimämsä is based on the assumption of the existence of external
objects (sarvo hy ayani mimämsä-prapanco bähyärthäsraya eva).
It is thus opposed to the Advaita Vedänta stand of relegating the
performance of ritualistic ceremonies (yajhd) to vyavahära,
a lower order of reality. The Mimämsä does not therefore favour
two levels of reality, paramärtha and vyavahära. Thus the
Mimämsä is led either to deny illusion and the illusory object
entirely (the Präbhäkara position of Viveka-akhyäti, the Nonapprehension of Difference between two Knowledges and their
respective objects), or the more reasonable stand of Kumärila
that only the relation between two real separate objects is false
and non-existent (Viparitakhyäti). The Mimämsä cannot countenance the Advaita theory of Anirvacaniyakhyäti which means the
acceptance of an apparent (illusory) content, with the experience
of such content also being unique and illusory. All these topics
are admirably well-treated by Dr. Bhatt in his work under
consideration.
The most significant contribution of the Mimänisä, especially
of the Bhätta School, is with regard to its conception of Language and Verbal Knowledge. There was never a time when Language and linguistic activities were absent; they are beginningless
and eternal (Sabda-nityatva-vada). The Impersonality of Scripture (Vedäpauruseyaväda)\s also the necessary consequence of this
doctrine. That the Semantical Rules of Syntax and Interpretation
also do not need any person, is also to be accepted. That Action
or the Verb is the Principal Meaning of the Sentence is also
a special Mimänisä doctrine.
As indicated before, the Mimäipsä schools undertake a consideration of the Pramänas (Sources of Valid Knowledge) to show
that Knowledge of Dharma (Ritual Religion) cannot be got from
sources other than Scripture {Sabda), This does not mean that
its investigation of Perception (Pratyaksa), Anumäna (Inference),
Upamäna (Analogy), Sabda, Arthäpatti (Presumption) and
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Anupalabdhi (Conscious Non-apprehension) is scrappy or inadequate. The Bhätta School holds that all human knowledge
falls under one of the six kinds enumerated above, neither more
nor less. It therefore comes into clash not only with the Buddhists who accept two mutually exclusive and exhaustive knowledges (Perception and Inference) based on two disparate objects
(the Svalaksana and the Sämänya-laksana)—mänadvaividhyam
meyadvaividhyät, but also with the Sämkhya who accepts only
three sources (Pratyaksa, Anwnäna and Sabda) and the Nyäya
which accepts four along with Upamäna and the Präbhäkara
who accepts Arthäpatti (Presumption) but does not accept Anupalabdhi. The burden is to show that there is no knowledge or
object which could not be brought under any one of the six
kinds; nor could we do with less, without reasonable propriety.
The justification for accepting the above stated six kinds of
knowledge and objective content is that we are led to them by
distinct (although not absolutely exclusive) modes of apprehending them. The Buddhistic (Dignägian) conception of Pratyaksa
as the apprehension of the Unique Particular (Svalaksana) and
the Svalaksana as given only in Pratyaksa is actually an extreme
type of Nirvikalpa Pratyaksa and rules out the Savikalpa as
Pratyaksa, because the Savikalpa involves mental construction
and is therefore not confined to the strictly given (na sannihitamätra-visayam). For the Bhätta and other realists, the Savikalpa
is the principal type of Pratyaksa; they choose to ignore or slur
over the a priori functioning of the mind and its samskäras at
work in forming the savikalpa. The Realists consider Substance
and its Predicates, the Whole and the Parts and the Universal
and the Particular as equally and directly given and perceived.
The Buddhist is equally perverse in denying Verbal Testimony
as giving fresh and unknown access to entities; it is only an
index or outward expression of Vikalpas, our internal thought.
He denies that the Word can reveal anything not known before;
of course it is incapable of revealing to us the transcendent
reality. The Buddhist doctrine is akin to Logical Positivism and
the Linguistic Philosophers of the Wittgensteinian School. It also
therefore advocates a Negative Theory of Meaning (Apohaväda). This is clearly wrong, because for most of our information we depend upon hearsay or verbal communication from
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others, not on our own thoughts. For the Mimämsä and the
Vedänta there is an added reason that with regard to the Supersensuous or the Transcendent Dharma or Brahman, Sabda is the
only Source of Knowledge.
The Nyäya is rather naive in reducing Arthäpatti to a kind of
Inference (the Kevala-vyatireki type); because in arthäpatti we
do not start with a ready-made major premise (yyäpti), but we
frame one to explain an apparently odd situation. In fact, most
of our scientific and philosophical generalisations are nothing
but arthäpatti. Nor is his attempt to subsume Anupalabdhi
(Conscious Non-apprehension) under Pratyaksa more convincing. For, we have to remember the thing absent and try to perceive and know it by other means and as this does not lead to
any apprehension, we conclude that the thing in question does
not exist or is absent. For instance, a person who denies the
existence of God does not make the assertion only on the nonavailability of perception, but necessarily of all other modes of
knowledge open to human beings:
Pramänapancakam yatra vasturüpe na jäyate /
Vastusattävabodhärtharn taträbhävapramänatä //
[Sloka-Värttika, Abhävaprämänyaväda, 1]
The non-availability of all the five sources of positive
knowledge itself serves as a means to negative conclusions. There
is no other way to make negative assertions. Therefore, any
knowledge of absence or negation involves a well-defined process; there cannot be a direct perception of absence, as the
Nyäya wrongly holds.
The topic of Pramäna and Prameya (the whole extent of
Theory of Knowledge) is a fascinating enquiry, and there are
many, many sophisticated issues involved. I invite the reader to
go through the main body of the excellent work of Dr. Bhatt
and enjoy the way he has treated every detail and has brought
out its subtle implications. This is a commendable performance.
If I have any criticism to offer it is that his treatment of Sabda
is not comprehensive, or even adequate. Dr. Bhatt should have
brought out the full implications of the Beginninglessness (Nityatva)
of the Word and the Impersonality of the Scripture and even of
Language. He should have refuted the Convention-Theory of
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Language {Sahketa theory) advocated by the Nyäya School. That
language is underived and that the word is a form and is thus
distinct from its material embodiment, sound (dhvani), are
established by the Mimäipsä theory of the Eternality of the Word
(sabda-nityatva-väda). Words and their relation with meaning
are eternal, underived and impersonal (autpattikastu sabdasyärthena sambandhafy tasya jhänam
upadeso'vyatirekascärthe'nupalabdhe tat pramänam Bädaräyanasyänapeksatvät—Mimänisä

Sütras 1.1.5). It may be thought that we give names to persons
and thus initiate new conventions, and that the same logic
should be applied to other words also. They too were the result
of convention (sanketa), and where human convention is not
available, recourse may be had to divine convention. Against
this view, the Mimämsä argues rightly that the relation between
the word and the meaning is not an arbitrary convention, established by man or even by God either now or in the past. We do
not have record of any such convention. Convention itself presupposes language, which is sought to be derived from convention. To make convention, words have to be used and understood by persons participating in the convention. This is to use
language. And language itself is sought to be derived from
language. This is clearly circular. Invoking God does not help
either. How could God make known his intentions, his conventions between words and their meanings, to persons who did not
use language already? And if they had already been using language, God's convention does not obviously initiate language.
However far back we may push the beginning of convention, we
would still find language preceding it. An absolute beginning of
language is untenable. Linguistic usage is continuous. This is a
doctrine which the Mimänisä shares with the School of Grammar
(Vaiyäkarana). But it is unlike the Grammar School which takes
Language as a Whole Impartite Sentence primarily (AkhandaVäkya-Sphota), while the breaking of it into individual words
and syllables is only a convenient abstraction. This is a device
meant for pedagogical purposes. The Mimämsä, as a realist and
empiricist, is committed to a kind of atomism and pluralism in
language (vamä eva sabda1j)\ it considers the sentence as a real
combination of letters and words, under the guidance of some
syntactic rules.
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The Mlmämsä conception of the Impersonality of Vedic
Texts (Apauruseya-vada) and their interpretation as not involving any reference to the intention of the speaker or writer (Tatparya = Vaktur icchä) in construing a sentence are also to be emphasized. The Mimämsä also takes the Verb or Action as the
principal and substantive part of the sentence, a doctrine which
it shares with the Grammar School.
These points deserve to be stressed in any consideration of
Sabda (Verbal Knowledge). Even in elementary text-books of
Nyäya, like the Bhasä-Pariccheda or Tarka-Samgraha, mention is
usually made that Äsatti, Yogyatä, Äkänksä and Tätparya-jnäna
are the necessary factors in construing a sentence. The Nyäya is
also insistent upon taking the Noun (Nominative) as the principal
part of the sentence.
Dr. Bhatt's treatment of the subject is not at all uncritical. As
an instance of this, I may draw attention of the reader to his
consideration of the peculiar Bhätta conception of JNÄTATÄ
(Cognizedness) of Knowledge. "Kumärila's keen intellect rightly
grasped the root idea from which Idealism grew. The Idealist
assumed that cognition must be known before an object is
known. He took it as a self-evident truth. Kumärila proved the
untenability of this notion. He went further ahead and proved
that cognition is never known directly, because it is a formless
and fleeting entity. Cognition is not even self-aware. Its existence
is rather presumed to explain the fact of object-manifestation.
In this connection Kumärila put forward a unique theory of
cognizedness." (p. 413) "...knowledge must presuppose
some kind of activity belonging to the subject, which consists in
attending and actively responding to the influences produced on
the subject by the objects in the environment. But an activity is
generally conceived as producing some perceptible and tangible
results on objects, while in the case of cognition no such results
are observed. The mistake of the Bhättas consists in placing
cognition on the same footing as other voluntary activities. They
thought that cognition produced cognizedness in objects exactly
as cooking produced cookedness in rice. But while cookedness is
a visible and tangible result, cognizedness is not. And there is no
ground to suppose that cognizedness is a very subtle and invisible
result, because in that case the cognizer himself could not per-
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ceive it. Of course, when a man has already known an object, he
happens to experience a feeling of familiarity when he is face to
face with it on a second occasion. But this feeling does not reside
in the object; it resides in the knowing subject." (p. 65).
"Cognizedness is said to be directly cognized while cognition
is said to be inferred. But in that case a new cognizedness will be
generated in the first cognizedness and so on leading to infinite
regress." (p. 69). "Knowledge is a unique phenomenon and
cannot be brought under any of the usual categories of substance,
quality, relation and action. Knowledge may be knowledge of a
substance, of a quality, of a relation, or of an action; but it is
neither a substance, nor a quality, nor a relation, nor an action."
(p. 67). There are some other places where this doctrine is criticized.
Dr. Bhatt's eminent work amply proves that there is no neutral
or completely objective, disinterested epistemology. Every system
of philosophy is committed to an ultimate metaphysics or a conception of Self, Object, Reality, Relation, Knowledge and Causation etc., whether this is consciously expressed or is merely
pre-supposed. The theory of knowledge of any system is merely
the overt drawing out of the implications of its metaphysics with
regard to knowledge. This is evident from the way the Buddhist
radically differs in his theory of knowledge from that of othersAnd also it is proved by the fact that the Bhättas differ from the
Nyäya, Präbhäkara, and the Advaita Vedänta.
In dealing with the Bhätta epistemology, Dr. Bhatt compares
and contrasts this position on various issues with not only other
Indian schools but also with some of the European Philosophers
like Reid, Hume and Kant. In a sense it is an exercise in Comparative Philosophy. This is inevitable, as otherwise, the position
of the Bhätta school cannot be clarified and brought out in
depth.
Epistemology of the Bhätta School of Pürva Mimämsä is based
on a close study of the original Sanskrit works down the ages,
from Kumärila's Sloka-Värttika, its Commentaries and subcommentaries, as well as the works of Präbhäkara and the Nyäya
Schools. Dr. Bhatt has also consulted the modern literature on
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the subject, especially Dr. Ganganath Jha's works. In the result,
he has given us a well-constructed, lucidly presented, definitive
work on the subject. This is a noteworthy contribution to Indian
philosophical thought.
Varanasi

T.R.V. MURTI
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PREFACE

Kumärila is one of the brightest luminaries in the sky of
ancient Indian thought. Yet, strangely enough, we do not find a
work devoted exclusively to Kumärila and his school. Dr.
Ganganath Jha was the first scholar to produce a systematic
work on Mfmämsä, but instead of Kumärila he selected Prabhäkara, a less known exponent of Mimämsä, for his doctoral
thesis. Dr. Jha's latest work Pürva-Mimämsä in its Sources is a
work of wider scope and gives the views of 3abara, Prabhäkara,
Kumärila and Murärimisra on all the philosophical and Mimämsä
topics. However, the major portions of this work and the earlier
one, viz., The Prabhäkara School of Pürva-Mimämsä, are devoted
to the Mimämsä topics proper which have now lost the philosophical importance that they formerly had. In The Prabhäkara
School of Pürva-Mimämsä Prabhäkara's epistemological and
philosophical doctrines have been discussed in about a hundred
pages only and in Pürva-Mimämsä in its Sources Dr. Jha summarizes the philosophical and epistemological views of the
Mimämsä thinkers in 165 pages. Both the works are of a descriptive and non-critical nature. There are two other important
works in English on the Mimämsä system, viz., Keith's Karma
Mimämsä and Pashupati Nath Shastri's Introduction to PürvaMimämsä. But these are very brief and merely introductory. Thus
a critical, comparative and elaborate work was still needed and
the present work is an humble attempt to fulfill this need.
The logic of Nyäya, the categories of Vaisesika, the cosmology
of Sänkhya, the metaphysics of Advaita Vedänta and the ethics
of the Gitä are outstanding contributions that India made to
philosophical thought and the epistemology of Kumärila ranks
with them. But while there are elaborate works on the epistemologies of Nyäya, Vedänta, Rämänuja etc., there is none on the
epistemology of Kumärila. The present work contains a detailed,
critical and comparative account of Kumärila's epistemology.
The theories of other schools also have been discussed at length
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in their proper places. The treatment of the subject is based on
a first-hand study of Sanskrit texts.
This work was approved by the Banaras Hindu University for
the award of the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in 1956.
I am very much indebted to Dr. B. L. Atreya, M.A., D. Litt,
under whose supervision this work was completed. Dr. Jadunath
Sinha, M.A., Ph.D. has been a constant source of inspiration ta
me. I express my sincere thanks to him.
I am conscious of many shortcomings in this work. However,,
to repeat what Kumärila himself has aptly said,

[SV, Intro, to Sütra 1, Verse 7]
[Reverencing the scripture as I do, let none reproach me, should
I err in my exposition. He who goes by the right path need not
be censured, even if he slips occasionally.]
G.P. BHATT
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THE BASIC WAYS OF KNOWING:
AN IN-DEPTH STUDY OF KUMÄRILA'S
CONTRIBUTION TO INDIAN EPISTEMOLOGY

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Kumärila Bhatta, though less spoken of than Sankara in the
modern histories of Indian Philosophy, is no less important as a
system-builder. He deserves the same place in epistemology as
Sankara does in metaphysics. Both flourished in the same age
and had a common foe. Both had the same interest, viz., the revival
of Vedic learning. Their aim was to save the orthodox tradition
from the Buddhist onslaught, and their victory was the victory
of wisdom over 'erroneous philosophies' and 'perverted morality'.
In a way Kumärila's work is more important than that of Sankara.
Kumärila had more contacts with the Buddhists and more outstanding victories in debates over such strong rivals as Dharmakirti and others. He was a greater dialectician as is amply testified by the subtle, rich, original, and elaborate chain of arguments
of the Slokavärtika. He seems to possess a deeper understanding
and a more extensive knowledge of the rival philosophies. Sankara's
work was complementary to Kumärila's. Kumärila purged the
diseased Indian mind of the 'poison' of Buddhism and Sankara
re-constructed the tissues by giving a saner outlook. Kumärila's
work was foundational. He took up the problem of validity and
tried to establish the validity of Vedic knowledge. Sankara gave
a more consistent and appealing interpretation of the Scriptures,
absorbing the best that was there m Buddhism, and thus erected
a lofty structure on the firm foundation laid down by Kumärila.
The fact that there is no definite chronology and that most of
the ancient Sanskrit works on philosophy and epistemology are
now lost, makes it difficult to appreciate Kumärila's contribution
duly. Prior to Kumärila a very high stage had already been reached
in the development of logical doctrines, but both beftre and after
Kumärila logic was treated mamly as an art of debate rather than
a science of reasoning. The basic epistemological problems of the
nature of knowledge, the relation of knowledge to reality, and
the nature and criterion of truth and error were given a cursory
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treatment, though the problem of the sources of knowledge was
considered at some length. The Buddhist thinkers like Dinnäga
and Dharmakirti could not do full justice to these problems due
to their biased outlook. Kumärila gave a more serious, impartial
and detailed treatment to these problems for the first time, and
from his time onwards till a few centuries back a discussion of
these problems is found to be an essential feature of every important work on philosophy.
Kumärila was primarily a Mimämsaka and secondarily an
epistemologist, though his work on epistemology is of a more farreaching value than his work on Mimämsä proper. The aphorisms
of Jaimini are concerned with Vedic ritualism and they hardly
contain any philosophy. Sabara wrote a very lucid commentary
on these aphorisms, which superseded all the previous commentaries. Kumärila wrote his Slokavärtika on the Tarkapäda section
of Sahara's commentary and Tantravärtika and Tuptikä on the
rest. The Slokavärtika is an extensive epistemological work in
verses and is a fine specimen of the erudition, profundity and fertility of its author's intellect. Its criticisms of the rival theories are
devastating. Kumärila's theories, particularly those of the inferability of the cognitive act and of the self-validity of knowledge,
provide a strong stimulus to later discussions and bis followers
have put forth a vigorous defence of his theories against the opposition offered by the other schools of thought. The earliest extant
commentary on the Slokavärtika is the Tätparyatikä by Umbeka. 1
Next comes the Käsikä commentary by Sucaritamisra and the last
is the Nyäyaratnäkara by Pärthasärathi. Of these three commentators Pärthasärathi is the most consistent and gifted thinker. He
has also written an independent commentary named Sästradipikä
on Sabara's Bhäsya and an independent treatise named Nyäyaratnamälä discussing some important epistemological and Mimämsä topics. He has ably defended Kumärila's views and has
offered unassailable arguments particularly against the Präbhäkara
school of Pürva Mimämsä* Two later works on Kumärila's school,
popularly known as the Bhätta school, are the Nititattvävirbhäva
by Cidänanda and the Mänameyodaya, a joint work by Näräyana
1. Dr. C. Kunhan Raja has refuted Umbeka's identity with Mandana
and Bhavabhüti in his Introduction to Tätparyatikä.
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Bhatta and Näräyana Pandita. The latter is a summary of the
former in an easy style. There are other works also on the Bhätta
school, but they concentrate their attention on the Mimämsä topics
proper. Rämakrsna's Yuktisnehaprapürani-Siddhänta-Candrikä is
a valuable commentary on the Tarkapäda section of the Sästradipikä2.

Another school of Pürva Mimämsä was started by Prabhakara
who is now supposed to be earlier than Kumärila by a majority
of scholars. Prabhakara wrote a commentary named Brhati on
Sahara's Bhäsya. According to some scholars, eg., Dr. Jha, Prabhäkara's interpretation of the Bhäsya is more faithful than that
of Kumärila. But so far as the Tarkapäda section of the Brhati is
concerned, we cannot subscribe to this opinion. On many occasions he has given forced interpretations and has even twisted the
Bhäsya texts in order to suit his own views. His style is very cumbersome and very difficult to follow without the commentary.
Prabhakara, however, was a more original thinker thanKumärila
and he will always be remembered as the author of a peculiar
theory of knowledge known as Triputipratyaksaväda or the theory
of triple perception and a theory of error known as Vivekäkhyätiväda. Prabhäkara's work has been commented upon by Sälikanätha. Sälikanätha's commentary is known as Rjuvimaläpancikä.
He also wrote Prakaranapancikä which is an independent treatise
on the Prabhakara school. Sälikanätha was a first-rate scholar like
Pärthasärathi and the reputation that Prabhakara enjoyed among
scholars was mainly due to him.
The Bhätta school had a steady growth from Kumärila to
Cidänanda. The commentators did not merely repeat what had
already been said. Each one puts forth a stronger defence and
fights against the rival theorists with sharper weapons. The toughest enemy that Kumärila had to fight with was Buddhism. The
two main pillars of Buddhism, the doctrines of subjectivism and
momentariness, crumbled down under the pressure of his relentless logic. In the days of the commentators Buddhism had lost all
its force; yet there were other rivals, for example, the Präbhäkaras.
2. An exhaustive list of Mimämsä thinkers togeher with a critical account
of their dates, works and personal histories is given by V.A.R. Shastri in his
Introduction to Tattvabindu and by Dr. Umesha Mishra in his MimämsäKusumänjali, appended to Jha's Pürva Mimämsä in Its Sources.
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Pärthasärathi accorded the same treatment to Prabhäkara as
Kumärila accorded to the Buddhists. In the post-Kumärila period
Pärthasärathi has been the greatest Mimämsaka. His genius was
recognized by his rivals also. Philosophers of other schools have
frequently quoted Kumärila to support their own views; and
similarly Pärthasärathi's Nyäyaratnamälä has been commented
upon by Rämänujäcärya, a follower of Prabhäkara.
The contributions of Kumärila and his followers are many.
They introduced novel theories and novel criticisms of older and
contemporary theories. In the following chapters we will discuss
them in relation to the other systems of Indian thought and point
out their merits and demerits. Before closing this introduction
we may pass a few general remarks on Kumärila. Kumärila has
a dual attitude. In the matters of Dharma, i.e., matters pertaining
to the other world, his attitude is that of rationalized faith, and
in secular matters it is that of reason. He is a thorough-going
empiricist and a defender of common-sense. Common-sense
believes in the reality of the external world and a plurality of
subjects and the capacity of our senses to reveal things in their
true character. Kumärila accepts the evidence of our senses, though
not uncritically. The data of our senses forms the warp and woof
of our very existence; realism is the presupposition of all human
discourse and social intercourse, and if we want to have a specific
label for Kumärila's realism there can perhaps be no better
choice than existential realism.

PART I

KNOWLEDGE, TRUTH AND ERROR

CHAPTER II

THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

2.1. Knowledge and the Self
Knowledge is the basis of all practical activities. The function
of knowledge is to illuminate things other than itself.1 Knowledge
inherently refers to an object that is known and it always belongs
to a subject that knows. There can be no knowledge existing independently by itself without implying a knower and a thing
known. Knowledge is a self-transcending property of the self. It
reveals certain objects to the self which has certain ends in view.
It urges the self to act with regard to the objects thus revealed.
The knowing activity helps the self in fulfilling its practical purposes. The self appropriates or avoids objects in accordance with
the character of the objects that is revealed to it by the act of cognition. The self is essentially a spiritual substance. It is the abode of
intelligence (caitanyäsraya). Intelligence or sentience is an essential property of the self, which differentiates it from the material
substances. Desire, aversion, effort, pleasure, pain and cognition
are the specific properties of the self. These can never belong to
matter which is non-intelligent. Intelligence implies consciousness,
purpose and the capacity of adapting means to ends. No intelligent
being acts without some end in view. However dull a man may be,
he always indulges in action with some conscious purpose. 2 Intelligence is the capacity of the self to 'enjoy'3, which implies desire,
cognition and effort. Thus the self is essentially a purposive entity
and sentience is its inseparable property. 4 Teleological activity
of man is of two kinds: one aims at one's own worldly well-being
(abhyudayd) and the other at one's transcendental good (nihsreyasa). Specific desires, cognition etc. continue so long as the
1. ST^tfo ^^RTCsrerTSr^STRT I N R on SV, Nirälambanaväda, 44.
2. sqWrq-rrf^q- *T T'^tsfa SRcfä" I SV, Sambandhäksepaparihära, 55.
3. Ibid., 100.
4. SV, Ätmaväda, 26.
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transcendental purpose, the super-mundane freedom, is not
achieved. But as soon as the self attains its ultimate purpose it is
no longer in need of its specific properties. Thus in the state of
release the self discontinues its specific properties, but it is never
divested of its intelligence which ever afterwards resides in it in a
potential form.
According to the Nyäya system cognition and the other specific
properties are only accidental to the self, which it acquires during
its worldly existence when it comes to be joined to manas and
sense-organs. Cognition, accordingly, is a quality of the psychophysical organism: it belongs to the mind-body complex, while
the mind, the body and the self individually are essentially nonsentient; the body when disjoined from the self is inert and the
self in the state of release, divested of the body, acquires its natural
form of a pure substance devoid of cognition, pleasure, pain,
desire etc. Thus according to Nyäya and also to Prabhäkara the
self is essentially a pure substance and cognition is one of its
adventitious qualities which come and go without affecting its
essential nature.
According to Kumärüa, on the other hand, sentience is the very
essence of the self-substance, which cannot be taken away without
at the same time taking away its selfhood. Specific cognitions
come and go (ägamäpäyinau) without making any difference to
the spiritual character of the self, but intelligence ever continues
in all its changing states. Consciousness is the very core of selfhood. Cognition may not be there in the absence of objects to be
cognized, but the capacity to cognize can never be taken away
from the self. Pärthasärathi says:
At no time is there any cessation of that which constitutes
the cognitive potency of the cognizer. That potency is really
indestructible. In the state of release there is no second to
serve as means of cognizing, like the eye etc., or any cognizable
object such as colour etc., which would have rendered cognition possible. It is, however, a fact that in that state the visible
world does exist in its own right, but still in that state it loses
its cognizability, so that it does no exist as.being fit to be seen.
Hence, because of the privation of the distinct instrument
the Ätman does not perceive in that state and not because
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of the privation of potency. As for potency, at no time is
it absent.5
Thus specific cognitions arise occasionally when the senseorgans are active; and when they are not functioning, as in deep
sleep or in the state of trance, there is no cognition. But in
that state, though the self is devoid of the awareness of
objects, it is not devoid of the cognitive potency. Similarly, in the
state of release too there is no object-consciousness because the
self has done away with the apparatus of cognition, still the
cognitive potency is not lost in that state. Summing up his view
of release Pärthasärathi says :
Having abandoned its adventitious properties, viz., cognition,
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort or volition, merit,
demerit and impression, the self abides in its natural purity
in which the cognitive potency, existence and substance-ness
etc. persist.6
Pärthasärathi's conception of release is that it is a state of total
unconsciousness. Not that object consciousness alone is lost
in the state of release, even self-consciousness is lost, because
manas and the other sense-organs are lost due to the exhaustion of
all the karma-s and its connection with the world is severed. When
Pärthasärathi talks of 'the persistence of cognitive potency', what
he means is that consciousness remains in the state of potentiality
and it never becomes kinetic. Anticipating the objection 'why
jnäna does notarise in the state of release if the potency exists',
Pärthasärathi says:
Even the self cannot know itself without the means. It is wellknown that in the state of mundane existence the self cognizes
through the manas, and the relation with the manas does not
exist in the case of one who is freed. Hence by which means
could the self know itself? Hence the absence of self-knowledge
is evident in one who is emancipated and it has been pointed
out by the Sruti that only the potency to cognize does reside
5. SD, p. 128.
6. Ibid., p. 130.
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in the self. Therefore, release is accompanied neither by jnäna
nor by änanda.1
But this does not seem to be what is exactly meant by Kumärila
when he says that "the self never loses caitanya"8 and that "the
self is of the nature of consciousness."9 If in the transcendental
state, which is the realization of the highest and the most cherished
end of life and which comes after the most strenuous effort of
innumerable births and for whose sake the common pleasures of
mundane life are denied by the self to itself, even the contentment
of realizedness is not experienced, then any attempt to achieve this
state defeats its own end. If such a state is achieved at all the self
is a loser rather than a gainer. The cognitive potency is said to be
indestructible. But if it cannot make the self conscious of its own
state even, it is as good as non-existent. The self which loses all
forms of consciousness in release and is incapable of enjoying its
contentment of having realized its highest aim in spite of the
cognitive potency which is said to persist, does not fare better than
the Naiyäyika's self which becomes as inert as a stone. To say that
the cognitive potency remains while the self has become absolutely
incapable to cognize, is as ridiculous as to say that a man retains
his power of locomotion while his limbs have become totally
paralysed for ever. A potency which cannot enable one to act is
really 'impotency'. A potency has meaning when its possessor,
though not always doing the act of which it is the potency, actually
does it whenever he chooses. So what Kumärila intends by the
phrase jnanasaktisvabhäva seems to be that the self is naturally
equipped with the power of cognition or consciousness, but during
the state of release, because the summum bonum of life has been
achieved by the self, it no more feels the need of cognizing objects
as there is no more dealing with the objective world. Otherwise,
if the self is supposed to be essentially an unconscious substance,
consciousness accruing to it as a result of its conjunction with
manas as an adventitious property, the distinction between self
and matter becomes meaningless.
7. Ibid., p. 128.
8. SV, Ätmaväda, 26.
9. Ibid., 73.
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The Bhätta view as represented by Sucaritamisra, Cidänanda
and Näräyana seems to be more satisfactory. According to
Sucaritamisra10 consciousness is the inherent property of the self.
In release too the self is not divested of consciousness. Consciousness or the cognitive power (citisakti) is inseparable from the self
and when it is not tinged with object-forms it has the self as its
object, because cognition can never be without an object to be
cognized. Manas, which is the instrument of cognition, is eternal
and the self remains conjoined to it even in the state of release.
Nor can it be said that in that case object-cognition too will persist
in the state of release, because manas is always dependent on the
external sense-organs for object-cognition and they are destroyed
with the body. Moreover, object-cognitions are the sources of
pleasure and pain which are the result of karma and karma is
totally destroyed in release, but self-consciousness is never a source
of pleasure or pain. So, just as substance-ness (dravyatva) and
all-pervasiveness (vibhutva) are not given up during release, so selfconsciousness too is never given up. Thus according to Sucaritamisra consciousness, though it is born of the manas-self conjunction, is eternal and indestructible.
According to Prabhäkara self-consciousness is not an independent form of cognition; it is involved in every cognition which
always apprehends itself, the (cognized) object and the self; and
in the state of release the self becomes unconscious, because then
there is no awareness of objects due to the absence of sense-organs
which are the cause of cognition; on the cessation of object-cognition the self ceases to be aware of itself and remains in the state
of pure existence like the inert ether. This view will be further
examined in a separate section. Here it is enough to refer to the
remark made by Sucaritamisra in this connection: The senseorgans or the body or cognition are not the knowing subject; it
is the self that is the knower and it can in no case and at no time
be devoid of knowership.11
2.2. The Act Theory of Knowledge
So far it is plain that cognition, according to the Bhätta school,
is the distinctive feature of the spritual substance called the soul
10. KK on SV, Sünyaväda, 70.
11. Ibid.
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and is its inseparable possession, eternally abiding in it as its
substrate. Now the question arises as to what the essential nature
of cognition is. Is it a substance or a quality, a relation or an action,
or something different from these?
According to the Sänkhya system Purusa or self is immutable
and conscious; it is neither a knower, nor a doer, nor an enjoyer;
it is the pure light of consciousness. Cognition, pleasure, pain etc.
belong to Buddhi which is an evolute of the material and unconscious principle called Prakrti. Purusa is a pure subject {drasta)
and an absolutely inactive principle, while Prakrti is unconscious
and active. What we call knowledge or cognition is a mode
(vrtti) of the material Buddhi which transforms itself in the shape
of the object that is cognized. Buddhi being in the proximity of
Purusa reflects his light in it and thus becomes intelligized and
falsely appears to be the knower of the object. Knowledge is a
substantial transformation of the unconscious Buddhi and the
conscious Purusa by itself is absolutely inactive, but, due to a
beginningless confusion or indiscrimination (aviveka) which
results in the intelligizing of Buddhi and activizing of Purusa, the
phenomenon of cognition arises as a hybrid. In fact Purusa can
never be the knower, though it is conscious, because knowing
implies change and Purusa is absolutely changeless; and Buddhi
can never be the knower, though it is mutable, because it is material
and unconscious. Thus the cognitive phenomenon, according
to Sänkhya, is rooted in a beginningless confusion and the
summum bonum of life consists in the rooting out of this confusion.
According to the Vedänta of Sankara too, all empirical behaviour is based on an illegitimate superimposition of the ego on
the non-ego and vice versa, while the ultimate reality is one,
undifferenced being which is existence-consciousness-bliss.
Consciousness is the very stuff which constitutes existence.
"Existence is consciousness; consciousness is existence; there is
absolutely no difference between the two". 12 This seeming world
of experience is nothing but an illusory fabrication of Mäyä
which, being neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal, is
indescribable, while the ontological reality is a characterless,
differenceless unity. Consciousness is the very essence of reality as
12. s#5r cftsr: sfter q«r ^

^TTT, *rH*ft:
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illumination is that of the sun or heat that of fire13. "The vision
of the Absolute Reality is devoid of the distinction of knowledge,
known and knower." 14
Both of these views, the Sänkhya as well as the Vedänta, are
erroneous. They are opposed to common experience. The Sänkhya
says that the self is a pure subject or seer. But there can never be
a seer without an object that is seen and the process of seeing. To
say that the self is conscious and, at the same time, that it is
conscious of nothing is self-contradictory. Consciousness is always
seen to be the consciousness of something which is other than the
consciousness. Cognition is an act whose subject is the self, whose
object is the thing of which the self is aware and whose instrument
is the sense-organs. The act of awareness presupposes all these
distinct factors. The Vedäntic theory that Reality is a subjectobject-less consciousness, tries to abolish the distinction which is
given in experience and is never annulled. The possibility of
cognition presupposes the difference of the cognizer and the
cognized. Knowledge is impossible in a world which is a homogeneous, differenceless unity. It is self-contradictory to assert that there
is only one self-identical reality and that it is conscious, because
the concept of consciousness presupposes the distinction of that
which is conscious and that of which there is consciousness.15
The Sänkhya view that knowledge is a substantive mode of
matter makes knowledge material. But knowledge is not a
material product. It is the activity of a non-material substance
which is the self. Knowledge is an act of the conscious subject
which manifests material and other objects to him. Matter has a
form and is extended in space, but knowledge cannot be conceived
as having a form and extension. Knowledge is formless (niräkärd)
and has no size or extension. A material substance is the abode of
qualities and size and is the material cause of other things, but
knowledge is quality-less and sizeless and can never be the material
cause of anything. Therefore, it is not a substance at all. The
Vedäntic equation between thought and reality is contradictory
13.

qrr

Tl S B T U , 2 . 1 .

14. m ^ r m f ^ f e c f TOTsfcrr^sk*? i SBMU, 4 l.
15. ^Tsni^re W^lür^P^leM I KK on SV, Sünyaväda, 63
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to facts of experience. Reality is wider than experience. Cognition
is a fact among facts and there are facts which are never cognized.
The Vedäntic philosophy of Sankara reduces everything to Ätman
and identifies Ätman with knowledge. But this is absolutely unfounded. Knowledge is not identical with existence; it is the awareness of existence. Awareness of an object is the manifestation
(prakäsa) of the object which exists in its own right. Thought
simply discovers things, it does not create them. Sucaritamisra
says: "'To exist' does not mean to exist as an object of consciousness" 16 Things are produced and have existence independently
of consciousness. The Vedäntin says that Ätman is consciousness.
But consciousness is momentary while Ätman is a permanent
entity. A permanent and eternal entity can never be identical with
fleeting cognitions. Pärthasärathi says:
The thing whose nature is to manifest some other object
beyond itself and which when present does indeed manifest
some object... this is termed vijnäna in ordinary parlance.
But this is not a rule that whenever the self is present the
manifestation of objects does necessarily take place, since
during deep sleep the self persists but there is no manifestation of objects. Therefore, the self is not cognition. It may be
said by the Vedäntin that the self, though it is of the nature of
illumination, does not do so because of the absence of auxiliaries.
True, but then that auxiliary is no other than what is termed
jnäna which invariably reveals a distinct object when it is
present.17
Cognition is that which necessarily manifests on object; the
self does not necessarily manifest objects; therefore the self is
not cognition.18 Thus the self is not knowledge but knower and
the reality is not knowledge but the object of knowledge. Knowledge does not constitute reality; it is the revelation of reality. If
16. ?T sftf^HTR": SrFT PFJ ^ H H ^ T K + M ^ "
Sünya., 64.
17. SD, P. 129.
18.
srfa f+fa<4^tf sp^mcf, sr^r: ^f m^i^^HkH^:
NTV, p. 213.
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the Vedäntin means by knowledge something other than what
is ordinarily understood by the term 'knowledge', he is not at all
justified, because that which is knowledge and at the same time is
not an apprehension of some object is quite inconceivable.19
Moreover, knowledge cannot be a substantive thing, because
a substance exists in its own right without referring to anything
beyond itself, while knowledge always refers to something beyond
itself.
We have already referred to the Nyäya view of the nature of
cognition. According to Nyäya cognition is a quality of soul. The
Vaisesika system, whose classification of categories is generally
accepted by all, includes cognition under the category of quality.
Cognition is a specific quality of soul. But it is not considered
to be an essential quality, as the soul can be without cognition.
In release cognition is supposed to be non-existent and in empirical
life too there are such states as deep sleep, swoon and trance in
which there is no cognition. Thus cognition is only a temporary
quality of soul and is generated under particular conditions, viz.,
when soul, manas, sense-organs and some object have a simultaneous mutual contact. The quality of cognition arises out of a
fourfold contact and is related to the soul by way of samaväya
or the relation of inherence. It can be perceived through inner
perception (rnänasa pratyaksd) just as the blueness of an object
is perceived through vision. Some Naiyäyikas, for example
Jayanta Bhatta, severely criticise the act theory of knowledge so
vigorously propounded by the Bhätta.
There is apparently some inconsistency in the views of the
followers of Kumärila about the nature of knowledge. All commentators and independent writers of the Bhätta school are
unanimous in holding that cognition is an act of soul, but at the
same time most of them include cognition in the category of
quality instead of that of action {karma), Cidänanda and Näräyana
say that cognition is one of the specific qualities of soul.20 Kumärila
himself, apparently with some ambiguity, says that cognition is a
dharma or property of soul.21 Pärthasärathi emphatically remarks
SV, Ätma>> 66.

20. ^feg^:#5^rtqrrq^Tr snc^rf^^Wr: | MM, p. 248; NTV, p. 212.
21. SV, Nirälambanaväda^ 47.
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that cognition is a transitive act of soul which produces a result
in its object just as the act of cooking produces cookedness in
rice22, and in the same work he enumerates cognition as one
of the nine specific properties {dharma) of soul.23 It is Sucaritamisra alone who has raised the question, as we shall see, about the
legitimacy of calling cognition an 'act' and at the same time
including it in the class of qualities. Pärthasärathi's statement that
knowledge is a temporary property of soul, appears to be a terminological lapse due to the habit of using Nyäya terms. Pärthasärathi uses the term Ätma-dharma in common with Kumärila
and the use of this term may be justified to some extent as we
shall try to do just now. But while Kumärila uses the term rarely
and only in connection with cognition, Pärthasärathi applies it
equally to cognition, pleasure, pain etc. The influence of Nyäya
on the style and views of the later writers of practically all the
schools is obvious and Cidänanda and Näräyana cannot be an
exception to this. But it is strange that Pärthasärathi who seems
to be the greatest exponent of Kumärila's theories, should have
been so careless in the above respect. Now Kumärila and Pärthasärathi use the term dharma while the Nyäya-Vaisesika writers
use guna. Guna exactly means a quality or attribute in the sense
in which blueness is one when we say about something that it is
'blue'. But dharma may denote a quality, a function or an action,
that is, anything that can belong to something. Burning is a
dharma of fire, though it does not belong to it in the same way as
redness belongs to it. Burning is an action of fire on combustible
things, while redness is its quality. The term 'property' is an exact
equivalent of the term dharma. So cognition is an occasional act
of soul which results in the manifestation of objects. Though
cognition is not exactly like pleasure, pain etc. which too are
mentioned as the 'properties' of soul, because the former refers
to objects while the latter have no such reference, still all of
them are the properties of soul in the sense that they belong to it.
However, it should be borne in mind that cognition cannot be
given the same status as is given to pleasure, pain etc., because
the former does not characterize soul in the same way in which
the latter do.
22. sTRf^T f^ ^pfwr. . . SD, p. 56.
23. Ibid., p. 130.
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Let us here refer to Prabhäkara's view by the way. Prabhäkara in his commentary on the Bhäsya of Sabara emphatically says that jnäna is an act of soul and is inferred as all
other actions are inferred.24 But, as we shall show towards the
end of the chapter, by jnäna he does not mean cognition, but the
contact of soul with manas, and what others mean by jnäna, i.e.
manifestation of objects, he calls sarnvit which is held to be an
attribute of soul. According to Sälikanätha, a follower of
Prabhäkara, cognition is one of the nine ephemeral attributes of
soul. Thus he is in agreement with Nyäya-Vaisesika except that
while the latter hold all these attributes to be mentally perceptible,
the former holds cognition to be self-manifesting and the rest to
be cognisable through mental perception.25
According to the Bhätta cognition cannot be a quality. Qualities
exist in objects without referring to anything beyond themselves.
A quality is an intransitive property of an object, while in activity
we find a transition from one to an other. Cognition cannot be a
quality, because in it there is inherently a reference to something
beyond. Cognition is a self-transcending act of soul, because it
necessarily implies ar 'other' which is cognized. To cognize an
object is to have a mental approach to it. In cognition there is an
ideal acquisition (präpti) of some object. This ideal acquisition
cannot be explained otherwise than on the basis of some activity
on the part of the cognizing soul. The sense-organs or their activity
alone cannot explain it, because during sleep there are senseorgans but no awareness of objects and in the state of absentmindedness the senses are active without giving knowledge.
The contact between soul and manas too is common in all forms
of knowing and as such it cannot by itself explain specific apprehension of objects. Therefore, it is some specific activity of soul
that is directed upon an object that alone can explain its ideal
acquisition and this activity is nothing but cognition:
There must necessarily be some form of action inhering in the
soul, which is implied in such expression as 'I know' and is termed

24. Action, according to Prabhäkara, is imperceptible.
25. p p , p . 149.
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'knowledge' or 'cognition' in which an object is made the accusative of apprehension.26
Thus in the act of cognition an object is apprehended or
ideally acquired by the self. It may be objected that in cognition an object is not acquired but revealed. True, but to whom
is it revealed? If to none, then how can the difference between
the practical activity of two persons with reference to the
same object be explained? It is observed that one person appropriates an object, eg, a coin on the ground, while a second
does not. If the object is revealed to none, then what makes the
difference in the overt behaviour of the two persons? Certainly
such discrimination is not observed in the case of a forest-fire
which shines in an unknown place but is revealed to none. Therefore, it must be the cognitive act by which an object is apprehended
that can explain the said difference. The knowability of an object
cannot be possible unless it is made the accusative of the act
of cognition.27
Now, if cognition is an act, why, asks Sucaritamisra, is it
generally included in the list of qualities? Moreover, an act is
always some form of physical movement {spanda) which cannot
be possible in the case of soul which is supposed to be a nonmaterial and all-pervading substance. Sucaritamisra answers that
cognition which naturally occurs in the form 'I know' can be
nothing but an act.28 The evidence of direct experience, which
is never contradicted, cannot be ignored. The quality-theory
goes against a directly experienced fact. We directly know cognition to be an act whose subject (karta) is the self and whose
accusative (karma) is the cognized object. Knowing is certainly
not a physical act involving overt muscular movements, still it
does not cease to be an act on that account. Kumärila says :
We do not hold motion to be the only form of action as held
by the Vaisesika; all that is expressed by a verbal root (dhätvartha)
is an action.29

T Mlfcd+fldl' I KK, Part II, p. 123.
Ibid.
Ibid.
29. SV, Atma.9 74-75.

THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

21

Again he says that the self is the agent of an action by virtue of
its power of determination (sankalpa-sakti).30
We have so far described three theories of knowledge, viz.,
the substance theory, the quality theory and the act theory,
and we have also seen the grounds on which the first two theories
are rejected and the third accepted by the Bhätta school. Now
there is a fourth theory too which is known as relation theory
and is held by many prominent philosophers of today. The
critical realists say that knowledge is a relation among three
terms viz., a mind, an object and a datum. According to CD.
Broad and G.E. Moore knowledge is a two-term relation between
a knowing mind and a known object. Alexander says that knowledge is a relation of 'compresence' between the act of mind and
the object. According to the American neo-realists knowledge is
a relation not between a knowing subject and a known object
but between two objects. These theories do not explain the nature
of knowledge. There is no doubt that in the act of knowing a
subject and an object come to be related together. But this
subject-object relation does not constitute knowledge: it is rather
the result of the cognitive act. When one thing acts upon another
thing in a particular way, then alone is a relation generated
between them. Kumärila says that there is nowhere a relation
which is not based on some action on the part of some agent;
the agent-action relationship is the basis of all relations.31 Thus
like all relations the subject-object relation too presupposes some
action of the agent of knowing on the known object, which is
called cognition. Pärthasärathi says:
Without an occasional cause (in the form of some action)
there cannot arise the subject-object relation between the self
and the object and that occasional cause is known by the term
'cognition'.32
One is ever engaged in some form of cognitive activity. At
any moment he is either cognizing objects which lie in the field of
vision, audition etc., or thinking about objects distant in place
30. Ibid., 83.
31. ^ few'^P^T^
32. SD, p.56C.
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and time, or imagining something. So long as one is awake cognitive
activity goes on constantly like a stream. But this stream is
occasionally interrupted by periods of inactivity. The self lapses
into a state of apparent unconsciousness when it is in deep sleep
or under the influence of some drugs. During these states cognitive activity is arrested but it reappears when the self returns to
normal waking condition. Now, what becomes of the cognitive
activity when the self is not actually cognizing or thinking or
imagining ? Of course, it is not totally destroyed then; otherwise
its reappearance would become inexplicable. According to Nyäya
the self loses its connection with manas in these states. But the
quality theory cannot explain these lapses satisfactorily. According to Kumärila jhäna is a capacity (yogyata), potency (sakti),
or faculty and the self is its abode. Sucaritamisra holds that
potency is an independent category. According to Näräyana it is
a special form of quality and this explains the reason of his assertion
that cognition is a specific quality of the self. Cognition is an act
but in the form of the eternal potency of the self to cognize it is a
quality. Sakti is an invisible entity and remains in a dormant
state so long as it does not express itself in action, but when it is
aroused it invariably assumes the form of an action. When a
particular facuityis dormant the self is inactive in that respect and
when it is functioning the self becomes active. A quality, on the
other hand, either exists in some substance or does not exist. It
does not imply action. A quality characterizes an object passively.
It is not an active aspect of things. We cannot conceive how a
quality, eg. cognition (according to Nyäya), would characterize
the self when it is nonexistent, as during dreamless sleep, but we
can conceive how a potency would do so in that state. That the
quality of cognition is occasionally non-existent in the self and
at the same time it differentiates it from the material substances,
is unintelligible. Kumärila's conception of cognition as a potency
is better than that of Nyäya which conceives it as a quality.
According to Kumärila cognition is ultimately neither a substance,
nor a quality, nor a relation, nor an action, but a potency of the
self which is expressed in specific acts of awareness of objects.
Specific object-cognitions are occasional acts of the self
but cognition as its permanent and unique possession is a
potency.
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2.3. Knowledge and Reality
The relation between knowledge and object is that of the
manifester and the manifested. In an act of cognition there is
an object that is revealed, a self to whom it is revealed and lastly,
the fact of revelation itself. All these three factors are distinct
from each other, because they are clearly distinguishable. The
objects exist independently in the external world. Thought does
not constitute their being. Their being known is an event that
occurs occasionally and it does not affect their nature and
existence. The cognizer too exists in its own right. The self is not
always cognizing objects. The act of cognizing is a feature that
characterizes it at certain times. But whenever it takes place it
always relates the self to some object which is known by it.
Thus in an act of knowing some object is the accusative and the
self is the nominative. In an act of apprehension, say 'this is
blue', what is apprehended is 'this' which appears to be 'blue'.
Cognition in this case manifests an external object 'this' directly
to the self. It is the 'blue' object as it exists in reality that is the
content of knowledge here and though it is revealed through a
specific act, the act itself is not its own content.
The Bhätta is an upholder of direct realism. He believes in the
independent existence of external objects. He maintains that in
perception external objects directly become the content of consciousness. In this respect his theory is opposed to the epistemological dualism of the Sauträntika Buddhist who is an upholder of
representationism and to the subjective idealism of the Yogäcära
Buddhist. The Bhätta theory is opposed to the Präbhäkara and
Nyäya realism too. But it is mainly the Yogäcära against whom
the most of the Bhätta polemic is directed. Kumärila develops
his direct realism in his controversy with the Yogäcära.
Though the Buddhists differ among themselves regarding
epistemological questions as much as they differ from the orthodox
schools yet they form a fairly homogeneous group among themselves due to some common basic metaphysical tenets which
seem revolutionary in the context of orthodox systems. One
such tenet is the Buddhist conception of reality as a perpetual
flux. The criterion of reality for the Buddhists is causal efficiency
(arthakriyäkäritva). The real produces effects and that which
produces effects is real. Reality is change and what does not
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change is unreal. Therefore, all that is real is momentary. The
doctrine of momentariness is the logical outcome of the Buddhist
criterion of reality. Hence, according to Buddhism all real objects,
that appear to be stable, are actually in ceaseless flux. The self
is not an eternal, unchanging entity, but a continuous series of
cognitions or ideas. An apparently stable object is actually a
series of object-moments. The basic conception that there is no
permanent, self-identical self but a series of ideas, each giving
rise to the next and a similar conception of what we call an
enduring object, make a fundamental difference between the
Sauträntika representationism and the representation]sm of old
Nyäya, between the direct realism of Kumärila and that of the
Vaibhäsika, between the Yogäcära theory of self-luminousness
of cognition and that held by Prabhäkara and Sankara. The
different matrices or systems to which an identical looking
concept belongs generally make a lot of difference. As there is
no permanent soul according to Buddhism, it is the momentary
cognition that cognizes itself (Yogäcära) or an external objectmoment (Vaibhäsika) or the antecedent cognition that gave
rise to it (some Buddhists according to KK and Vaibhäsika
according to NR on SV, Sünya., 130). All the Buddhists eliminate
the distinction of the cognizirg soul and cognition; they identify
the cognizer with cognition. But according to the orthodox
systems this distinction is a fact of experience and cannot, therefore, be eliminated. Thus according to the Sauträntika cognition
directly knows itself or its predecessor, while according to the
old Nyäya the soul directly knows a cognition. According to
the Vaibhäsika a cognition directly knows an external objectmoment while according to the orthodox form of presentationism
the soul directly knows an external object. According to the
Sauträntika and the Vaibhäsika knowledge is a two-term relation;
but according to the orthodox realists it may be a two-term or
a three-term relation and the soul and the object are necessarily
two of the relata. According to the Yogäcära knowledge does
not imply any relation: Cognition is the only reality which
illusorily appears to be differentiated into the cognizer, the
cognized and cognition.33 The Yogäcära dispenses with the
33. Cf. 5nfci>Hhfl fff <j4^lk
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knowing self and the world of knowable objects, which are the
presuppositions of cognition and he postulates the reality of
cognition alone. The Yogäcära does not feel the need of a substratum for his 'cognition'. This theory runs counter to the deepest
convictions of mankind and destroys the very root of all practical
activity. So, naturally it received the severest treatment at the
hand of Kumärila. Unless the independent reality of matter and
mind is established it is futile to talk of knowledge itself, to say
the least of the relation between knowledge and objects or between knower and known. We can have divergence of opinions
about the nature of cognitive relation, the manner in which
cognition originates and the criteria of truth and error only when
knowledge is established as a fact which in turn depends on
the existence of a knowing mind and a known object, and it is
only then that we can try to think out the right solution of
epistemological questions. A relation presupposes some form of
duality; but when the Yogäcära reduces everything to cognition
the talk of any relation whatsoever becomes non-sensical. This
is why Kumärila has devoted the largest portion of his life and
work to the refutation of the Yogäcära. Below we give the
arguments of the Yogäcära.
2.4. The Yogäcära Subjective Idealism
The subjectivism of the Yogäcära goes further than its modern
version propounded by Berkeley. Berkeley believes in a plurality
of minds which are enduring, substantial, and independently
real. He also allows some objectivism when he ascribes his ideas
of perception to an external source in the form of a Super-mind
or God. But he does not believe in an independent existence of
objects corresponding to ideas. The Yogäcära, on the other hand,
is an out-and-out subjectivist. He does not believe in anything
other than the non-substantial ideas except when he is under the
compulsion of his adversary's arguments. He argues that ideas
or cognitions are powerless to know anything other than themselves. The apparent reference to external objects is a mere
illusion. The following isf in brief Kumärila's exposition of the
Yogäcära position:—
It is a fact of experience that something is cognized as having
a shape. That which is cognized and that which has a shape are
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not different, because there is no consciousness of their differentiating properties. Therefore, they are not two things but one.
Now the question arises as to what it is that is cognized with a
shape. Is it an external object or the cognition itself? If it is an
external object, the postulation of cognition becomes necessary
for the establishment of its existence, because cognition is the
sole proof of the existence of anything; otherwise anything, be
it real or unreal, will come to have existence. Thus by the realist
the existence of cognition has to be postulated for the existence
of an external object. Now, that cognition exists cannot be
proved except through cognition. So the realist has to admit that
cognition cognizes itself because there can be no cognizer in
addition to cognition. But it has already been pointed out that
only one thing with a shape is cognized. Therefore, it must be
the cognition alone that is apprehended and consequently the
postulation of an external object becomes unnecessary, because
there is no proof of its existence. The notions of externality and
internality too are groundless. Something is said to be external
in relation to some other thing that is internal and vice versa.
But when it has been proved that there is no duality and that
cognition is the sole reality, all these relative notions become
inapplicable.34
The realist will say that the postulation of external objects is
necessary to explain the diversity of cognitions: We are conscious
of cognitions having different shapes and this is not possible
unless an independent existence of external objects is granted.
But this realist contention is involved in unsurmountable difficulties. We, on the other hand, says the Yogäcära, offer a simpler
solution. In our theory, though the real character of cognition is
pure, yet in this beginningless world there is an accumulation of
diverse impressions (väsanä) produced by foregoing cognitions
and through these impressions cognition comes to appear in the
various shapes of blue, yellow etc. tinged with the character of
the cognizer and the cognized which appear as if they were quite
apart from the cognition itself. Cognition gives rise to impression
and impression again to cognition. The reciprocal causality of
cognition and impression is beginningless like that of seed and
34. SV,Sünya.,6A4.
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sprout and consequently there is no logical fault in our theory.
The assumption of a diversity of impressions is certainly simpler
than that of objects. We assume only the reality of cognition
and explain its diversity by assuming a diversity of impressions,
whereas the realist has to assume cognition, impression and an
external object. The postulation of cognition having different
forms is simpler than the postulation of external objects having
different forms. For the realist, on the other hand, even after
postulating external objects the postulation of cognition having
different forms and that of impressions to explain memory and
dreams becomes necessary and thus he introduces complexity
in his theory.
Unless such forms of cognition as 'blue' etc. are established
the cognition, which is naturally pure, is incapable of presenting
particular objects. In the absence of difference in cognition no
difference in the cognized can be established and in the absence
of such forms of cognition as 'blue' etc. all cognitions would be
identical. Thus for the establishment of the objects of different
shapes it must be granted that cognition too has different shapes.
For a discrimination among objects cognitions whose difference
is not cognized are not sufficient and the difference among
cognitions cannot be known except through their having different
shapes. By the mere existence of cognition an object, eg. 'blue',
cannot be ascertained. Therefore 'blue' etc. which are apprehended
are forms of cognition and not of objects. The forms of objects
are neither directly apprehended nor is there any other proof of
their existence. So far as the diversity of forms is concerned it
is equally well explained by postulating väsanä. Hence, according
to the law of parsimony (läghava-nyäya) the assumption of
external objects is superfluous.
If the form belongs to an external object and not to cognition,
there will be a difference between the object and the cognition
and hence the latter will not be able to illuminate the former.
But in our theory illumination is possible because we hold that
the form and the cognition are identical. Cognizability cannot be
possible otherwise than on the basis of identity between the
cognition and the cognized. If the relation between the two is
supposed to be that of difference there can be no cognizability.
The realist assumes the two to be different. But how can any
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relation be possible between two different things ? And if an
object can be cognized in spite of the absence of a relation, then
everything will be cognized by every cognition and omniscience
will be the result. The realist may say that identity is not the
only relation but causality too is a relation and it is this that
holds between the cognized object and the corresponding cognition : the external object is the cause of generating cognition.
But causality cannot constitute cognizability, for, then the eye
which is held to be a cause of cognition by the realist will be
cognizable. The realist [may say that the eye is not cognizable,
because, though it is a cause of visual cognition, it is not capable
of imprinting its shape on cognition and that causality together
with the capability to impart a form to cognition is what constitutes cognizability. This too is incorrect, because there is no
proof that an external object imparts its form to cognition;
and if this is held to explain the variety of cognitions, it is unnecessary as we have already offered a simpler explanation.
Similarity too cannot constitute cognizability, because in this
case an object which is not in contact with the eye will also be
cognizable. If similarity and causality, both are held to constitute
cognizability, then in a continuous series of cognitions of blue,
for example, the antecedent cognition which is similar to as well
as the cause of the consequent cognition will be cognizable to
the latter. Moreover, is the similarity held to be partial or complete ? If it is partial, then, everything being partially similar
tö cognition in being momentary will be cognized by every
cognition. If the similarity is held to be complete, then, as the
cognizable object is unconscious, the corresponding cognition
too will become unconscious, i.e., it will cease to be a cognition.35
Therefore, there is no cognizable object other than cognition,
and no second cognition of a cognition; cognition devoid of
apprehender and apprehended object shines forth by itself.36
The form that is cognized belongs to cognition, because cognition is held even by the realist to be the means of revealing the
35.
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so-called external objects which lack self-luminosity. Objects
are not self-revealing, because they may exist and yet may remain
unknown. The difference between an object and a cognition is
that while the former depends on something else to reveal itself
the latter is self-revealing. The object to be known cannot be
ascertained unless the corresponding cognition is known. A
cognition is like a lamp which manifests objects and simultaneously manifests itself. How can an external object be apprehended if the apprehension itself is not apprehended ?37 Therefore,
a cognition must be apprehended as soon as it is born. All are
agreed in holding that cognition must arise prior to the apprehension of object, for that which is not yet existent cannot be
the means of knowing an object. The existent things are sometimes cognized and sometimes not. When they are not cognized
it is because either a manifester is absent, as, when it is dark
and there is no light, or there is some obstacle, as, when an
object happens to be behind a wall. But in the case of a cognition
which is born there is neither the absence of a manifester, nor
the presence of an obstacle, because it is self-manifesting. Therefore, cognition, which is accepted to appear prior to object,
must either be apprehended then and there or must not be apprehended at all. If it is held that cognition is known subsequently
to the object, what peculiarity does it acquire later which was
not in it previously so that it was not known at the time of its
birth ? If it is said that the peculiarity is the birth of a second
cognition having the first as its object, we do not admit this,
because an object which is not luminous may wait for its manifestation by some light, but a cognition which is naturally luminous
cannot wait. Therefore, a cognition does not stand in need of a
second cognition. And if it is insisted that it depends on a second
cognition, then the second too, being a cognition, will depend on
a third one and so on ad infinitum, so that the whole life will be
exhausted by a series of cognitions having a single thing for its
object and there will never be a knowledge of any other thing.
It is a matter of common experience that we recollect an object as
having been known by us, and, as no recollection of an unexperienced thing is possible, we must have had a direct experience
37. cf.
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of cognition too when the object was experienced in the past.
Moreover, our cognitions of past and future objects cannot be
explained except on the ground that what is cognized there is
the cognition with a form, because in these cases the objects
are absent and an absent object cannot impart its form to
cognition. It is not only in the case of past and future objects
that cognition is cognized as having a form. Even in the case of
the cognitions of present objects we find people saying like 'this
object is blue because I have a cognition of that form'. This is a
clear indication of the fact that it is only after the apprehension
of cognition that objects are apprehended. And when it is established that a cognition is apprehended, it is also established
that the apprehended form must belong to it, because the apprehension of a thing devoid of form is impossible. It has been
already stated that no two forms, one belonging to cognition and
the other to object, are seen but one only, which must belong to
cognition. Therefore, an external object is not cognized at all
and consequently it is non-existent.
2.5. Yogäcära criticism of representationism and other allied
theories:

There are some realists, viz., the Sauträntikas, who hold that
a cognition is directly apprehended as having a form but the form
belongs to an external object and appears to be superimposed
upon cognition. They think that the form of an external object
is reflected upon cognition. But this is wrong. That a property
of an external object leaving its abode enters cognition is inconceivable. The form which is directly known to be a property of
cognition cannot reasonably be supposed to be the property of an
external object. The representationist says that the form of the
external object need not leave its abode, yet just as the moon is
reflected on the surface of water, so the form of an object is reflected
on cognition. But there is no proof for such an assertion. We
ascertain the image shining on the surface of water as belonging
to the moon, because we have observed the moon in the sky and
the imageless water independently of each other and we can also
compare the moon and the image reflected on water at present.
But we can never observe a cognition without form, nor can we
ever know the form of an external object independently of cogni-
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tion. And even if the reflection theory be accepted in the case of
visual perception, it can never be applicable to auditory and
the other forms of perception. It is quite impossible to conceive
a reflection of sound, taste, touch or smell. It may be said that
the image of object is not reflected on cognition but while the
form actually belongs to object it is by mistake attributed to
cognition because of its extreme proximity. But this is wrong.
How can it be said that it is a mistake when it is universal and
even a single person is not found who is not mistaken? Moreover,
why should it not be said that the form belongs to cognition but
is wrongly attributed to an external object by foolish persons?
Some hold that the form is neither a property of cognition
nor of object but is an entirely new phenomenon produced by
the contact of a formless cognition and a formless object, just
as redness is produced by the contact of lime and turmeric which
are not red. This theory also is untenable because there can be
no contact of cognition and object which are located in different
places. Moreover, a novel form can be produced only by the
contact of two material things while cognition is non-material.
Again, the assertion that form is a property of contact can be
possible only when the existence of a formless object, a formless
cognition and their contact is known and established on independent grounds. But here the object is not known otherwise than
through cognition; it is known neither before nor after cognition
and what is known is never known as devoid of form. Therefore
the contact theory cannot be supported.
According to the Buddhist realist, if the contact of cognition
and object is not admitted the variety of cognition cannot be
explained. Cognition is a caused phenomenon. It depends on
four conditions, viz., the dominant condition (adhipati-pratyaya)
e.g. the eye, the auxiliary condition, e.g. light (sahakäri-pratyaya),
the immediately antecedent cognition (samanantara-pratyaya) and
the basic condition, i.e. the object (alambana-pratyaya). A senseorgan cannot be the cause of the diversity of cognition, because it
is a common condition of many cognitions, as, when we have
many visual cognitions whose dominant condition is the same
eye. Similarly, a mere auxiliary condition, e.g. light, cannot
be the cause of such diversity. An antecedent cognition too
cannot explain the diversity of cognitions, because different
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cognitions are seen to follow the same antecedent cognition at
different times, for instance, sometimes there is an awareness
of a cow and sometimes of a horse immediately after the
cognition of an elephant. If there were no other cause than a
preceding cognition there would be a series of cognitions of
'elephant' following it. Thus the present 'elephant'-form of
cognition points to some uncommon condition which can be
no other than the contact with an external object. But, the
Yogäcära says, there is no direct experience of this variety of
cognitions being caused by contact with objects so that there
can be no surity that the said contact is the only explanation.
Moreover, those who say that the cognized form is the property
of contact while cognition and object are formless, cannot account
for the origination of the form and thus to account for the diversity
of forms becomes difficult for them. A new colour, e.g. red, is
seen to originate from the contact of two coloured objects, e.g.
the white lime and the yellow turmeric. But when cognition and
objects are held to be colourless, how can a variety of colours
originate from their contact? And if it be accepted that a different
thing can originate from a different cause, then a variety of
forms also can originate from a single antecedent cognition.
Hence there is no need to stick to the object-contact theory.
Moreover, this theory fails in the case of memory, inference,
dream and illusion. In these cases forms are seen but there is
no contact with objects. The realist also accepts väsanä
(impression) to be the cause of the variety of forms in such
cases. Then, why should he give it up while explaining the variety
of perceptions?
The representationist Sauträntika explains the multiform
character of cognition by presuming the existence of external
objects which, according to him, are multiform and not formless,
and he defines cognizability as causality of an object together
with its capability to impart its form to cognition. But how will
the Sauträntika explain the appearance of an object as belonging
to the present when actually, according to the above definition
of cognizability, the object which is held to be the cause of its
cognition is past? The explanation offered by the Sauträntika
is that what is manifested as present is the form of the cognition
while the object as the source of this form is known through
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inference. But if this be the case then all object-cognitions become
of one kind only, viz., inferential, and thus the difference between
perception and inference becomes non-existent. The Sauträntika
says that though the external objects are not perceived in the strict
sense of the term, still the traditional distinction of perception
and inference may be justified thus: In the so-called perception
of objects the object directly transfers its shape to cognition
while in inference it does so indirectly. When 'fire' directly gives
its shape to cognition it is said to be perceived, but when 'smoke'
gives its shape directly to cognition and subsequently the idea of
'fire' arises due to its invariable association with the idea of'smoke'
then 'fire' is said to be inferred. When, however, an object does
not transfer its shape to cognition either directly or indirectly,
then it is said to be uncognizable. Thus, the term perception in
the sense of direct apprehension really applies to the self-cognition
of a cognition alone, while an external object is always inferred
from the shape of cognition; but in a secondary sense an object
is 'perceived' when it is the direct cause of the shape of cognition
and it is inferred when it is the indirect cause. The Yogäcära
says that if this is so then at the present moment the object is not
apprehended but the cognition only. Hence there is no evidence
for the existence of external objects.38
If the form that is cognized is a property of an external object,
as the realist says, then the different contrary and contradictory
forms that are revealed to many observers at the same time or
to one observer at different times as belonging to the same object
cannot be explained, because the object which is one cannot
have more than one form. The body of the same woman appears
as a corpse to an ascetic while at the same time it appears as an
object of sexual pleasure to an amorous person and as a lump of
flesh to a carnivorous animal. Now, if the cognized form belongs
to an external object, why does not a single form appear to all
these three observers or if all the three forms really belong to
the woman why does each observer not see all of them together?
Therefore, these forms do not really belong to the woman, but
they are mere creations of psychical dispositions (väsanä) and
thus we can safely generalize that external objects do not really
ST: I SD, p. 52.
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exist but they are mere thought-forms. The same conclusion is
reached by a consideration of the properties of length, shortness
etc. which are simultaneously attributed to the same thing by
different persons. Similarly when a jar is called 'a substance',
'a thing' and 'made of clay' at the same time it is evident that the
object is really non-existent, because different properties contradict
the oneness of the object. According to the subjectivisms theory,
on the other hand, as the cognitions of different individuals are
different there can be no contradiction. Therefore, the realist
has to accept that cognition assumes different forms under the
influence of väsanä. And when this is once admitted the realist
may postulate external objects as imitating the forms of cognition,
which will be superfluous as has been shown, but the assumption
of cognition imitating the forms of objects can never be justified.
.2.6. Criticism of(epistemological

parallelism*

39

Cidänanda refers to a theory which may be termed as
'epistemological parallelism', and ascribes it to theVaibhäsika.
According to this theory there is no causal or any other type of
relation between cognition and the corresponding object though
both are equally real and belong to the same moment of time.
Cognizability is defined as consisting in the object being produced
by the same antecedent conditions which produce the corresponding cognition. Probably Cidänanda has in mind the view of
Vasubandhu, the author of Abhidharmakosa, who was a Vaibhäsika in the beginning, then became a Sautrantika and finally
became a Vijnänavädin.40 According to Vasubandhu "the cosmic
mind (älayavijnäna) transforms itself, on the one hand, into
different subjects, and into different objects, on the other".41
Thus the Vaibhäsika view is that the object is not the cause of
its cognition, as the Sautrantika holds, because on the Sautrantika
view the presented character of the object cannot be explained and
if the Sautrantika tries to explain it by maintaining that the
object being the cause of its cognition endures till the appearance
of the cognition, he violates the basic principle of Buddhism
39. NTV, pp. 117-18.
40. Cp. Sinha: Jadunath, A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. II, p. 349,
41. Ibid., p. 377.
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viz., the momentariness of all existence, while the Vaibhäsika
position is perfectly consistent with this principle. The cognition
and the object are two contemporaneous moments of two parallel
series born of the same causes. This view, according to the idealist,
is no improvement upon the Sauträntika view. It is certainly true
to the doctrine of momentariness but the other difficulties remain
the same. When the Vaibhäsika says that the object, e.g. a 'red
apple', is produced by the same antecedent conditions that give
rise to the corresponding visual cognition, then the cognizability
of its sweet taste is a product of the same conditions which produce
the visual cognition and the colour of the apple. Moreover, the
eye is one of the conditions of the visual cognition of the 'apple',
but no sane person can say that it is also a condition of the 'apple'
as is assumed by this theory. Again, this theory cannot explain
the cognizability of past and future objects which, we definitely
know, are not brought to existence when we cognize them.
2.7. Rumania's Refutation of Subjective Idealism
2.7.1. Cognition cannot be both the cognizer and the cognized:
When the idealist says that one single cognition is the cognizer
as well as the cognized, is it the identity of action and accusative
or of instrumental and accusative or of nominative and accusative
that is intended ? Whatever his intention may be there is no instance
of any of these identities. We always find the nominative, the
accusative, the instrumental and the action to be distinct from
one another. For example, the action of cooking does not cook
itself or cutting does not cut itself; the finger-tip does not touch
itself or the point of a needle does not penetrate itself; nor can
anyone touch his finger-tip by the same finger-tip. Thus, since
there is no instance of the above-mentioned identities anywhere,
the case of cognition cognizing itself cannot be proved. If the
idealist says that by the identity of the cognizer and the cognized
he means the self-revelatory character of cognition which accordingly does not stand in need of an illuminator, then, too, it
may be asked, to whom is it revealed? The idealist does not
recognize a self other than the momentary cognition. Thus,
then, if the momentary cognition reveals itself to itself, it must
take such form as 'I am blue' instead of 'this is blue'. But we
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find that a cognition always appears as pointing to 'this' which is
other than itself. The functioning of cognition is directed outwards
(parägvrtti) and not inwards (pratyagvrtti) as the idealist theory
implies. Therefore the identity of the cognizer and the cognized
is impossible.42
The idealist may point to 'fire' as an instance in support of
his theory. We do recognize the self-illuminating character of
fire because it is of the nature of light and does not require a
second light to illuminate it and so far there is no disagreement
between us. But illumination is not equivalent to cognition.
The light that illuminates itself does not cognize itself, because
it is always cognized by a conscious individual through his
sense-organs e.g. the eyes which serve as the illuminator of the
light. The eye too is not cognized through itself as it is not its
own illuminator; it is cognized by a distinct cognition which is
of the nature of arthäpatti or presumption» A man does not
directly know his sense-organs. They are rather presumed to
exist and operate upon the objects of perception because of the
otherwise inexplicable nature of specific cognitions. Similarly,
cognition also is not directly revealed but is known through a
second cognition as will be shown later on. Thus fire being a means
of revealing objects at night, may be called the cognizer (in the
sense of the instrumental) with reference to them, but with
reference to it the eye is the cognizer; with reference to the eye
a cognition is the cognizer and with reference to the cognition a
subsequent cognition is the cognizer, so that there is no instance
of the identity of the cognizer and the cognized. Therefore the
means and the object of cognition are always different and
the nominative of cognition, viz., the self is distinct from these.
In the case of the self too there is no identity of the nominative
with the accusative. Though the self is its own cognizer and there
is no second cognizer of it, still this case is not parallel to that of
the cognition which, according to the idealist, is indivisible and
differenceless, because we admit some difference in the self in
the form of a property, viz., cognition and in that of a substance.
The self has a duality of forms while keeping its unitary character
intact, but the idealist does not recognize any real difference
42. NRonSV, Sünya., 64.
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in cognition. When the self is in contact with manas which is
in contact with a sense-organ which in turn is in contact with an
object, there arises in it the property of cognition which is somehow different from the self. In the form of this property the self
is the cognizer and in the form of a substance which it has in
common with other substances, e.g. the earth etc. it is the cognized.
But the Buddhist does not admit any duality such as that of
substance and property in cognition. It may be said that we
too do not admit any absolute difference between the cognizer
and the cognized in the case of the self. Certainly so, but total
difference is not observed anywhere. Even between a jar and a
fire which are the manifested and the manifester, we do not
admit an absolute difference as they too are somehow identical
in the form of substances. Some difference between the manifester
and the manifested is desirable according to our theory and it
is not wanting in the case of the self. But, then, the Buddhist
says, how do you explain ego-consciousness in the form of T
while maintaining that the functioning of cognition is always
directed outwards? Sabara has truly said that in T consciousness the cognition is directed inwards. But the property of cognition by itself is not the cognizer. It is the self qualified by this
property that is the cognizer and the notion of T refers not to
cognition alone but to the self qualified by cognition. Thus,
though the cognizing property of the self and the cognized
substance of it are somehow different, yet the two are fundamentally one and because the I-notion refers to this fundamental
unity of the nominative and the accusative of CI know5 the inward functioning in ego-cognition does not conflict with our
view. In self-consciousness the T refers to the nominative of
cognition and it is explicitly different from object-consciousness
in which the reference is to the object 'this' which the idealist
cannot explain. The agent of cognition is directly revealed in
ego-consciousness, but cognition is never revealed directly. In
'this is blue' only the accusative of cognition is revealed, neither
the nominative nor the instrumental nor the act itself. Therefore,
the self-revelatory character of cognition cannot be established
at all.
Ignoring the direct evidence of experience the idealist sticks to
his baseless theory that cognition cognizes itself and not an
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external object. But why should he be so much prejudiced
against the existence of external objects? The idealist contention
is that in 'this is blue' the consciousness is of cognition alone and
the notion of cthis-ness' or externality is illusorily caused by
väsanäjust as according to the Mimämsaka the notion of egohood with regard to the body is caused by ignorance. But this
is wrong. Our consciousness alone is the basis of making distinction between things and consciousness by its very appearance
reveals objects as external. If the idealist can maintain that
consciousness has cognition for its object in spite of the empirical fact that it has an external thing for its object, why should
we not make the contrary assertion that consciousness has an
external thing for its object even if the fact be just the opposite?
It is wrong to reject the appearance of 'otherness' in cognition
as illusory in the absence of a contradicting experience. Moreover
the väsanä to which the agency of causing the illusion of externality is ascribed by the idealist can be nothing but an impression
left on the soul by previous cognitions. These impressions are
deposited in the soul which is not recognized by the Buddhist.
Cognition which is momentary cannot be the substratum of
impression. Thus when the väsanä itself is not established, how
can it have the power of causing any illusion?43
The idealist holds that the cognition and the cognized are
identical, but in that case the consciousness of anyone of these
would bring about the consciousness of two forms which is
never seen. When the form of the cognized object is apprehended
the form of cognition is never apprehended, and conversely
when sometimes the 'form' of cognition is apprehended the
form of the object is not apprehended. Sometimes, it is seen
that a previous cognition is remembered but the object that was
cognized is forgotten. Therefore, from the non-concomitance
of cognition and object it must be concluded that they are distinct
from each other and not identical as the idealist says.44
The idealist says that the self-luminous nature of cognition
is inferred from recollection. After the cognition of an object,
for example, a jar, we have its recollection in the form 'I know
43.
44.

SYt Sünya., 83-85.
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the jar'. If the primary cognition of the jar did not reveal itself
while revealing its object viz., the jar, this recollection becomes
inexplicable. We can have no recollection of anything which
was never experienced. If a cognition is not self-manifesting the
recollections that we have subsequently of the object will be
of the form 'there is a jar5 and not of such form as 'I know the
jar'; and thus however much we may recollect there will be
absolutely no difference among the successive recollections of
the same object. But actually we do find a difference in the
successive recollections, for example, among 'I know the jar',
'I know that I know the jar' and so on. The difference among
these is quite plain. In 'I know the jar' the form of the jar and
the form of its primary cognition is recollected. In 'I know that
I know the jar' the form of the jar, the form of its primary cognition and the form of the first recoliective cognition is remembered.
Thus the first recoliective cognition proves that the primary
cognition of the jar revealed itself simultaneously with the jar and
the second recoliective cognition proves that while recollecting
the jar and the primary cognition the first recoliective cognition
revealed itself too.45
This is refuted as follows: We do not find a gradual accumulation of forms in successive recollections as the idealist says.
There is only one form that is revealed in all these so-called
recollections and it is of the object, viz., the jar. What have been
called by the idealist 'recollections' are not really recollections.
They are as primary as the cognition of the jar in the form 'this
is ajar.' They differ from the latter in being appropriated by the
self. And such reflective cognitions do not as a rule follow an
object-cognition invariably. A reflective cognition takes place
only when there is a curiosity about the cause of object-consciousness. When after we have had the cognition of an object we
sometimes try to explain the cognizedness of the object, we
become aware of the corresponding cognition through arthäpatti
and thus we have such consciousness as 'I know the jar'. This
awareness is quite apart from the awareness of the object and
has no form. In this is included the recalled form of the jar as
well as the primary consciousness of the formless cognition of
45, Ibid., 110-14.
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the jar which belonged to a past moment. Again, when we have
a fresh curiosity about the cause of this second awareness it is
independently known through arthäpatti resulting in the form
of a fresh cognition 'I know that I know the jar'. It will be said
that if a cognition is cognized as formless, then such common
assertions as 'the object is blue because I have a cognition of
that form' become inexplicable. But, though there are such
assertions yet they do not prove that cognition has some form.
'Blue', 'yellow' etc. are forms of objects while the cognition itself
is neither blue nor yellow but formless. If a cognition had a
form it would never be described in terms of the forms of objects.46
Therefore, though cognitions by themselves are formless, yet
their difference is established by the difference of cognized objects
and there is no need of postulating a form for cognition for that
purpose.47 Moreover, a cognition may or may not have a
form but it can never be self-revealing in nature. The idealist
has said that the self-revealing nature of cognition is inferred
from recollection, but as he resolves a cognition into a perception
of itself he cannot legitimately have a recourse to inference.
The division of cognitions into perception and inference is based
upon the independent existence of external objects. Some objects
are known directly and some indirectly and consequently some
cognitions are perceptual and some inferential. But when the
very existence of external objects has been denied their direct
or indirect knowledge becomes impossible. Hence the idealist
cannot talk of inference at all.48
2.7.2. A cognition cannot apprehend either a part of itself or
another cognition antecedent to or simultaneous with it:

It has been demonstrated that one indivisible cognition cannot
be the apprehender as well as the apprehended. Now the idealist
may say that cognition is one but it is divided into two parts,
one apprehending the other, so that there is no need of an external
object in the form ofthat which is apprehended. But if the idealist
recognizes in this way the difference of the apprehender from the
46. KK on Ibid., 115-18.
47. Ibid., 116.
48. Ibid., 12
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apprehended he gives up his own theory and embraces our own.
If the idealist says that the apprehending and apprehended parts,
though different, are yet identical in the form of the cognition
which thus divides itself into them, while according to the realist
the apprehending cognition and the apprehended object are not
the parts of one and the same thing, then we reply that he thus
embraces the Sänkhya theory of difference and non-difference
(bhinnäbhinnatvä) renouncing his own theory of absolute identity.
In criticising the definitions of cognizability offered by others
who allow a difference between the cognition and the cognized
object the idealist has proved himself to be the upholder of
absolute identity and now by allowing some difference between
the apprehending and apprehended parts of cognition he contradicts his own theory.49
Some Buddhists (the Vaibhäsikas according to NR) accept
that there is a difference between the apprehender and the
apprehended but they deny the existence of an object external
to cognition because, according to them, a cognition always
apprehends another cognition antecedent to it and 'this' in
'this is blue' refers not to an external object but to this antecedent
cognition. This is wrong. There is no proof that the apprehended
and the apprehender are both cognitions as there is no character
common to both and the Buddhist does not recognize a universal
like 'cognition-ness' common to and apart from many individual
cognitions. According to the Buddhist a universal is nothing
but the negation of the opposite (apoha). But as cognition is the
only reality, its opposite, viz., non-cognition cannot be real, so
that its negation cannot be conceived and consequently the
universal 'cognition-ness' too becomes inconceivable. Therefore,
the character of cognition cannot belong equally to the apprehender and the apprehended. It can belong to only one of them.
And thus when the difference between the apprehender and the
apprehended has been established, nothing more is desired. As
for the relation of apprehender and apprehended between a
subsequent and an antecedent cognition, we say that it is not
possible because cognitions are momentary and when the subsequent cognition appears the antecedent one has vanished totally,
49. Ibid., 122-24.
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so that it cannot be the object of the former. Hence, when a past
cognition cannot be the object of a present one it must be an
external entity which is the object of the latter. If it is said that
the two cognitions, viz., the apprehending one and the apprehended
one, are simultaneous, then too their relation cannot be explained,
because the cognized object is supposed to be the cause of the
cognition and causality implies sequence and dependence, while
the said cognitions are simultaneous and independent.50
Now, the Mimämsaka too may be asked as to how he can
explain the causal relation between the cognitive act and the
cognized object. To this Pärthasärathi answers:
For us the effect is not the apprehending cognition nor is
the cause the apprehended object; on the contrary, we recognize
the apprehending cognition as the cause and the apprehended
object as the effect. To explain: The cognitive act produces a
result called manifestedness orcognizedness and as this result
inheres in the object this latter becomes the accusative of the
act and this accusative character of the object constitutes its
cognizability. Thus as the result inhering in the object is not
simultaneous with the act of cognition, there is no difficulty in
their being the effect and the cause respectively.51
This sort of causal relation is not possible in the case of two
simultaneous cognitions, nor in the case of two successive
cognitions in which the consequent one is held to be the apprehender of the antecedent one.
If the Buddhist says that an antecedent cognition will be the
object of a consequent one through imparting its potency or
väsanä to the latter which will thus become its effect, then too
it cannot be acceptable, because an antecedent cognition having
been destroyed as soon as it was born without leaving any trace
behind (niranvaya-vinäsa) cannot be conceived as leaving anything to its successor. Moreover, in that case the cognized object
will be past just as in memory the object remembered is a past
one and thus the presented character of the object of perception
50. Ibid., 130-50.
51. NR on SV, Sünya., 151-54.

THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

43

will be inexplicable. In memory the impression of a past experience is revived and the object is always cognized as belonging
to the past, while in perception the object is always cognized as
belonging to the present without being contradicted by any
subsequent experience. As for väsanä, it is not possible for the
Buddhist who holds cognition to be the only reality and it has
already been said that the väsanä can have no substratum in the
form of cognition as the past and the future cognitions are totally
non-existent now and the present one is no sooner born than
destroyed and the Buddhist does not recognize any enduring
entity in the form of a soul except a continuous series of discrete
and momentary cognitions which could have served as the
required substratum. The Buddhist may say that in dreams the
objects which appear as present are really past, and similarly in
perception too the object though apparently present may actually
be a past one, so that the realist's contention that memory is
always tinged with the character of pastness becomes untenable.
The reply is that in dreams past objects do appear as present but
it is due to some peculiar abnormal factors operating during sleep
and the dream objects are always rejected as illusory on waking,
while objects perceived during waking state are never rejected
as illusory. Hence a past thing cannot be the object of a present
perception. And even if the past be accepted as the basis of the
present perception, there is no proof that it is a past cognition
and not a past object.52
2.7.3. The law of parsimony and the law of simultaneous apprehension do not favour idealism:

The idealist claims truth for his theory on the ground of
simplicity. He says that his theory is simpler than the realist's
theory because it eliminates the external object which is unnecessarily presumed by realists. But this is wrong. The external
object is not presumed, it is directly experienced. The external
object whose reality is vouched for by direct experience cannot
be eliminated to suit an ill-conceived theory. The Buddhist
rejects the external object as unnecessary on the basis of his
theory that cognition and object are apprehended simultaneously
52. Ibid., 156-63.
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which again he bases on his groundless assumption that cognition which is a means must be apprehended prior to or simultaneously with the object of which it is the means. But cognition
and object are not apprehended simultaneously; the object is
apprehended directly while cognition is not apprehended at all,
though its existence is presumed subsequently through arthäpatti.
A cognition does appear first but it is not the first to be apprehended. Hence the law of simultaneous apprehension is not applicable in this case. It is not necessary that the means be apprehended
first in order that the object may be apprehended, because the
means may not be apprehended due to the absence of a suitable
pramäna just as we see in the case of the eye which is the means
of seeing an object but itself remains unseen at the time. That
cognition cannot apprehend itself has already been proved and
although it is true that when it originates there is no obstacle
in the way of apprehending it, yet, because a suitable cognition
that would serve as a means of apprehending it does not arise
at the time, it remains unapprehended till later on a second
cognition of the nature of arthäpatti appears to explain the
cognizedness of the object. Cognition has the function of revealing
an external object but is powerless to reveal itself. Just as the
eye has the power of manifesting external objects but this power
is restricted to the manifestation of colour alone, so the power
of cognition is restricted to the manifestation of objects alone and
thus it cannot manifest itself.53
The Buddhist says that recollection which immediately follows
a cognition in such forms as 'I know the jar' cannot be explained
if cognition was not cognized with the object. But this is wrong.
What is remembered is the object and not the cognition; the
cognition is known indirectly through arthäpatti as the means of
object-consciousness. People do say 'the object is blue because
my cognition appears in that form'; but this does not show that
cognition is known prior to the object. Actually what happens
is that when after cognizing an object as blue one comes to
have some doubt about it or is questioned by someone else he
confidently asserts that the object is blue and in the attempt of
seeking its proof he becomes conscious of his cognition.54
53. Ibid., 179-86.
54. Ibid., 199, 226-27.
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2.7.4. The variety of forms is quite consistent with the unity of an
object:

The Buddhist idealist says that, because many different and
contradictory forms cannot belong to a single object, the
cognized form must be the form of cognition. But this is wrong.
The woman cited by the idealist in favour of his view possesses
all the three said forms, viz., that of a corpse, of a beautiful maid
and of a lump of flesh. But the ascetic recognizes only the first
form on account of his aversion of all objects that tend to tempt
him towards worldly enjoyment. The amorous man recognizes
the second form alone because of the predominance of sex instinct
in him. And the carnivorous animal accustomed to flesh-eating
recognizes her only as a palatable lump of flesh. Thus, though
an object may possess various forms and properties, still their
mere existence in the object does not assure that all of them will
be recognized by everyone at once. The dominant disposition
of an individual, his habitual modes of thought and action and
his permanent and temporary interests determine what form or
property of an object he will discover at a particular moment.
The cognition of a form depends on the object as well as the
subjective state of the observer. His predispositions and interests
of the moment help him in attending to that aspect of a thing
which harmonizes with them. But subjective conditions alone
are not responsible for the cognition of a particular form. However lustful a man may be he never sees ajar as a beautiful woman.
However hungry a dog may be he cannot perceive a stone as a
lump of flesh. Therefore, the existence of multiple forms is not
at all incompatibte with the unity of the object.
The apparently contradictory forms of an object eg., length,
shortness etc. can be easily reconciled. When an object is cognized
as longer than a second one it is not at the same time cognized as
shorter than the same object but is cognized so in comparison with
a third object. So the existence of length and shortness in the same
object at the same time in comparison with different objects is
quite conceivable. There would have been a real contradiction if
the same object could be conceived long as well as short without
any relation to other objects. On the basis of experience we attribute one or more forms to a single object and there is no rule that
one object must be of one form alone. A jar at once owns the
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properties of being a substance and of being made of clay, but an
observer conceives it in one form or the other according to the
name that he is reminded of at the moment. Thus subjective
factors determine the observation of a particular form or property, though the object may possess many forms, just as the
colour alone of a thing is seen when the eye is in contact with it,
though the object also possesses a taste, an odour, a touch etc.
at the same time.55 Hence the cognized form belongs to an external object and not to cognition.
Pärthasärathi adds the following remarks against the idealist.
In non-cognition (ajnänd) absence of cognition is apprehended.
The absence of cognition cannot be a form of cognition because
they are mutually exclusive. Similarly, in the cognition 'this is the
same thing' some durable entity is apprehended while cognition is
momentary. Durability cannot be the form of that which is momentary. Likewise, in the perception of various co-existing things
various forms are collectively apprehended while cognition cannot
have more than one form. Therefore, these are not the forms of
cognition but of something else which is different from cognition.
The object of inference is something mediate but cognition is
always known to be immediate. How can mediacy and immediacy
co-exist as identical with cognition? Therefore whether durability
of objects or their having many forms etc. is tenable or not, this
much is proved that cognition apprehends things external to it
and not itself. The idealist denies external objects on the ground
of the identity of the cognizer and the cognized and says that the
notion of externality is illusory. But when someone asserts that
there are no external objects it is certain that he has somehow
been cognizing external things. Negation of only that is possible
which has been previously occupying one's mind. This clearly
shows that the notion of externality is primary in our experience
and its negation is only an after-thought. But what is primary in
our experience cannot be denied by inference.56
2.7.5. There is no means to prove the unreality of external objects:
There is no means of valid knowledge which can prove the
unreality of external objects. Perception which reveals external
55.
56.
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objects directly contradicts the idealist theory instead of supporting it. Inference depends on perception. The universal premise of an inference is derived as an empirical generalization
from a direct experience of external objects and as such it cannot
prove the non-existence of external objects. The idealist arguing
in support of his theory brings forward the following argument:
"All waking cognitions are devoid of external objects, because
they arecognitions like the cognitions in a dream." Kumärilapoints
out several logical fallacies in this argument in the Nirälambanaväda section of the Värtika and puts forward a counter-argument
as follows:
The cognition of external objects in the waking state is
valid, because it is not contradicted by subsequent experience,
like the cognition of the falsehood of dreams.5?
If the idealist denies the truth of this argument he will have to
admit the validity of dream-cognition and thus he will contradict
his own premise that all cognitions are false. Hence inference
cannot prove the non-existence of external objects. Moreover,
an argument is employed when there is a discourser (vädi)
who employs the argument and an opponent (prativädi)
against whom it is employed. Thus in the very attempt to prove
his thesis by inference the idealist presupposes the independent
existence of the realist whom he cognizes as external to him,
which contradicts his theory that all cognitions apprehend themselves and not any external object.58 Scriptural authority (ägama)
too presupposes the reality of the external world. Religious
instruction is impossible unless there is a preceptor and a pupil,
both independently real. The Buddha himself has instructed people
to follow his way of salvation. Moral and religious considerations
demand a belief in the reality of external objects. If everything
were unreal there would be no meaning in striving to attain
heaven or release. Waking cognitions cannot have the same status
as dream-cognitions.
It cannot be for the pleasures of a dream that people engage
57.
58.

SV, Nirälambana, 76-80.
Ibid., 70-71.
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in the performance of duty. Dream coming to a man spontaneously during sleep, the learned would only lie down quietly
instead of performing sacrifices when desirous of obtaining real
results.59
Upamäna too cannot prove the idealist's theory. It has already
been pointed out that there is no instance which can illustrate the
identity of an action, its nominative and its accusative. Arthäpatti
reconciles an apparent inconsistency between two pramänas. It
proves the independent existence of external objects, otherwise
the variety of cognitions cannot be explained. Negation (anupalabdhi) proves the reality of the external world by negating
subjective idealism. The idealist's assertion that even if there be
an external object it cannot be perceived because it is an aggregate
of atoms which are invisible, is false. When it has been proved
that cognition cannot cognize itself the idealist is forced on
logical ground to accept that cognition cognizes an external
object. As regards the constitution of an object we do not necessarily follow the Vaisesika theory of atomism which is merely an
hypothesis and as such may be given up if it conflicts with the
reality of external objects.60
2.8.

The Relation of Cognition to its Object: The Theory of
Cognizedness
Kumärila says that identity cannot be the relation betweeen
cognition and the cognized object; it is the relation of visayatä
that subsists between them.61 According to KK and NR Visayavisayibhäva is the relation of cognition to its object. According
to the latter visayatä or objectivity consists in the object bearing
the result of the cognitive act. From SV, Sünyaväda, vv. 151
and 200 it is clear that visayatä or objectivity is a unique type of
causal relation. Sucaritamisra62 says that this subject-object
relation is neither conjunction (samyoga), nor inherence (samaväya)9 but a unique relation. According to NKu, a work of
Nyäya, too this relation is visayatä, but it is held to be suigeneris
59.
60.
61.
62.

Ibid., 12.
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Ibid., 500.
KK on Ibid., 64.

THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

49

or a unique type of relation {svarüpasambandhä). But the Bhätta
view of visayatä is that it is a unique type of causal relation.
There is some reciprocity between cognition and object.
Cognition is a caused phenomenon and in this respect is not
different from other occasional phenomena. That which occurs
at times must have some cause for its birth. Cognition too has
a cause in the form of sense-object contact (indriyärtha-sannikarsa). The object, when it is in contact with a sense-organ,
becomes the cause of cognition and again the cognition becomes
the cause of the manifestedness (bhäsana) of the object. This
reciprocal causality is different from the reciprocal causality
observed between seed and sprout. The former is not an infinite
process while the latter is. In the cognitive situation an object
produces a cognition and the same cognition in turn produces
cognizedness in the same object, while in the case of seed-sprout
relation a seed produces a sprout which in turn produces a seed
which though different from the first belongs to the same species
and this second seed produces a sprout different from the first
but belonging to the same species and so on. Therefore, the
causality between cognition and object is held to be of a unique
type.
It is easy to see what led the Bhätta to this conclusion. The
Vijnänavädi Buddhist criticised the Sauträntika vehemently for
his causal theory of cognitive relation on the ground that it
could not explain the presented character of the object of
perception, because causality implies antecedence of the cause
to the effect while a perceived object is revealed as belonging
to the same time in which the cognition appears. Sabara too
in his Bhäsya recognizes a causal relation between an external
object, e.g., a cloth, and the corresponding cognition. Naturally
the Vijnänavädi's objection to the Sauträntika theory applies
to Sabara's theory also. Thus to save Sabara from this Buddhist
attack and at the same time to explain the presented character
of the object of perception the Bhätta was led to hold the view
of a unique relation of reciprocal causality between cognition
and object. The object appears to belong to the present time
because cognizedness which is produced by cognition in it
belongs to the present time. Cognition is produced by an external object. The object is certainly the cause of cognition, but
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in the process of cognizing this relationship is inverted and
the cognition becomes the cause of generating the property of
cognizedness in the object.
There is one more factor responsible for the peculiar Bhätta
view. The general tendency of the Indian philosophers has been
to maintain that in perception the senses or their modes (vrtti)
actively go out to the object and establish contact with it.
Naturally there must be some result of this contact accruing to
the object, because it is the object that is acted upon. An active
force is always seen producing some result in the object which
remains passive at the time; but the object which is acted upon
is never seen producing a result in the active force. Consequently
the Bhätta thinks that the result inhering in the object must be
one which distinguishes that particular object from others which
are not cognized and thus it can be nothing but cognizedness
which is just like cookedness produced in rice by the act of
cooking.
Now, if cognizedness is produced in the object by the act of
cognition just as cookedness is produced in rice by the act of
cooking, then it must be visible to other persons in the same
manner as cookedness is visible. To this Sucaritamisra answers
that the cognizedness is known only to that person in whom
the cognition is produced and not to others, just as only that
person reaches a distant place who moves and not others who
do not move.63 Again a second objection may be urged: It may
be conceived how cognizedness is produced in an object which is
present, but how can it be produced in a past or future object by
the present act of cognition? To this Pärthasärathi's answer is:
Just as we comprehend the numerical quality 'tenness' relating
to the days that have elapsed, we do admit thatmanifestedness
arises in objects that either existed in the past or will exist in
the future though not existing at present and this admission
is based on the evidence of common experience.64
The same explanation is offered by Cidänanda.65
63.
64.
65.
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The Knowledge of Cognition

Kumärila says that though cognition appears prior to the
consciousness of object, yet it is not known at the time of its
appearance because of the absence of a suitable means of knowing it; and that cognition is not self-revealing because just as
the function of sense-organs is restricted to the manifestation
of those objects only which are in contact with them, so the
function of cognition is restricted to the manifestation of its
object only, so that it is powerless to reveal itself. Cognition
cannot turn back upon itself and make itself its own object.
Pärthasärathi says that at the time of object-cognition there is
no consciousness of cogntion at all so that its immediate knowledge is impossible.66 It is a psychological fact that we cannot
attend to two different things simultaneously. The scope of
attention is too narrow to cognize two things at a time. Thus
while cognition is busy in manifesting its object it cannot manifest itself; and it cannot be made the object of a second cognition directly, because it, being momentary, is destroyed before
the appearance of a second cognition.67 But how can a cognition
reveal its object without revealing itself? Sucaritamisra says that
all existent things do their business by their existence alone, to
which their being known is irrelevant and hence cognition by its
mere existence fulfills its function of manifesting objects without
standing in the need of being known.68 Thus cognition neither
reveals itself nor is revealed directly by a succeeding cognition.
Is then there no knowledge of cognition? Kumärila says that
there is no apprehension of cognition but its existence is presumed
to explain the cognizedness of the object.69 Pärthasärathi gives
the following account of how cognition is presumed in his commentary on SV, Sünya., 183:
Arthäpatti or presumption is the means of the knowledge of
cognition. The presumption takes place from the otherwise inexplicable nature of the cognizedness of an object. Presumption
66. sn#TH 1*1^3 *ffä^: srfösrrcr ^ ^rrfer, t ^ m n C t e w i S D , p. 57.
67. NR on SV, Sünya., 185.
68. ^c^
KK, Part II, p. 20.
69. SV, Sünya., 182.
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does not arise at the time of the appearance of a cognition.
Cognition is the cause of the property of cognizedness produced
in the object. Hence, as cause and effect do not belong to the
same time but to a preceding and a succeeding moment respectively, so some time, however minute, must elapse after which
cognizedness is produced. Thus presumption is posterior to
cognition. Therefore, it is but reasonable to say that cognition is
not cognized first but only after the knowledge of an object.
Here one difficulty arises: Cognizedness of an object is its
being the accusative of cognition; it can be known only after
cognition is known, and because an unknown cognizedness cannot
lead to the presumption of cognition, there will be a sort of mutual
dependence—knowledge of cognition depending on the knowledge of cognizedness and again the knowledge of cognizedness
depending on the knowledge of cognition. Some people offer the
following explanation: The existence of cognition cannot be
denied. When an object, e.g., ajar, exists, it is only on certain
occasions made the objective of practical activity by someone
and not by all. Then it is presumed that there must have arisen
some peculiarity in the individual favouring his practical activity
and this peculiarity is nothing but cognition. But, though cognition may be presumed in this way, practical activity does not
always follow the cognition of an object. Even in the absence of
any practical activity everyone remembers his having cognized an
object. Without a knowledge of cognition how can one have such
remembrance as 'the object was known by me'? The appearance
of the knowledge of cognizedness prior to the appearance of
practical activity cannot be explained unless the perceptibility of
cognition be admitted. The right explanation is this: There is
certainly some peculiarity in the object produced by the cognitive
act known as cognizedness just as cookedness is produced in rice
by the act of cooking, and this peculiarity can be known independently of cognition through perception. Cidänanda70 and
Näräyana71 say that it is known through the contact 'identitywith-what-is-in-conj unction' {samyukta-tädätmyä) that is, through
the operation of senses which is commonly seen in connection
with the perception of qualities. Thus cognition is presumed to
70. NTV, p. 134.
71. MM, p. 255.
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have taken place through cogiiizedness which otherwise remains
inexplicable.
Now, granted that when an object is present its cognizedness
is known through perception and subsequently cognition is
presumed, but what about inferential cognition? In inference the
object is not perceived and hence its cognizedness too is not
perceived and thus, as an unknown cognizedness cannot lead to
the presumption of cognition, it will not be known.
Umbeka says that there are two kinds of results produced
by cognition in its object, viz., immediacy (äparoksya) and
mediacy (päroksya), the former in the objects of perception and
the latter in the objects of inference.72 Pärthasärathi makes the
same assertion in SD, p. 56. But in NR he seems to have realized
the absurdity of conceiving that cognition can produce a result
in an absent object. He, according to his revised view, maintains
that in such cases the cognitive act produces a relation between
the knower and the known and this relation known through
mental perception leads to the presumption of cognition whenever there arises a curiosity about the cause of this relation:
Even in those cases when someone remembers a previously
known object at some later time without having ever presumed
the cognition first the knower-known relationship is produced
between the self and the object through recollective cognition,
then the relationship is mentally perceived and the cognition is
presumed on its basis, and lastly, after realizing the impossibility
of sense-organs being the cause of this cognition, it is ascertained
to be of the nature of recollection, which in turn being impossible
unless there was a primary experience, leads to the presumption
of the primary cognition.
It may be objected that if cognition is presumed through the
inexplicability of cognizedness, then cognition of the cognition
too will have to be presumed through the inexplicability of the
cognizedness of the cognition and so on without an end, and
hence, to avoid this infinite regress, it is proper to maintain that
cognition is apprehended simultaneously with the object. This
is true, but there is never felt any need of presuming cognitions
one after the other in an infinite series. After the knowledge of
72.

TT on SV, Sünya., 183.
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an object the corresponding cognition is presumed to explain
the cognizedness of the object if there is any curiosity at all. If
there is no curiosity and consequently the cognition is not
presumed, it does not make any difference in our practical activity
for which merely a knowledge of objects is enough. But if afterwards any theoretical necessity or curiosity is felt, we may know
the cognition through presumption and this is all. And if there is
any further curiosity the cognition of this cognition too may be
presumed in a like manner. This process of presumption may go on
to any length without causing any logical difficulty. But in actual
practice there is none who can go on with this infinite process,
because very soon either one becomes tired ofit or one's attention
is diverted to other more interesting objects of the environment
or to other more fruitful activities, and thus the process of presumption is cut short.73 Thus cognition is not known directly.
In SV, Sünya., 233, Kumärila refers to a theory according to
which cognition is apprehended simultaneously with the object.
TT and NR attribute this theory to the Nyäya-Vaisesika.
According to later Nyäya a cognition is known directly through
a secondary act of mental perception (anuvyavasäyä) at the time
of its appearance. But if cognition is directly perceived, it must
be perceived as having a form, because a formless thing cannot
be perceived, and thus the postulation of an external object
having a form in addition to the cognition becomes logically
superfluous. Thus this view and similarly all forms of epistemological dualism logically lead to subjectivism. Therefore, it must
be accepted that cognition is not apprehended directly, though
its existence is proved afterwards by presumption.
Prabhäkara and Sankara hold that cognition is self-revealing.74
The idealist Buddhist too holds that cognition is self-luminous,
but according to his view cognition makes itself its object, while
according to Prabhäkara and Sankara cognition is never cognized
as an object of any cognition. The Bhätta criticism of the doctrine
of self-luminosity of cognition has already been given. The NyäyaVaisesika holds that cognition is not self-luminous in the Buddhist
sense or in any other sense, but is known directly through a
73. SV, Sünya., 187-95.
74. *[fe ^tsRTOfir ^ ^ i ^ ^ + i a ^ I MM, p» 248.
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secondary act of cognition of which it is the object. The Naiyäyikas argue that cognition is perceptible because it is a temporary
specific quality of the soul, like pleasure etc. All are agreed that
pleasure, pain etc., which are the temporary qualities of the
soul, are cognized directly through inner perception and cognition too is such a quality. Why, then, should it not be perceived
in the like manner? Näräyana says that this argument is not
sound. To be a temporary quality of soul is not a sufficient
ground for the inference that cognition is perceptible, because
volition, which too is a temporary quality of soul and is the
cause of activities like breathing in deep sleep, is not perceived
during that state. Therefore, cognition cannot be an object of
perception under any logical pressure.75
2.10. The Bhätta Criticism of Prabhäkara's Theory of Triple
Perception
There is apparently some inconsistency in Prabhäkara's theory
as propounded in his Brhati and äälikanätha's Rjuvimalä. Prabhäkara asserts that santvit, which is ordinarily supposed to be
equivalent to jiiäna, both meaning cognition, is self-ravealing*
while at the same time he supports Sahara's theory that jnäna or
buddhih known through inference. Sälikanätha says:
There is no another apprehension of samvit... Samvit is nothing
but the apprehension of an object and it does not stand in need
of a second apprehension, because it is of the nature of apprehension...The samvit of an object, which is different from the
object, being by nature self-illuminating, does not require
another illuminator.76
Again it is said:
Samvit itself is manifestation; there is no manifestation of
an object in the absence of sarnvit and there can be no manifestation again of this manifestation.77
Thus sairivit is identified with manifestation of an object and
is held to be self-revealing. Therefore, samvit must be different
from jnäna which is held to be an object of inference. In many
75.
76.
77.
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passages there are explicit references to their difference, for
example, in
nanu jnäne satyapi sarnvinnästi18
and
sä cedarthasyajnanasya vä syät, tadä niräkärä sßmv/dapratyaksä syät/ tadapratyaksatve cärtho jhänam ceti dvayamasamvedyam äpadyate/ samvidi cedam äkäro nivesitah, apahnute
tarhi bhavetäm
Now if jnäna is different fromsamvit, what is its nature? It is said:
How, then is jnäna proved? Because samvit which is the result
is an effect; and an effect cannot take place unless there be
some cause; and, because the self cannot be the desired cause,
for, it being eternal, its effect too will be eternal, while samvit
is an occasional effect; hence an occasional cause is inferred
and this is jnä
Further jnäna is held to be not perceptible on the ground that
its specific form is not apprehended,81 because it is momentary
and at the time of the appearance of a second jnäna it is absent,
while the object of perception is always present.82 It is said that
inference apprehends the mere existence of an object, while perception apprehends the specific form of an object.83 In a subsequent passage it is stated that the instrumental character of the
means of knowledge and the accusative character of the object
of knowledge are dependent on the origination of a result, and
that while the knowledge of the object is independent of the
result, the knowledge of the means, being inferential in character,
depends on the result.84
It is plain from this that samvit, according to Prabhäkara, is the
result of a pramäna while jnäna is the pramäna or the means of
samvit. Thus jnäna is an unconscious inner process intervening
Ibid., p. 76.
Ibid.. p. 78.
Ibid., p. 80.
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between an object and its direct consciousness which is termed
samvit, and hence it can be known only indirectly through inference, while consciousness is self-revealing. Samvit is not
revealed in the sense in which an external object is revealed. The
object is invariably made the accusative of an act of knowing,
but samvit is never known to be such an accusative. Samvit is
always known as samvit and never as an object.85
Here, let us examine Dr. Jha's interpretation of Prabhäkara's
view given in his works, The Prabhäkara School of Pürva-Mlmämsä^ and Pürva-Mimämsä in its Sources. Dr. Jha seems to be
quite unmindful of the distinction drawn by Prabhäkara between
'samvit' and jnäna'. He translates both these terms indiscriminately as 'cognition'. Dr. Rändle too neglects the difference. He
says: "Prabhäkara replies that we are aware of our cognitions as
subjective processes but not as object."86 Samvit of which we are
directly aware, according to Prabhäkara, is not a 'subjective
process', but the result of a subjective process and this subjective
process is called jnäna which results in the consciousness of an
object and is inferred instead of being directly apprehended.
Keith rightly uses the word consciousness for 'sarrivit* but later
he too becomes unmindful of the distinction between 'consciousness' and 'cognition.' 87
Now, if, according to Dr. Jha's interpretation, samvit and
jnäna are synonyms, it becomes difficult to reconcile the assertions
that 'samvit is self-revealing' and 'jnäna is inferred'. Dr. Jha says:
The right conclusion, thus, is that the cognition is self-apprehended and its presence is known by inference.88
But it is strange how the same thing, be it samvit ox jnäna, can
be self-apprehended and inferred at the same time. When cognition is known because of its self-luminosity, it must be known
as present, so that the so-called inference of its presence becomes
useless. When the sun is directly apprehended by me, why should
I take the unnecessary trouble of inferring its presence? Dr.
Jha seems to have misunderstood Prabhäkara's remark, viz.,
85.
86.
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kim tarhyatränumänikam? phalameva hi pramänam iti pramänavido manyante/89
Dr. Jha seems to have taken the second sentence as Prabhäkara's
answer to the question in the first sentence, in which case
Prabhäkara's view would be that the result, viz., samvit, which
is self-revealing, is inferred. But Dr. Jha has not taken note
of Sälikanätha's comment on this sentence. Sälikanätha says:
yadi samvit pratyaksä kim aparam anumeyam? na ca väcyarn
phalabhütä sarnvit tatra karanam pramänarüpam phalajanakam anumeyam iti; phalameva hi yasmät pramänam iti pramänavido manyante/90
In this passage the idealist Buddhist, apparently under
the impression that jnäna and samvit are synonyms, raises
the objection that when the Mimämsaka admits the selfluminous character of cognition, why it should at the same
time be held to be inferred, and he further points out that because pramäna and phala, i.e., the means and the result of knowing
are identical, it is wrong to hold that pramäna is inferred and
phala is self-revealed. It should be remembered in this connection
that it is the Buddhist alone who holds that pramäna and phala
are identical, and this view has been criticised by Kumärila in
SV, Pratyaksä, and by Jayanta too in his Nyäyamafijari. Sälikanätha himself is in disagreement with the Buddhist and asserts
in the most unambiguous terms that samvit and jnäna are two
different things, and that the former is self-revealed while the
latter is inferred.
Now, having exposed a serious misinterpretation of Prabhäkara's theory, we may give a summary of Prabhäkara's theory
of knowledge according to KK on SV, Sünya., 31, which we find
quite reliable. We may preface the summary with some remarks
on the term jnäna used by Prabhäkara. By Prabhäkara it has
been used in the sense of the means of which object-consciousness is the result, and thus jnäna becomes identical with the
ätma-manas contact. Sälikanätha emphatically says:
When the word pramäna is used in the sense of the means or
instrument of knowledge, jnäna, which is identical with the
89. BR,p. 83.
90. RV, p. 83.

THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

59

soul-mind contact, is the pramäna and its result is samvit,
which is helpful in our practical dealings with the external
objects.91
Sucaritamisra says that the words cetanä, buddhi, jnäna and
samvit are used as synonyms in common parlance.92 From this
it is evident that Prabhäkara's use of jnäna in the sense of soulmind contact is quite unusual. But why did Prabhäkara use this
term in such an uncommon sense? It seems that by his personal
conviction Prabhäkara could not support the theory of the
inferability of cognition, which was held by Sabara, and hence
instead of criticising him he forced his view on the Bhäsya
passage by using the term samvit in one sense and the terms
jnäna and buddhi in a different sense. In the following account
we will use these words in their common sense, viz., that of cognition and will adopt the words 'soul-mind contact' as equivalent
to jnäna in Prabhäkara's sense.
Prabhäkara's theory is as follows: It is a matter of common
experience that in every cognition three factors are revealed, viz.,
the cognizer (pramätä), the object (prameya) and the cognition
itself {pramiti). In the cognition SI know the jar' there is a
triple consciousness (triputi-samvit). Here 'I' refers to the cognizing soul, 'jar' to the object of cognition and 'know' to the fact
of cognition. All these three factors are apprehended together,
but while the object is apprehended as having a form, the other
two are apprehended without a form. The object is always
apprehended as the accusative {karma), the soul is apprehended
as the nominative (karta), and the cognition or awareness as
cognition (kriyä). The proof for the existence of these three is
nothing but direct experience. The self, the object and the cognition are directly revealed in every object-cognition, and, though
the first two always stand in need of a revealer, the third is selfrevealed. The self and the object are always dependent on cognition for their manifestation. They are not self-luminous, because
we see that during sleep they exist yet they are not manifested
in consciousness. It cannot be said that they are non-existent
91. PP, p. 64.
92. %cHTT *rfe WRtffaGfc4M*tT*d<ftId«flfo+l f c q ^ I K K , Part II, p. 106.
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when they do not appear in consciousness, because on waking
they are recognized as the same as they were before. Then, why
do they not manifest themselves when they do exist during sleep?
This is because they are not self-luminous. Cognition, on the
contrary, is self-luminous. There is no time when cognition can
exist without manifesting itself. For the manifestation of the self
and the object cognition is required, but for its own manifestation there is no need of a second cognition. Cognition is its
own manifester, and, though it manifests the self and the object
both, yet, unlike the object, the self is never made its accusative.
Just as in the act of 'going' the accusative character belongs to
'village' only and not to the 'goer' though the result of cgoing\
viz., conjunction and disjunction (sawyoga-vibhäga), is related
to both, so in the act of cognizing the accusative character belongs to the 'jar' only and not to the cognizer, though the result
of the cognitive act, viz., manifestation, is related to both. This
is because the accusative character consists in assuming the result
of an action inhering in a different thing (parasamavetakriyäphalabhägitä). In 'going' the action inheres in the body, and,
similarly, in 'cognizing' it inheres in the soul, the results being
assumed by 'the village' and 'the jar' respectively, which are
different from the agents. Thus cognition which is formless,
revealing itself by its very nature, reveals the soul and the object
also. From cognition its cause, viz., the soul-mind contact is
inferred and cognition itself is directly apprehended as cognition.
It is not apprehended as its own object as the Buddhist idealist
holds. Cognition is self-luminous and illuminates its subject and
object just as the light of a lamp being self-luminous illuminates
the lamp as well as objects. Just as a second light is not needed
to manifest a light, so a second cognition is not required to
manifest a cognition. The proof of the existence of all entities
depends on their being manifested by cognition, but if cognition
itself is not manifested, how can there be the proof?93
Prabhäkara criticises the Bhätta view that the self is known in
self-consciousness alone which is different from object-consciousness. He says that self-consciousness is not different from objectconsciousness. All object-cognitions are at the same time ego93.

Cp. PP, pp. 56-57.
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cognitions. The Bhätta says that in object-cognition objects are
the accusative and in self-cognition the self is the accusative.
But Prabhäkara maintains that the self is not the accusative of
an independent cognition. It cannot be the accusative of any
cognition. It is revealed in every cognition as the subject and not
as the cognized object. In the so-called self-consciousness 'this
I am' (ahamasmi) we are not aware of the self T as different
from the aggregate of material organs of action called the body.
It is the self-luminous cognition which establishes itself as well
s as the non-luminous self and object. Unless the self be recognized in every object-cognition, no difference between one's own
cognition and that belonging to another person, can be.ascertained. Therefore, neither the object is manifested without the
manifestation of the self, nor the self is manifested without the
manifestation of the object. This is why on the cessation of
object-cognition the self rests in the state of total unconsciousness like the inert matter. This occurs everyday when one passes
into deep slumber. In that state there is absolutely no consciousness of the self and objects. Therefore it is concluded that
the self is revealed in every object-cognition.94
Criticizing Prabhäkara's view Pärthasärathi says that 'this is
a jar' and 'I know the jar' are two quite different types of judgements. In the former only the object, 'jar', is manifested, neither
the self nor the cognition. In the latter the 'jar' is recollected and
the primary cognition of the jar is inferred. Thus the former is
a judgment of perception, while the latter is that of inference,
and the two do not always go together. The reflective judgment
does not always accompany the cognition of an object. It is only
when sometimes our curiosity is aroused about the cause of the
cognizedness of an object that the reflective judgment follows
the primary perceptual judgment. Thus Prabhäkara unnecessarily confounds the two when he says that there is a triple
consciousness in every cognition.95
Sucaritamisra directs his polemic against the identification by
Prabhäkara of jhäna with self-mind conjunction. Jnäna is consciousness (cetana) but the conjunction of soul and mind is not
94. KK on RV, Sünya., 70; Cp. PP, pp. 152-53.
95. NRon SV, Sünya., 72.
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consciousness, because conjunction is an insentient property as
colour etc. are. If conjunction be consciousness, then, the
rnanas, being as distinct a term of the relation as the soul is,
becomes conscious like the latter, while Prabhäkara himself is
not prepared to hold such an extraordinary view. Therefore,
jnäna or buddhi can be nothing other than the samvit which
Prabhäkara holds to be self-aware, and thus he contradicts
Sabara's view which he pretends to support in his commentary. 96
Again, when Prabhäkara says that the self, the object and the
cognition are apprehended simultaneously in every cognition
though the form that is manifested is only one, then, as in that
case there can be no consciousness of their mutual difference,
the three become non-distinct from each other, and thus he only
contributes to the Buddhist subjectivism. Prabhäkara may say
that simultaneous apprehension of two things does not necessarily imply their identity: colour and light are apprehended
simultaneously, but they are not identical. But this parallel cited
by Prabhäkara does not help his theory. Colour is sometimes
seen in the absence of light as by nocturnal animals whose sight
is obstructed by light, and light too is sometimes seen alone.
This is why colour and light are held to be distinct, though they
are usually apprehended together. But the self, the object and
the cognition, according to Prabhäkara, are never cognized
independently. Therefore they cannot but be identical.97
Prabhäkara says that the self is revealed in every objecf-cognition. But what is his reply to the question: "Is I-consciousness
different from object-consciousness or not?" If he says that it is
not different, then he denies a fact of experience, because
experience bears witness to their difference. If he says that there
is a difference between the two, then, it may be asked, what is
the basis of this difference? In object-cognition an object is
apprehended, but what is apprehended in self-consciousness? It
is not the body that is apprehended, because the object of selfconsciousness is obviously the cognizer, whereas the body which
is an aggregate of the insentient material elements is not the
96. KKonSV, Sünya., 31.
97. Ibid.
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cognizer. Sense-organs cannot be the cognizer, because they
too are material and unconscious. Cognition itself cannot be
the cognizer., because the T in self-consciousness refers to a
persistent entity and is recognized as the same through the passing moments of time, while cognition is momentary. Therefore,
the object of I-consciousness cannot be anything but the nonmaterial permanent self which is directly established to have a
dual form as being a substance qualified by the property of
consciousness. Prabhäkara's assertion that he does not recognize
the self in self-consciousness as distinct from the body, the senses
etc. does not prove that the self is not apprehended at all. If
water and milk are mixed together and are not seen separately,
it is not proved thereby that they are not seen. In a like manner,
though the self is indistinctly manifested as mixed with the body
in the self-consciousness of ordinary individuals, yet it is distinctly manifested on the practice of abstraction, concentration
and the other forms of Yoga, and the more so when all the past
karma-s are exhausted through enjoyment and there is no fresh
accumulation of them. Even Prabhäkara, who says that the self
is cognized only when objects are cognized, cannot say that it is
cognized distinctly. As he too cannot point out the difference of
the self from the body, his theory is not an improvement on our
theory. As a matter of fact, in object-cognition there is no manifestation of the self at all. In object-cognition nothing except the
object is manifested. Even the cognition is not cognized at that
time, which is the only basis of all our discriminations among
objects. The so-called difficulty pointed out by Prabhäkara that
if the self is not apprehended in object-cognition there would be
no discrimination between one's own cognition and that belonging to another person, is only imaginary. I recognize my cognition as my own, not because my self is revealed in it, but because it is produced in me alone and not in you. How can I
know the object whose cognition arises in other selves? In objectcognitions only objects are manifested and not the self. A cognition manifesting X which is its object cannot at the same time
manifest Y which is not its object. The assertion that in the
absence of object-cognition the self too is not apprehended, is
absolutely wrong. If by this Prabhäkara's intention be that in
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the state of release there is no self-consciousness, then such a
release is no better than death as it is conceived by the layman.98
Again, what is the basis of the differentiation between the
nominative character of self and the accusative character of
object, which are held by Prabhäkara as revealed simultaneously
in the same cognition? If both the self and the object are manifested together, then there must be two accusatives and not one
as commonly happens. The view that accusativeness (karmata)
is the assumption by one thing of the result of an action inhering in a different thing, is mistaken. That which is apprehended
on the appearance of cognition is the accusative of the cognitive
act, and as the self too is apprehended, according to Prabhäkara,
it must also be the accusative like the object. Therefore, Prabhä«
kara's assertion that the self is always manifested as the nominative of the cognitive act is self-contradictory."
Prabhäkara defines accusativeness or objectivity in the above
way to avoid the incompatibility involved in making the same
self the nominative as well as the accusative of the same cognitive act (svätmani kriyävirodhah). Pärthasärathi asks as to what
this incompatibility is. Prabhäkara says that when one is the
agent of a particular act that act cannot produce its result in the
agent himself. But what is the result of the act of cognition? It
is certainly revelation. But does this result not relate to the
agent? If Prabhäkara says that it does not, then he must point
out the manner in which the agent, i.e., the self is revealed in
every cognition. When there is no revelation of the self it is not
possible to say that it is revealed in every cognition. Therefore
when Prabhäkara admits that the self is revealed in every objectcognition the objection that the agent cannot bear the result of
its own action becomes equally applicable to his theory.100
Moreover, what is this action which inheres in the self and
imparts its result to the object? If it is the conjunction of the
soul and the manas, then it inheres in the mamas too, and consequently the manas also becomes the agent like the self, and
thus the same act of cognition will have two nominatives, which
is absurd. Therefore, Prabhäkara's view that there is a triple
98. KK on SV> Sünya., 70.
99. KK, Part II, p. 130.
100. SD, p. 122.
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consciousness involved in every act of cognition, is absolutely
unfounded.101
2.11. A Critical Review of Rumania's Theory
We have seen that according to Kumärila cognition in its
specific form is essentially an activity of the subject in relation
to some object. We have also seen that the act theory of knowledge has certain advantages over the quality theory and the
relation theory. A quality characterizes an object without implying its relation to or action upon other objects. It is astatic
property of a thing. But knowledge necessarily implies an
activity of the subject in relation to objects. Knowledge is always
knowledge of something. It is a 'self-transcending process' as
Reid says. This active reference to an 'other' which is implied
in knowledge, is missed by the quality theory. The relation
theory takes note of this essential mark of knowledge, but it
does not explain knowledge. There is certainly some relation
between the subject and the object, but this relation does not
constitute knowledge. All relations presuppose some kind of
action, and this fact has been emphasized by Kumärila himself.
Therefore, knowledge must presuppose some kind of activity
belonging to the subject, which consists in attending and actively
responding to the influences produced on the subject by the
objects in the environment. But an activity is generally conceived as producing some perceptible and tangible results on objects,
while in the case of cognition no such results are observed. The
mistake of the Bhättas consists in placing cognition on the same
footing as other voluntary activities. They thought that cognition
produced cognizedness in objects exactly as cooking produced
cookedness in rice. But, while cookedness is a visible and tangible result, cognizedness is not. And there is no ground to
suppose that cognizedness is a very subtle and invisible result,
because in that case the cognizer himself could not perceive it.
Of course, when a man has already known an object, he happens
to experience a feeling of familiarity when he is face to face with
it on a second occasion. But this feeling does not reside in the
object; it resides in the knowing subject.
101. KK, Part II, p. 130.
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The Bhättas were misled by the word 'activity' which in
common usage is predicated of 'knowing' as well as of such
physical activities as 'cooking' etc. The Nyäya, on the other
hand, was led to the quality theory, because it could not conceive 'activity' otherwise than in terms of gross physical movements. In knowing there is a very subtle physiological and
neural activity of the sense-argans and the brain, and it cannot
be completely detected even by the most sophisticated scientific
device. But this does not mean that there is no activity at all;
nor does it mean that this activity produces some result on the
object which is 'out' there at a distance. The brain does not go
out to the object and transform it. It was a common mistake of
Indian philosophers to conceive the mind as going out and
reaching the object, and the Bhätta, working out the logical implications of this common conception, exhibits it in a very gross
form. The fact is that none of the above theories can explain knowledge. Knowledge is preceded by a subtle and unconscious physiological process, but knowledge itself is not this process; nor it is
unconscious. Knowledge is the revelation of objects and is the
result of a process, but it cannot be identified with the process.
Jayanta is right when, citicizing the Bhätta theory, he says that
cognition is not itself an activity but the result of an activity.302
A psychologist or a physiologist may discover the details of
this unconscious process and this is good so far, but knowledge
cannot he identified with this process. It is a fact that we open
our eyes, our retina catches the physical energy emitted by an
external object and transmits it to the brain which responds in a
particular way, but this is not identical with the manifestation of
a green tree before us. The differentiation of knowing activity
from other physical activities by such phrases as 'an ideal
activity' does not throw any light on its essential nature, because
the term 'ideal' is unintelligible apart from 'knowledge'. Knowledge is not a 'quality' in the ordinary sense of the term, though
it belongs to a knowing subject. Cognizedness, which is said to
be a property produced in the object by the cognitive act, cannot
explain knowing, because the object has already been known»
while cognizedness, as the result of knowing, is produced in
102.
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the succeeding moment. So knowledge or consciousness of
objects is preceded by a process, but it is not that process; it
belongs to a subject, but is not a quality; it implies a relation,
but is not itself a relation. Knowledge is a unique phenomenon
and cannot be brought under any of the usual categories of
substance, quality, relation and action. Knowledge may be
knowledge of a substance, of a quality, of a relation, or of an
action; but it is neither a substance, nor a quality, nor a relation
nor an action. It may, in this respect, be compared to an image
reflected in a mirror. The image is not a substance; it is not
a quality of the mirror; it is not mere relation of the mirror
to the object of which it is the image; nor is it an action of the
mirror on the object. It is a unique phenomenon caused by
certain forces. It is a spatio-temporal event, but neither it
occupies space, nor apparently undergoes temporal changes,
though the object, which it represents, occupies a position in
space and undergoes temporal changes. Knowledge implies
causation, as it is caused by objects, but it cannot be brought
under the category of cause and effect. Objects are the stimuli
of cognition, but at the same time they are its accusative too.
The representative theory of knowledge seems to be nearer the
truth. But representationism does not necessarily mean that we
are not directly aware of objects. I touch an object with my hand
but is does not mean that I touch it indirectly. Similarly, I know
an object through a datum, yet I know it directly.
I know an object directly when I perceive it, and I can also
be aware of my knowing. The Naiyäyika is right when he says
that we are aware of an object and this awareness can be directly
known through introspection. Kumärila says that we are aware
of objects, but never of the awareness. This can be only partly
true. It is a fact that we generally attend to the objects of knowledge and ignore the knowing itself. We usually behave extrovertedly. We are generally interested in the objects of our environment and not in the awareness of them. It is also true that
consciousness does not necessarily imply self-consciousness. We
cannot suppose that the lower animals are self-conscious. Selfconsciousness is a higher stage of mental development. But
it does not mean that we can never be conscious of our consciousness of objects. We intimately know that we know external
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objects. We are not generally attending to our consciousness«,
but we can do so in a secondary act of introspection. Montague
rightly observes:
The brain state of a given moment is never conscious of itself
as object, but it can be conscious not only of extra-organic
objects, but also of the brain-state just preceding it.103
Kumärila says that consciousness is a momentary thing, which
does not stay till the appearance of a second act of consciousness. But this is wrong, and Kumärila's commentators,
Sucaritamisra and Pärthasärathi, too admit that cognition
endures for two or three moments. Kumärila seems to have been
influenced by the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness. But a
moment is not a mathematical point. Consciousness has some
duration, however small it may be. Therefore, it is quite reasonable to hold with the Nyäya that a primary awareness is made
the object of a secondary awareness. And though we never have
an objectless awareness, yet in thought we can distinguish the
awareness from the object.
Kumärila is right in asserting that awareness is not possible
without a form and form cannot belong to the awareness itself.
But this does not imply that we are not directly aware of our
awareness. We are conscious of objects; and when we become
conscious of our consciousness, we are again conscious of the
object; but by a higher intellectual act we can discriminate between consciousness which is formless and the object which has
the form. The Buddhist idealist and the Bhätta realist both are
mistaken in ignoring the higher cognitive faculty of the mind,
which analyzes and synthesizes the data presented by perceptual
activity. Kumärila says that we have sometimes the awareness
of cognition immediately after its appearance, but that it is
inferential and not direct. But this is wrong. Inference generally
presupposes a direct knowledge somewhere and at some time.
In those cases in which something is inferred, which has never
been perceived, a feeling of unfamiliarity or strangeness accompanies the inference; but in the knowledge of cognition there is
no such feeling. We are conscious of consciousness and have a
103

The New Realism^.
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feeling of its intimate and immediate presence. We seem to be
directly acquainted with cognition. Hence it cannot be said to be
inferred. Kumärila wanted to establish the independent existence
of external objects against the idealist Buddhist who maintained
the identity of objects with cognition or thought on the ground
of their simultaneous apprehension, and in his over-zealousness
to strike at the very foundation of the Buddhists' argument he
preferred to deny a direct knowledge of cognition. Hence, to
explain the knowledge of cognition he could have recourse to
inference only, and, because inference104 is not possible without
a mark, he supposed the mark to consist in the cognizedness of
the object of cognition. Thus, he became successful in saving
the independent reality of external objects from the Buddhist
who was his main adversary; and his immediate aim having
been fulfilled, he did not care to examine the absurdity of his
newly invented concept of cognizedness. But the idealist's arguments cannot shake our belief in the reality of external objects.
We instinctively believe in the independence and reality of the
external world and of our own consciousness, but none of these
beliefs has been acquired by inference. Neither objects are inferred as the Sauträntika holds, nor cognitions are inferred as
Kumärila holds. The primary knowledge of objects and cognition is direct. Cognizedness cannot help if we are never directly
aware of the fact of cognition. Sridhara rightly says that we
have no experience of the property of cognizedness in an object
as we have of cookedness in rice, and the so-called immediacy
(äparoksyd) of the object of perception is not a supernatural
property generated in it, but is merely its relation to perception.
Cognizedness is said to be directly cognized while cognition is
said to be inferred. But in that case a new cognizedness will be
generated in the first cognizedness and so on leading to an infinite regress. Kumärila says that cognition is presumed as the
occasional cause of the effect in the form of cognizedness. But
Sridhara says that the conjunction of the soul with manas and
that of the manas with the object, which is commonly accepted
by all, may as well be presumed to be the desired cause, so that
104. The term 'inference' has been used here in a wider sense including
cases of arthäpatti.
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the presumption of cognition as an intermediary becomes
superfluous.105
Again, we do not see how the concept of cognizedness can
help in explaining the presented character of the object of perception. Kumärila criticizes the Sauträntika causal theory of
knowledge and points out that according to this theory we must
always perceive an object as past while actually we perceive it
as present, and then he offers his own theory of cognizedness.
But this latter theory is equally unable to explain the said
character. According to the Sauträntika an object imparts its
own form to cognition, and thus the object being the cause of
the form of cognition, must belong to the preceding moment.
According to Kumärila cognition produces cognizedness in the
object, and thus cognizedness, being the effect of cognition,
must belong to the succeeding moment. Hence, if the Sauträntika
cognizes a past object as present, then Kumärila too cognizes a
future object as present; and if the Sauträntika cannot compel
the past object which originated the form of the cognition to
stay till the appearance of the cognition, then Kumärila too cannot compel cognition to stay till the future moment when
cognizedness is supposed to be produced. Again, if the object
does persist from the past moment till the future one or even
beyond, credit does not go to the Sauträntika, nor does it go
to Kumärila if cognition stays for a few more moments. The
fact is that cognition arises in the present moment and whether
the corresponding object or fact exists in the present moment
or not, whether it will exist in the future moment or not, it must
have existed in the previous moment. We are told by astronomers that every night we observe several stars in the sky which
existed millions of years ago, but which may be non-existent at
the time they are seen. We observe a flash of lightning and hear
its thundering sound a few seconds later, while both the phenomena occurred together. Hence to say that an object or fact
must be present at the time of its cognition and that a theory of
cognition can be true only if it accepts this, otherwise not, is
wrong. Actually when we say that 'it is thundering now' we
J105.
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pronounce a judgment based on certain data of knowledge; it
is not in itself perception. Sometimes such judgments are found
correct on verification and sometimes not. A judgment based
on certain data of perception need not always be correct. It is a
matter of learning through experience that we acquire the
capacity to make correct judgments. Our capacity to judge
correctly is as much subject to growth and decay as our other
capacities are. Our cognitive faculty too is affected by learning
and habit like others. So a judgment of perception is different
from the data of perception; and this distinction has been
neglected not by Kumärila alone, but by the majority of the
Indian philosophers. Despite all this Kumärila has made an
origninal approach to epistemological questions and his failure
is shared even by the advanced theorists of to-day.

CHAPTER

III

VALID AND I N V A L I D K N O W L E D G E

Knowledge* is the revelation of the objective world to a
subject. It is a subjective phenomenon representing the world
of reality. It is the basis of all our practical activities in
relation to objects. Our activities are not blind reactions
to objects. A successful activity presupposes a correct knowledge of objects. We proceed to act in a particular way
with reference to an object on the belief that our knowledge
correctly reveals its nature. But at times we do not find a thing
where and how we expect it to be, and thus we are shocked to
learn that knowledge is not always a correct representation of
reality, and that it frequently misguides us and leads to painful
results. Thus we come to distinguish between truth and falsehood.
3.1. The Bhätta Definition of Validity
Knowledge may be true or false, valid or invalid. Now the
question arises: What constitutes the validity of knowledge
lacking which it becomes invalid? In the Nyäya system valid
knowledge is called pramä and validity is called pramätva. The
later Mimämsä writers adopt these terms. But Kumärila and his
commentators are not known to have used them. They have used
the terms pramäna and prämänya for valid knowledge and
validity respectively and apramäna and aprämänya to express the
opposite notions. The latter two terms have been invariably
taken in the same sense while the former two have been used
rather indiscriminately. The term pramäna sometimes stands for
*We are using the word in a non-specific verbal sense, interchangeably
with cognition. The specific sense of 'true belief in which it is sometimes
used by Russell {Human Knowledge^ p. 170), is not intended here.
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a means of right knowledge whose result is termed pramiti or
mitU ami prämänya then means the capacity of a means to
generate a correct knowledge.
Pärthasärathi distinguishes between the terms satyatva and
prämänya. Suppose there are two persons, one asserting "there
is Indra" and the other asserting "there is no Indra." These two
propositions are contradictory to each other, so that, according
to the law of excluded middle, only one of them must be true.
Pärthasärathi says that one of them must be satya, but, as there
is no certitude (Nirnäyakatva) as to which of them is true, there
can be no prämänya.^hus satyatva is not identical with prämänya.
The latter term implies the former, but the former does not
imply the latter. We take the term truth as a substitute for
satyatva and validity for prämänya. But validity does not here
stand for formal consistency in which sense it is used in
Logic.
Kumärila defines valid knowledge in the following verse:
Tasmät drdham yadutpannam näpi samvädamrcchaii j
Jnänäntarena vijnänam tatpramänam pratiyatäm \\ SV,2.80.
"Valid knowledge is a firm or assured cognition of objects, which
does not stand in need of confirmation by other cognitions."
Umbeka says that the word drdha excludes doubt from valid
knowledge and na visamvädam rcchati (which is not contradicted
by other cognitions), which he reads in the place of näpi sam~
vädamrcchati, excludes error or illusion. Sucaritamisra comments that valid knowledge is not contradicted by a subsequent
knowledge in the form 'this is not so5 and that it contains some
new information (vijfiäna = adhikavisayajnänd) about its object.
Valid knowledge, therefore, is a certain, true and informative
cognition of something.
Pärthasärathi extracts from Sütra 1.1.5 of Pürva Mimämsä
the definition of valid knowledge as an apprehension of a
previously unapprehended object, which is devoid of defects in
its source and is not contradicted by subsequent experience.2
Later on he defines valid knowledge as 'a true cognition which
1. NR on SV, 2.178.
2.

^i <uisn^<$ii^^5U'i<i^d+^i$ld'MlI^:fliri

SPTTWT I S D , p . 45»
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relates to something previously uncognized/3 This definition
is practically the same as the former except that in the former
one the source from which discrepancy may creep in knowledge,
viz., the defects of the sense-organs etc., is mentioned and the
possibility of the falsification of a valid knowledge in future is
precluded. Pärthasärathi4 mentions three distinctive features of
valid knowledge, viz., (1) its object is not remembered as having
been previously known, (2) it conforms to the real nature of its
object, and (3) there is a feeling of conviction regarding its conformity or agreement with the real object. Thus novelty, freedom
from doubt and truth are the three essential marks of valid
knowledge and if anyone of these is absent in a knowledge, it
ceases to be valid.
A knowledge which does not add something to our present
stock of information, cannot be valid. Validity consists in discovering new objects or new features of known objects for thought.
Valid knowledge is an advance on what we already know. The
Bhätta considers knowledge in its relation to our practical needs.
There is no use in knowing what we already know. Knowledge
cannot be separated from the practical value it has for us. The
objects of our environment are always changing and the social
conditions never continue in the same form. We have to make
fresh adjustment to the changing circumstances, and for this
purpose knowledge must reveal the changing aspects of things.
The practical side of knowledge cannot be neglected when we
consider its epistemological worth. Thus, according to the Bhätta,
a valid knowledge is essentially useful and hence it must reveal
something new.
Here a theoretical difficulty arises: Should a continuous perception (dhärävähika jnäna) of something be treated as valid or
not? We have such perceptions very frequently, and what the
perception reveals in the subsequent moments does not appear
to be different from what it revealed in the first moment. For
instance, I have a flower on my table and look at it continuously
for some seconds; but I do not find it different in later seconds
from what I find it in the first second. The cognitions other than
that of the first second do not reveal anything new. Should they
3.
4.

Ibid.
NRM, p. 35.
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then be invalid? The Bhätta answer is that newness marks everyone of these cognitions, because, though the object of all such
cognitions is identically the same, yet it is cognized as existing in
a different moment of time in each. The existence of the flower
in a subsequent moment cannot be apprehended by its cognition
in the preceding moment. If time-moments are symbolized by
t1? t2, t3 etc. and the perceived object by O, then the object of the
first-moment cognition is Ot1? that of the second-moment cognition is Ot2 and so on. Thus, because each of the cognitions
reveals a new thing, all are valid.
It may be objected that though there is a difference among
the successive moments of time, yet it cannot be cognized because
it is too subtle. The answer is that such statements as 'I have
been seeing this thing since morning till now,' 'I saw the thing
just in the preceding moment' and the like become unintelligible
if the difference of time is not perceived. In this we have a direct
consciousness of time. Time is not imperceptible as the Vaisesikas
hold. It is true that time has no shape, but perceptibility has
nothing to do with shape. That of which we have a direct consciousness is perceptible. Therefore, continuous perception is
not excluded when vaild knowledge is defined as the cognition of
a previously unknown real object.5
The Sänkhya and Vedänta systems also define valid knowledge along the Bhätta line. They recognize novelty as a mark
of valid knowledge and try to justify the novelty of successive
cognitions in a continuous perception similarly. But unlike the
Bhätta they offer an alternative solution of the difficulty. They
assert that the continuous perception of an object, for instance
a jar, is one cognition and not a series of successive cognitions,
because the mental mode {antahkaranavrtti) that assumes the
shape of the jar is one and lasts till another mode arises. Thus,
the cognition is one and has one object throughout its duration.
The numerical difference among cognitions should be based on
that of their objects and not on the moments of time. If I perceive
ajar continuously for five seconds, I do not have five cognitions
but one. If I perceive a jar continuously for the first three seconds

5.

SD, pp. 45-46; KK on SV, 5.11.
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and then a flower for the next two seconds, I have two different
cognitions and not five.
This seems to be a better solution and it must be accepted
by the objector. If the number of cognitions is supposed to
depend on the number of time-units merely there is a serious
difficulty. A moment or a second is merely a conventional time
unit. However small a time-unit may be it can further be divided
into still smaller units and thus a perception of one moment's
duration may theoretically be resolved into an infinite number of
cognitions !
Now, suppose a mental mode is in the shape of a jar for
five seconds, then in the shape of a flower and again in the shape
of the same jar. Does the later cognition of the jar reveal something different from the first one? In this case the Sänkhya and
the Vedänta cannot say anything except what the Bhätta has
said. Let us examine the case closely. When I perceive the same
jar for a second time, I may judge it merely as 'a jar' or as
'the previously known jar existing now.' The two contents of
consciousness differ slightly. In the former consciousness time
element is not a part of the content, while in the latter it is a
part of the content. It is obvious that the latter cognition reveals
a new feature in the already known jar and thus the definition of
valid knowledge applies here. But what about the validity of the
cognition of the known jar simply as ajar? The Bhätta is not
at all hesitant to call it valid, because its object, the jar, is new
in that it is the known jar belonging to a new moment of time.
Now, leaving newness as a mark of valid knowledge aside for
the time being a more general question may be asked: Is it
proper to go beyond the cotent of consciousness when we examine the epistemological worth of a cognition? We can estimate
the worth of the judgment 'this is a jar' in a variety of ways.
We can say that it is informative or that it is useful or that it is
useless and many more things. But all these are different from the
purely epistemological judgment of value 'it is true' in that they
have no reference to the correspondence of the content to reality,
which is inherent in all cognition. A cognition claims to reveal
things as they are. We call a cognition valid or invalid according
as we find this claim to be right or wrong. A cognition can claim
the truth of only so much as it contains. Therefore, it is not
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proper to go beyond its content. Epistemologically it is enough
if we find the truth-claim of a cognition to be legitimate. Hence
the consideration of newness or usefulness is extraneous to the
epistemological value of a cognition. 'This is a jar' and 'this jar
has a new feature' are independent cognitive judgments and they
are separately true if 'a jar' and 'ajar having a new feature' are
facts. The latter fact does not affect the truth of the first judgment.
3.2. The Sähkhya View
The Sänkhya defines valid knowledge as the mode of buddhi
which apprehends an object, undoubted, real and not known
before.6 The definition, like the Bhätta one, recognizes novelty,
absence of doubt and truth as the essential marks of valid knowledge. Both the Sänkhya and the Bhätta are realists. But there is
one important difference between the two. According to the
Sänkhya buddhi or cognition assumes the form of the object.
Thus the truth of a cognition consists in its being a faithful copy
of the object. Valid knowledge has correspondence to its object
in the sense in which a true copy has it to its original. But the
Bhätta is opposed to the copy-theory of knowledge. According
to him cognition is formless. Knowledge reveals objects, but it
does not assume any form. Knowledge is judgmental. It arises
in the form of such judgments as 'this is a jar,5 'this is blue' etc.,
but not in the form of pictures. When I see a rose, I judge it to
be a rose, and my seeing is true because the rose is actually there,
not because I have a picture in my mind which faithfully copies
the rose.
3.3. The Vedänta View
The Vedäntic definition of validity has more points of disagreement. Dharmaräjädhvanndra gives two alternative definitions, viz., "valid knowledge is that knowledge which apprehends an object that is not already known and which is not
contradicted" and ''valid knowledge is an uncontradicted
knowledge."7 The first definition excludes memory from valid
6. SK,4.
7. VP, p. 6.
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knowledge, while the second includes it. Thus the Vedäntin is
not necessarily opposed to memory and he does not mention
certitude as an essential mark of valid knowledge. However,
both the Vedäntin and the Bhätta mention abädhitatva or noncontradiction as a mark of validity. There is a more outstanding
difference between the two in that the Vedäntin distinguishes
between relative and absolute truth, while for the Bhätta all
truth is absolute and all that is not absolutely true is false.
Dharmaräjädhvarlndra says : "The term 'not contradicted'
(abädhitä) means not contradicted during the transmigratory
state."8 All empirical cognitions according to the Vedäntin,
are true only so long as the ultimate truth, the identity of all
existence, is not realized. Even the illusory cognition and dream
cognition are true so long as they last. But the Bhätta is definitely
opposed to the truth of illusions and dreams and to the falsehood of empirical cognitions.9
3.4. The Buddhist View
The Buddhist view of valid knowledge is apparently the same
as that of Kumärila. Dharmottara defines valid knowledge as
the knowledge of a previously unknown thing (anadhigatavisayam pramänam).10 The knowledge of an already known
thing is not valid because the function of knowledge is to prompt
activity in relation to a thing that is presented by it and thus
to help in securing it, while if a thing has already been secured
there is no use of a further knowledge of it. So memory is not
valid knowledge. Similarly, doubt and error too are excluded
from valid knowledge. Doubt presents objects indefinitely as
existing and not existing at the same time. But there is no object
in the world which can exist and not exist simultaneously.
Obviously such an object cannot be attained. Error presents an
object which does not exist and so one which is incapable of
being attained. Again valid knowledge is defined as that which
in not contradicted (avisarrivädaka). But here non-contradiction
is conceived in a way different from the Bhätta. If knowledge
shows an object and leads to it, it is uncontradicted. Knowledge
8. Ibid. p. 7.
9. SV, Nirälambana, 6, 10.
10. NBT, p. 3.
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is sought for the sake of successful practical activity by people
desirous of an effective dealing with objects. Therefore, valid
knowledge is that alone which presents objects capable of
fulfilling our pragmatic needs.11
The Buddhist conception of truth is pragmatic, while the
Bhätta conception is realistic. According to the Buddhist a
knowledge is true if it harmonizes with volitional experience;
truth does not consist in its harmony with the real nature of
objects, because reality is dynamic, while knowledge represents
it as static. If water is perceived and we can go and quench our
thirst with it, our perception is true; otherwise it is false. Thus
volitional satisfaction constitutes truth; it is not merely a test of
truth as the Naiyäyika holds. Correspondence is a meaningless
term for the Buddhist, because objects of knowledge are changing from moment to moment, so that correspondence can never
be established.
The Buddhist conception of truth has been criticized severely.
The Buddhist definition is too wide because it applies to such
cases of memory also as possess practical efficiency. It is too
narrow because it does not apply to inferential cognitions of past
and future objects, which lack practical efficiency.12 If truth is
equated with practical efficiency, the knowledge of such objects
as are destroyed instantaneously after their birth, e.g., lightning,
will always be false, because they cannot be attained.13 Again, a
cognition showing water to a man who is not thirsty, inspiring
no practical activity in him, will be false and the cognition of
water in a dream leading to the satisfaction of the dreamer's
thirst will be true.14 The Buddhist wrongly equates truth with
practical efficiency. A true knowledge helps us in practical
activities. Effective action presupposes a true knowledge of
things, but there are other conditions too which are essential. A
true cognition presents an object as it actually is, practical
efficiency being merely its effect. A cause cannot be identified
with its effect. All true knowledge is true independently of the
practical value that it may possess.
12. MM, p. l.
13. KK on SV, 2. 76.
14. TT, p. 65.
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3.5. The Nyäya View
The Nyäya defines valid knowledge as an apprehension of
some object {arthopalabdhi), which is definite (asandigdha) and
non-erroneous (avyabhicäri).15 It does not include 'apprehension
of the unapprehended' in the definition of validity. Jayanta
asserts that the Bhätta definition is too narrow, because it is not
applicable to continuous perception which is definitely the apprehension of the apprehended. Continuous perception of a thing,
e.g., the palm, does not reveal any new feature in it even if we
observe it for hours.16 But if newness is not accepted to be a
mark of valid knowledge, memory will become valid knowledge.
Jayanta says that memory is not valid and that it is excluded
from valid knowledge by the insertion of the word arthopalabdhi
in the definition. What Jayanta means by this word is that
valid knowledge is 'an apprehension produced by an object'
{arthajanyopalabdhi). Memory, then, is invalid on the ground
that it is not generated by the object that is remembered, but by
its impression left by a former experience on the mind. But if
this be correct, the inference of a past object will be invalid. I
see that the river in front of me is overflowing its banks today
and its water has become muddy while yesterday it was crystalclear. From this I infer that it must have rained heavily. My
knowledge of the past rain is not produced by the rain itself. Is
it, then, invalid? Jayanta says that it is valid according to the
definition. The rain that is inferred is cognized as a qualification
of the river in the form 'the river is one whose past is characterized by the occurrence of rain'; and though this qualification is
inferred, the qualified object, the river, is present and produces
its cognition directly. The knowledge of future events also is
explained similarly. For example, I know that my brother will
come tomorrow. Though this event, which will occur tomorrow,
cannot be the direct cause of my present cognition, yet 'my
brother,' whose qualification is the event, exists now and gives
rise to this cognition.
Jayanta's explanation appears to be ridiculously far-fetched.
While it is quite obvious that my present cognition of the river
15.
16.

NM, p. 12.
Ibid., p. 22.
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overfilled with muddy water is produced by a present fact, it is
quite inconceivable how my present cognition of the past
occurrence of rain can be produced by the same fact. In a
general sense the perception and the inference both are produced
by the river; but in the former the river is the stimulus, while in
the latter it is the reason. Thus Jayanta uses the word arthajcmya
in an ambiguous way. Again, how can the rain be an attribute
of the river? Jayanta effects the miracle by a grammatical device;
but in this way everything can be made an attribute of any
present thing. Again, how can a presently existing object, 'my
brother,' produce its cognition in my mind when it is not before
me? Certainly, Jayanta cannot be supposed to believe in telepathic communication. In the inference of the past rain from
the perception of the river the latter does not directly produce
the former but indirectly through the memory of the general
relation between a swollen river and rain. Now, I see a book
and have the memory of its author who was my teacher. Here
too in the same manner my memory is produced by the book
indirectly through the revival of an impression and so memory
also can be valid like the inference of the past rain. Again, there
are cognitions which cannot be related to any present object
and cannot be said to be produced by an object by any stretch
of imagination, e.g., my cognition that Afghanistan was a part
of Asoka's empire or that God is almighty. But are they, then,
all invalid? From these considerations we conclude that the
difference between memory on the one hand and perception,
inference etc. on the other, cannot be maintained on other
grounds except that the former is the cognition of something
already cognized while the latter are fresh cognitions, and thus,
if memory is to be excluded from valid knowledge, it can be
done only by inserting 'apprehension of the unapprehended' in
the definition of valid knowledge. The later Naiyäyikas, being
aware of the difficulties involved in Jayanta's definition,
defined valid knowledge as 'true experience' {yathärthänubhava)
and they opposed experience to memory by asserting that an
experience is a cognition different from memory.
Before considering other views of valid knowledge we may
briefly examine Jayanta's remark that 'nothing new is seen even
if I observe my palm a hundred times'. Modern psychology
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tells us that we cannot attend to the same thing for more than
a few seconds and that in such cases as when we apparently
observe the same thing for a long time we are actually discovering new features in the object; and when all the interesting details
have been discovered attention moves on to a new object. Thus
when I observe my palm I really observe the fingers, the colour,
the lines etc. one by one, so that I cannot have identically the
same object for all my successive cognitions.
3.6. The Vaisesika View
Prasastapäda in his Bhäsya on the Vaisesika Sütra nowhere
defines valid knowledge, but he distinguishes between vidyä and
avidyä, the former including perception, inference, ärsa (the
intuitions of the seers) and memory, and the latter including
doubt, illusion, indefinite cognition (anadhyavasäya) and dream.
3rldhara commenting on the Bhäsya defines vidyä as a firm,
uncontradicted and definite cognition.17 It is plain that vidyä is
valid knowledge and avidyä invalid knowledge and that memory
is valid knowledge. This definition mentions an additional mark
of valid knowledge, viz., adhyavasäya. It is meant to exclude
anadhyavasäya or indefinite cognition such as 'what this may be',
which lacks assurance like doubt, but differs from the latter in
that the object in it is not conceived in two or more conflicting
ways. It is more like absence of cognition. 3ridhara introduces
some inconsistency in the Bhäsya view by distinguishing vidyä
from pramäna. He says that memory is vidyä or true cognition,
but it is not pramäna or valid cognition, because it reveals an
object as past and as already known.18 In this respect he appears
to be influenced by the Nyäya view. But if his view is accepted
as a correct interpretation of the Bhäsya of Prasastapäda, it is
practically identical with the Bhätta view of valid knowledge as a
definite, true and new cognition.
3.7.

The Jaina View

The Jaina thinker, Ratnaprabhäcärya, a commentator on
Vädidevasüri's Pramänanayatattvälokälankära,
criticizes the
17. fa:tir^^RTfefTNq*iiqiR*icf>|
18. N K , p . 257.

MtilRifa^lT I NK, p. 172.
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Bhatta definition of valid knowledge on the ground that it
excludes recognition.19 But this is emphatically denied by Kumärila. Kumärila says:
That part of perception which has been perceived before cannot be said to be perceived but the present existence is not got
at by any previous perception.20
In recognition, e.g., 'this is the same man whom I met yesterday', there is an element of memory; still recognition is valid,
because it is not a mere repetition of some past experience—it
combines the memory-element with the sense-element which reveals
a new feature in the remembered object. Vädidevasüri defines
valid knowledge as a determinate cognition which apprehends
itself and an object.21 Ratnaprabhäcärya explains 'determinate
cognition' as that which determines an object in the form in
which it really exists. Accordingly, absence of doubt and truth
are recognized as the essential marks of valid knowledge, while
newness is rejected and thus memory is accepted as a form of
valid knowledge.
3.8. The Präbhäkara View
Sälikanätha, a commentator of Präbhäkara, criticizes theBhätta
definition of valid knowledge as follows :
In a continuous perception the successive cognitions apprehend
the same object; so all the cognitions except the first cease to be
valid. Kumärila says that they are valid as they apprehend different moments of time. But the difference between two successive
moments of time cannot be apprehended, because it is too subtle.
Thus the Bhätta definition is too narrow (avyäpta). Again, the
word drdhain that definition is useless. This word is inserted
with a view to exclude doubt from valid knowledeg; but doubt
is already excluded when valid knowledge is defined as an apprehension of the previously unapprehended. Doubt is not one
cognition. When some tall object is cognized indefinitely as 'a
19. PNT, p. 22.
20. SV, 5. 233, 234.
21. ^ T ^ r f i R SPTPJFT I PNT, p. 19-
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man or a post', the tallness is perceived which revives the memories of 'man' and 'post' in the mind, and the perceiver doubts
whether the tallness belongs to a man or a post. Here the element
of perception is valid and the element of recollection is invalid,
because it is the apprehension of the apprehended. Therefore,
the Bhätta definition is redundant. It is redundant in one more
respect. The word avisamvädi (unerring) is absolutely unnecessary, because all knowledge which is not memory, is true. Even
illusions are true so far as they are of the nature of experience
(anubhüti) while the element of memory in them is false.22
Prabhäkara's definition of valid knowledge is the same as that
of later Nyäya except that he does not feel the necessity of including the term yathärthatva in the definition. Sälikanätha gives
the definition of valid knowledge in the following verse :
Anubhütihpramänarn sä smrteranyä smrtih punahl
Pürvavijnänasamskäramätrajam jnänamucyatej/ (PP,p. 127)

"Valid knowledge is experience, and it is something different
from memory which is the name of that cognition which arises
from the impression left by some previous experience." In a
continuous perception the later cognitions arising from senseobject intercourse, like the first cognition, are different from
memory, and hence they are valid. Recognition too is valid,
because it is not produced solely from impression. It is an experience aided by impression. Memory is not valid inasmuch as it
depends on a former experience. It does not determine an object
independently. Sometimes a past experience reinstates itself and
its past character is forgotten and thus it appears to be a new
experience instead of a recollection. It also is invalid because it
depends solely on impression for its birth.23
Prabhäkara's definition of valid knowledge as anubhüti is vague,
for it is difficult to define the term anubhüti. From the verse
quoted above it is obvious that anubhüti is a cognition other than
memory and that it is produced sometimes by such causes as
the operation of the senses which are different from impressions
and sometimes by the cooperation of such causes with impres22. PP, pp. 40-42.
23. Ibid., p. 42.
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sions as in the case of recognition and inference. So far there is
no difficulty. But the difficulty arises when 3älikanätha differentiates anubhüti from memory on the ground that the former does
not depend on any other cognition while the latter depends on
a past cognition. Inference depends on the recollection of a
general rule and the perception of some mark, and determinate
perception {savikalpaka pratyaksd) too depends on the indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) perception. Then, are they not anubhüti ?
If they are not anubhüti they can never be valid according to the
definition of valid knowledge.24 Again, there is a practical difficulty also. We are ordinarily aware, when a cognition arises, of
its being a memory if it is memory and thus by the method of
exclusion we can easily know whether a cognition is memory or
anubhüti. But sometimes when memory is obscured a memorycognition is taken to be anubhüti and sometimes an anubhüti is
taken to be a memory-cognition. Now, as there is no means of
knowing the real nature of a cognition except our direct consciousness, we cannot be confident in the above cases as to the
correctness of our judgment of validity or invalidity. Prabhäkara
says that memory is invalid. But he merely says it dogmatically
without showing any reason why it should be branded invalid.
After all it is also a form of knowledge like anubhüti. Kumärila,
on the other hand, points out that memory repeats an old experience and does not add anything new to what we already
know.25 The difference between anubhüti and memory cannot be
other than that the former gives something new while the latter
repeats an old experience, and if Prabhäkara chooses to appeal
to reason rather than be dogmatic, he cannot offer any other
ground for the invalidity of memory save its being an apprehension of the apprehended. Hence he cannot but recognize
newness as a condition of validity.26
Again, Prabhäkara's definition is too wide as it applies to
doubt and illusion also.27 He says that doubt and illusion are
valid so far as they are anubhüti. But this is wrong. The duty of
a philosopher is to examine the grounds of the concepts that are
24. SD,p. 45.
25. SV, 5.11.
26. KKonSV, 5.11.
27. MM, p. 6.
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universally held and not to destroy them. So Prabhäkara cannot
go against the verdict of common-sense that doubt and
illusion are invalid. He says that doubt and illusion are invalid
so far as the element of memory is involved in them. But they
are not recognized by people to be invalid on the ground of the
memory-element, but on that of their being respectively unassured and false. Therefore, Prabhäkara has to accept newness, certitude and truth as the essential characteristics of valid knowledge,
and thus all his objections against the Bhätta definition fall to
ground.
Pärthasärathi points out some inconsistencies in Prabhäkara's
view. According to Prabhäkara's definition a dream-cognition,
which arises solely from mental impressions, is invalid; but this
is not consistent with his view that a dream-cognition is valid so
far as the elements of cognition and the cognizer in it are concerned. In all cognitions, whatever their status, the self and the
cognition are, according to Prabhäkara, necessarily known and
validly known, and dream-cognition too is a cognition. If Prabhäkara says that a dream-cognition, being memory in respect
of its object and anubhüti in respect of its form and the cognizer,
is partly valid and partly invalid, then recognition too, involving
an element of memory and an element of anubhüti, must be branded
partly valid and partly invalid. But this is against the universally
accepted opinion of people. Either a cognition is wholly valid or
wholly invalid. Practical activities of life cannot be based on
partly valid and partly invalid cognitions. Again, the illusion of
a yellow conch will be wholly valid as it does not involve any
element of memory and, thus, is purely an anubhüti; but none
can accept this.28 Prabhäkara's definition is not a definition of
valid knowledge at all. When it is said that all knowledge except
memory is valid knowledge, Prabhäkara must have the generally
accepted conception of validity in his mind and after examining
all knowledge in the light of that conception he must have arrived
at the above conclusion.
3.9.

Forms of Invalid Knowledge

Valid knowledge is a true and definite knowledge of some new
fact. If any knowledge lacks definiteness or certitude or does not
28. SD, p. 45.
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convey any new information or does not represent things as they
really are, it is invalid. Kumärila says that there are three kinds
of invalid knowledge, viz., error or illusion {mithyäjnänä), noncognition or ignorance (ajhänä) and doubt (sanisaya)29. In this
statement there is no mention of memory which is definitely invalid according to him. Elsewhere he says that validity consists
in knowing something new and that if a knowledge does not give
anything new, it is memory.30 It is strange why he did not mention
memory as a form of invalid knowledge together with the other
forms. It appears that in the section in which he mentions the
three forms of invalid knowledge truth was his only concern, and
as memory is not untrue, it was not mentioned by him. Pärthasärathi says:
Validity does not consist in the truth (tathätva) of knowledge
alone. However, in the present section (dealing with svatahprämänyä) this much alone is to be considered whether the
truth of a knowledge is ascertained by the knowledge itself or
by other considerations extraneous to the knowledge... Newness of a knowledge is not known from the form of the knowledge, but from the non-cognition of what is fit to be cognized
(yogyänupalabdhi). The cognition of a jar for instance, does
not by itself reveal that the jar was previously unknown. 31
Thus illusion, ignorance and doubt are definitely false, while
memory is not false. All knowledge may be classified into that
which is valid and that which is invalid. Invalid knowledge,
again, may be classified into that which is false and that which
is true, and ignorance, doubt and illusion belong to the former
class while memory belongs to the latter.
Sucaritamisra divides invalid knowledge into illusion, doubt,
memory and samväda which together with valid knowledge make
up the five forms of knowledge.32 In this list there is no mention
of ignorance as a form of invalid knowledge. In fact ignorance
29.
30.
31.
32.
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is not invalid knowledge. Validity and invalidity are the properties of knowledge and not of the absence of knowledge. It is
true that ignorance or absence of knowledge does not help us in
the practical activities of life for which a true knowledge of
objects is essential. But the practical disadvantage which is caused
by ignorance does not justify our branding it invalid. It is always
some knowledge that is judged to be valid or invalid. To call
absence of knowledge 'invalid knowledge' is self-contradictory.
It is as absurd as to say that a barren mother's son is a disobedient son. Kumärila seems to argue in the following way:
All valid knowledge is knowledge;
No ignorance is knowledge;
. • .No ignorance is valid knowledge.
No invalid knowledge is valid knowledge;
No ignorance is valid knowledge;
. • .All ignorance is invalid knowledge.
In this reasoning the first argument, being the mood camestres
in the second figure, is correct while the second argument, drawing an affirmative conclusion from two negative premises, is
wrong.
3.9.1. Saniväda
Sucaritamisra mentions sarfiväda as a form of invalid
knowledge. Suppose some reliable person tells that there
is fire at a distance. Now I go further and see smoke rising
skywards and then I infer fire from the smoke. Next I approach
the place where smoke was seen and actually perceive the fire.
According to Sucaritamisra the inference and the perception of
fire simply restate what I have already learnt from the trustworthy person, and, because they do not add anything new to
what I already know, they are invalid while the first cognition is
valid. Thus samväda is invalid like memory.33 Samväda and
memory are alike in that they do not reveal any new truth, but
they are different in that the former is presentative while the
latter is representative. Next we describe the other more
obviously invalid forms of knowledge.
33. KK on SV, 2.74.
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3.9.2. Memory
Memory is the revival of past experience. It always refers
to the past. When some object or event is remembered, it is
always known to have existed or occurred in the past.
Memory presupposes a direct experience of the remembered
object on some past occasion. None can remember a thing
which was not experienced by him. The basis of memory is some
impression (samskära) left on the soul by an experience. Our
experiences modify the soul in some way and these modifications
are preserved in the soul. These modifications of the soul-substance are called impressions and they are the direct cause of
recollection.34 The impressions are usually dormant and inactive.
However active they may be in influencing our conduct, we do
not consciously feel their presence. But when they are aroused
by certain external or internal causes {udbodhaka) and our past
experiences reappear in consciousness, we indirectly know their
presence.
Some memories require an effort and some are spontaneous.35
The former are voluntary and are the result of mental concentration (rnanafypranidhäna). The latter memories crop up automatically in consciousness due to the perception of similar things
(sadrsadarsanät) or to some peculiarities of place and time.
External objects help the reappearance of past experiences.
Some memories are due to the agency of merit and demerit.
Such memories cause pleasure or pain to us and thus they serve
a moral purpose.36
Not only the experiences of the present life are remembered,
but even those of past lives can be remembered by persons
advanced in the practice of concentration.
Memory proves the identity and the continuity of soul. It is
not possible unless the person who remembers be the same who
had the original experience in the past. Memory proves the
existence of the inner sense-organ. The external sense-organs
cannot explain memory, because we are able to recollect something, e.g., colour of an object, even when the external sense34.
35.
36.
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organs, e.g., the eye, are lost. The inner sense-organ that is
operative in causing memory is the manas?1 Memory is different
from recognition which is an original experience helped by some
impression (samskärasaciva). Sometimes an old experience is
revived without the consciousness of its past character. Dream
is an instance of this. A dream occurs as if it were an original
experience. But in fact it is nothing but false memory. Dreams
appear in the absence of the objects that appear in them. They
are caused neither by the activity of the sense-organs which are
operative in perception, nor by marks (linga) which give rise to
inference. There can be no other cause of dreams except latent
impressions.38 From the points of view of causation dreams are
allied to memory, but from that of appearance they are allied to
sensory illusions.
Memory may be true or false according as it reveals a past
fact accurately or inaccurately; but it is not a form of valid
knowledge, because it does not give a truth hitherto unknown.
The ideal knowledge according to the Bhätta is that which is
not only true to reality but also definite and new. Knowledge
ought to be a progressive system and not a static one. Memory
may be true to reality, but it does not realize the ideal of knowledge completely. Memory is not necessarily false, yet it cannot
acquire the status of valid knowledge, because it is not progressive.
We have already referred to the other views of memory and
have also shown that the other reasons for rejecting memory as
invalid knowledge are ultimately reduced to the reason that
memory does not give new knowledge. Here we may again refer
to Jayanta's view. He holds that memory is invalid because its
object is non-existent at the time of its remembrance.39 But
this does not seem to be a proper reason. It is true that the
object of memory is past, but memory does not claim that its
object is present. True memory always apprehends a past object
as past. Jayanta's statement may be taken to mean that memory
is not directly verifiable, because the fact or event that is past
37. THTt f| «r^ikMTft +KUIH I K K on SV, 4.166.
38. K K on SV, Sünya, 1(50.
39. ^3T¥£FT qt<j*i: ^T^ffcraWrT I N M , p. 23.
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cannot now be perceived and compared with the content of
memory. But this too is not a reasonable ground, because there
are cognitions of future objects or events and of invisible things
which can never be directly verified and they are not rejected
as invalid on this account.
The only reasonable ground for the rejection of memory is
the absence of novelty in it and we have already hinted at the
inappropriateness of considering novelty in judging the validity
of cognitions. Elaborate theories and hypotheses may be
examined in the light of Kumärila's ideal of knowledge, but in
the case of solitary cognitions it is better not to go beyond their
contents. In practice too nobody cares whether a proposition is
derived from memory or from some other source of knowledge.
If someone asserts that the first atom bomb was dropped in
Hiroshima, the epistemological value of the assertion is estimated on the basis of its being a fact. Whether the man asserting
the proposition was one of the eye-witnesses now remembering
his experience or he learnt it from some reliable source, is irrelevant in considering its validity. Therefore, the whole controversy
about the validity of memory seems to be a futile exercise.
3.9.3. Doubt
Doubt is an indefinite cognition {anavadhäranätmaka
pratyaksa), which characterizes an object in mutually conflicting ways. Something is seen, but there does not arise a
fixed notion about it whether it is one thing or another. For
instance, some tall thing is perceived, but one cannot decide
whether it is a man or a post.40 In a doubtful cognition two or
more interpretations of an observed 'datum are offered, but the
mind does not arrive at any fixed decision. Thus doubt is marked by a Jack of assurance or belief. It is an unpleasant state of
mind in which the mind swings between two or more alternatives
without being able to reconcile them. This gives rise to a further
exploratory activity of the senses and usually some differentiating mark is found out which ends this unpleasant state. Doubt
is not confined to sense-level alone. It is very frequent on the
level of higher thought. On the sense-level it occurs under insufficient conditions of sensibility. Sometimes we are confronted
by a situation demanding a prompt adjustment which prevents
40. NR on SV, 2.54.
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us from making a fuller use of our cognitive faculties and consequently there occurs a doubt.
Kumärila mentions three causes of doubt, viz., the existence
of some common quality, the existence of an uncommon
quality and the existence of two apparently contradictory
qualities. As an example of the first, the existence of the
quality of knowability in words leads one to the doubtful
notion whether words are eternal or non-eternal, because this
quality is found to exist commonly in eternal objects, e.g., the
soul, as well as non-eternal objects, e.g., the lightning. A common
property leads to no conclusion, because it reminds of two
mutually incompatible notions. An uncommon property leads to
doubt as follows: Odour is an uncommon property of the earth.
It is found neither in eternal things nor in non-eternal things, so
that it leads to the negation of both eternality and non-eternality
and thus gives rise to a doubt like a common property, because
the negation of both eternality and non-eternality is incompatible. The existence of two different properties associated with
two contradictory things leads to doubt as follows: Air, for
instance, is known to be shapeless and having touch, the former
being associated with imperceptibility and the latter with perceptibility. But perceptibility and imperceptibility being contradictory to each other, cannot reside in the same air and consequently there arises a doubt.41
Among the three commentators of Kumärila Umbeka accepts
these three causes of doubt, while Sucaritamisra and Pärthasärathi reject uncommon property as one of the causes of doubt.
They say that uncommon property is recognized by the Buddhist
while Kumärila himself does not recognize it. Sucaritamisra
expresses his view of doubt as follows: Doubt arises from the
perception of a common property together with the non-perception of a specific property and the remembrance of objects
possessing the common property. For example, from the perception of a vertical height, which is commonly possessed by a man
and a post, which are remembered while their differentiating
property is not perceived, an indefinite cognition arises in the
form 'is it a man or a post5 ? An uncommon property is not the
cause of doubt. Doubt arises when two notions are suggested
41.
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simultaneously, and the mind cannot decide between them. But
as an uncommon property, e.g., the odour of the earth, is not
concomitant with anything else, it does not suggest anything to
the mind, and thus the appearance of doubt is not possible. An
uncommon property is merely the cause of curiosity (jijnäsämätrahetuh) and not of doubt. When we observe an uncommon
property in something, we simply want to know further details
about the thing; it does not suggest conflicting notions to the
mind.42
Doubt is not valid knowledge, because it lacks belief or firmness which is an essential mark of validity. Doubt neither asserts
anything nor denies it positively. It is not a judgment, but a
questioning attitude of the mind making no claim to truth.
We have already referred to the Vaisesika view according to
which anadhyavasäya is a form of avidyä or invalid knowledge
different from doubt. Sucaritamisra criticizes this view and says
that it is not a form of cognition at all. In cognition something
is predicated of something either in a decisive or in an indecisive
manner, while in anadhyavasäya, as 'what this may be', there is
no predication of any form. The so-called anadhyavasäya expresses
only an attitude of curiosity, the desire to know something about
something, and thus it cannot be a form of knowledge at all, so
that the question of its validity does not arise.43
3.9.4.

Illusion

Illusion or error represents an object in a form which
does not belong to it. It reveals an object differently from what
it actually is.44 We have instances of illusion in dream which
reveals objects which are not actually present, in a jaundiced
person's cognition of everything as yellow, in the cognition
of a double moon and so on. In a dream an object which is
really absent is perceived as present, so that it cannot but be false.
Dream-objects exist at other times and places and so far they
are real. In dreams objects are recalled due to the revival of
memory-images and they falsely appear as existing 'here' and
*now\ Actually they have no relation to the particular time and
place in which the sleeping person dreams; but due to defects
42. KK on SV, Anumäna, 86, 88.
43. Ibid., 88.
44. SRraiU^I+K^qrT^iifa I NR on SV, Nirälambana, 118.
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caused by sleep they appear to be related to that place and time.
It is only when one returns to the normal waking state that the
falsehood of dreams is realized. Dreams not only represent
objects existing at distant times and places as present 'here' and
'now', but also reveal objects that we cannot remember as having ever existed. In such cases too the objects are not absolutely
non-existent; they existed and were cognized during some past
life. Sometimes we dream of such impossible events as our own
decapitation. In such a case there is a revival of some experience
of decapitation relating to some person and is falsely imagined
to be related to the dreamer. Dreams distort reality. They falsely
combine together the real elements of waking experience.45
In the illusion of nacre as silver or of a rope as a snake the
eye is actually in contact with a piece of nacre or a rope, but the
appearance is of a piece of silver or a snake. The nacre represented by 'this' is real and the silver too is real as existing elsewhere, but their identity is false. The falsity consists in perceiving silver 'here' and 'now', while it actually exists in a distant
place. The cause of the illusion is the similarity between nacre
and silver and the defective contact of the eye. The similarity
suggests 'silver', while the difference between silver and nacre is
not observed, and thus the nacre appears in the form of silver.
The silver is the form of cognition, which is super-imposed on
the perceived 'this',46 and this superimposition is not detected
till one is prompted to pick it up and is disappointed. In the
illusion of mirage water is falsely perceived, while the contact of
the eye is actually with sand heated by the sun's rays. The illusion is caused by a two-fold defect, viz., the subjective feeling of
thirst and the semblance of water due to heat. The sand and the
water are real, but their connection is unreal.47 These are instances of illusion which persist so long as the real character of
the object is not recognized. In these as soon as the illusory
nature of cognition is detected the object begins to appear in its
real form.
There are some illusions which persist even after the revelation
of their falsehood, though they cease to delude us afterwards.
45. SD, p. 58.
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The illusion of a double moon is of this nature. The illusions of
this type differ from others in one more respect. They have all
the elements of a sensory character, while others have an element
of memory. When the eye is pressed slightly with finger the single
moon appears to be double. This also occurs in a disease affecting the eyes. This cognition is false and there is no element of
memory in it. There is a double error here. First the single moon
is perceived in two places and then the doubleness characterizing
the places is transferred to the moon which is really one.48 In
the illusion of a white conch as yellow the mind superimposes
the percept of the 'yellow' on that of the 'conch,' thereby establishing a relation which is not there. The yellowness caused by
bile really belongs to the rays that go out from the eyes to the
object which is not yellow. Similarly in the illusion of a red
crystal the percept of red and that of crystal are related together
due to the nearness of the red japä flower to the crystal.49 In the
illusion of a firebrand circle (alätacakrä) the cause is the quick
circular motion of the firebrand. The firebrand and circularity
both are real, but they are falsely related together. 50
Illusion is a form of invalid knowledge like doubt and memory,
but it is different from them. Doubt is invalid not because it is
false but because it lacks certitude. It makes neither a definite
assertion nor a definite denial. Illusion, on the other hand,
makes a definite assertion such as 'this is silver'. There is a
feeling of confidence in it as it is there in a valid cognition. The
illusory silver is perceived as definitely as the real silver. The
difference between the two is discovered only when our attempt
to pick up the 'silver' fails. We are as confident of perceiving
'water' in a mirage as of the real water, and it is only on a closer
inspection and when there is frustration in the attempt to quench
our thirst with it that its illusory character is detected. Unlike
memory an illusion is a new experience of some present object.
It is invalid because it reveals a present object in the form of a
different object. It misrepresents a fact. It distorts the nature of
reality and consequently misleads us in practical activity. The
object of illusion does not correspond with the real object.
48.
49.
50.
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3.10. The Bhätta Theory of Illusion
The Bhätta theory of illusion is known as viparitakhyätiväda.
According to it an illusion manifests a real object in the form
of a different object which too is real.51 In all cases of illusory
perception it is only the relation between the subject and predicate elements, e.g., 'this' and 'silver', which is unreal though
appearing as real. The relata, however, are always real.52 Accordingly an illusion is a positive mis-apprehension in which the
mistake consists in identifying two unrelated real objects under
the influence of some vicious subjective and objective conditions.
This theory is practically the same as the Nyäya theory except
that the Bhätta does not account for illusion through extranormal sense-contact (alaukika sannikarsa). It was pointed out
that, excluding dreams, there are two types of illusions, viz., the
presentative-representative illusion in which a sensory element
and memory element are involved, as in the nacre-silver illusion,
and the purely presentative illusions in which only sensory elements are involved, as in the illusion of red crystal. Now the
difficulty is: How does the memory element acquire perceptual
character in the former illusion ? The Naiyäyika tries to explain
it by assuming an extraordinary contact of the eye with the remembered object. Accordingly the eye actually comes in contact with
the silver which is elsewhere, e.g., in the shop of the jeweller,
through the medium of the idea of silver that is revived in the
mind by the perception of characters common to silver and nacre,
and this contact is called jnänalaksana-sannikarsa. Thus in the
illusion 'this is silver' both 'this' and 'silver' are perceived, one
through normal contact and the other through extra-normal
contact with the eye, and the mistake consists in referring 'silver'
to the locus of 'this.' This explanation offered by the Naiyäyika
does not give any new insight into the perceptual character of
the'silver.'It simply takes for granted that the 'silver' which
appears like a percept is actually a percept. Moreover, if both
'this' and 'silver' are perceived, whatever the nature of the
I NR on SV, Nirälambana, 117.
": I SD, p. 58
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contacts involved in them may be, the difference between this
and the other type of illusion vanishes, because in the latter too
both the elements are perceptual. The Bhättas rightly reject the
so-called extra-normal contact. If distant objects could be
perceived by an extra-normal contact, everyone would become
omniscient.53
Modern psychological experiments show that though an
image is less vivid in comparison to a percept and consequently
the former can be easily distinguished from the latter, yet under
imperfect conditions of sensibility, e.g., low illumination, they
are apt to be taken for one another. Boring and others in
Psychology (the chapter on images) describe an experiment in
which some subjects were asked to think on a particular theme
and look at a thin curtain behind which some objects connected
with the theme were moved across slowly by the experimenter
under very low illumination. The result was that the subjects
'saw' many forms on the curtain which were not actually shown
to them. The conclusion that we draw from this experiment is
that there is no essential difference between images and percepts.
Thus an image may be taken for a percept when the intensity of
real percepts is lowered and also when the intensity of the image
is strengthened by a stimulus resembling it, as in the case of nacresilver illusion. The Gestalt school of modern psychology has
drawn our attention to a very important fact of perception, viz.»
that even in true percepts the details of the perceived object are
not actually seen but are supplied by imagination by a process
of 'filling up the gaps.' Thus perception is a constructive process
guided by some given sense-elements and illusion differs from
it in being a misguided constructive process. During sleep the
conditions are more favourable for taking images for percepts.
We know images as images during waking hours because we
compare them with actual percepts which offer a contrast by
their superior intensity and because they do not fit in the
environment of perceived objects. But during sleep there are
no percepts and there is no objective environment so that the
images are always taken for percepts. Therefore, for the expla-

53.
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nation of the perceptual character of illusions there is no need
of assuming an extraordinary contact.
According to the theory of viparitakhyäti the object of an
illusion is real, though its connection with the place and time
in which it is seen is unreal. To this the Buddhist objects : How
can the absent object, e.g., the 'silver', give rise to its cognition
'here' and 'now'? Sucaritamisra's answer is as follows: An
absent object has the power of producing its cognition though
it has no power to inspire other fruitful practical activities in
relation to it. In an illusion due to defective sense-functioning
an absent object appears to be present through the impression
left in the mind by its past experience. A past object, e.g., the
'silver', is not capable of producing its present cognition directly;
it is capable of it indirectly through its impression residing in the
soul. It could not have the said causal potency if it were absolutely non-existent. The 'silver' that is seen does exist in other
places and so there is no absurdity in attributing causal potency
to it. In the original experience the object 'silver' was the direct
cause of its impression produced in the soul. Thus the cognition
producing power of the object was indirectly transferred to the
soul, which now gives rise to the cognition of'silver'.54
3.11. The Theories of Illusion in the Other Schools
Among the other Indian philosophers the ways of explaining
error widely differ. They advocate a theory of illusion suited to
their respective metaphysical views. The Bhätta and the Naiyäyika approach the problem in a purely empirical and psychological way and they are also supported by commonsense. Most
of the other philosophers suffer from some metaphysical bias
which vitiates their treatment of error. In the works of different
writers of the Bhätta school there are references to Prabhäkara's
theory of akhyäti, the Advaita Vedänta theory of anirvacaniyakhyäti and the allied theory of alaukikakhyäti, and the Buddhist
theories of asatkhyäti and ätmakhyäti; but there is no reference
to Rämänuja's theory of satkhyäti.
3.11.1. Asatkhyätiväda
The Mädhyamika 'nihilist', according to all the Indian
systems, advocates the voidness (sünyatä) of all existence.
54.
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He arrives at this conclusion by way of a dialectical examination of all the categories of thought. Accordingly he
explains error as the apprehension of non-being (asat).
Pärthasärathi says that the upholders of asatkhyätiväda negate
the relata together with the relation, while the upholders of
viparitakhyätiväda negate the relation only.55 In the illusion
'this is silver' 'this' is real and 'silver' too is real; but their relation is totally unreal. But, according to the 'nihilist' 'this' and
'silver' are as unreal as their relation. Thus the object of illusion
for the 'nihilist' is absolutely unreal, while for the Bhätta it is
real in a different place and time. But how can an absolutely
unreal object give rise to its direct apprehension?56 We know
that a sky-flower is absolutely unreal, and however much we try
to think of it, it can never be the content of our immediate consciousness. Therefore, the 'silver' that is directly perceived in the
nacre-silver illusion, cannot be absolutely unreal like a sky-flower
as the 'nihilist' holds.
Here we may refer to Dr. Maitra's interpretation of the
asatkhyätiväda. He says:
Now when the cogniser is in error, he cognises, according
to the Buddhist nihilist, an absolute nought in one or the
other of the above two senses (i.e. the factually non-existent
or the logically impossible), for what he cognises is a combination of incompatibles which is without its parallel in
experience... .He thus perceives what nowhere exists; the
snake may exist, but a rope-snake is nowhere found except in
cognitions of the false.57
This seems to be a wrong interpretation because the 'nihilist'
not only negates a rope-snake as absolutely non-existent, but also
the rope and the snake. And even if this interpretation be allowed, it goes against experience, because the rope-snake is not at
all the content of consciousness in the said illusion. What is
perceived in the illusion is the snake alone just as it happens in
the perception of a real snake, so that the question of reality or
unreality arises only regarding the snake and not the rope-snake;
55.
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and so far as the absolute non-existence of a thing which is a
rope and a snake in one is concerned there can be no disagreement among the Indian philosophers.
3.11.2. Ätmakhyätiväda
The Yogäcära idealist is dissatisfied with the metaphysical
position of the Mädhyamika. He holds that even if everything be accepted to be absolutely non-existent it cannot be
proved unless the absolute reality of consciousness apprehending this fact is accepted. Therefore, consciousness, cognition or idea is the only metaphysical reality. The Yogäcära,
consistently with his subjective idealism, explains error or illusion as the externalization or objectification of a subjective idea.
In the nacre-silver illusion the subjective silver-form of cognition appears as the form of an external object. The 'silver5 is not
absolutely unreal as the nihilist says. It is real as a form of the
internal cognition, but the mistake consists in taking it to be the
form of an external object. The 'silver' is a mental fact whereas
in the illusion it is taken for an extramental fact. The Yogäcära
does not recognize any cognizer other than the momentary idea.
So according to him in illusion a momentary idea cognizes itself
as 'external'.
But this view cannot explain the consciousness which sublates
an illusory cognition. Afrer the cognition 'this is silver' has
occurred it is subsequently contradicted in the form 'this is not
silver', and thus the former cognition of silver is rejected as
false. But if in illusion a cognition wrongly cognizes itself as
'this,' the sublating consciousness, which corrects the mistake,
must appear in the form 'I am silver' instead of the form 'this is
not silver.'58 Actually 'this-ness' (idantä) is never sublated,
which points to the fact that in illusion a real external object
appears in the form of another external object. Thus the Yogäcära theory is wrong.
Again, the metaphysical position of the Yogäcära is that the
illusory cognition of silver and the so-called right cognition are
equally objectless (nirälambana). Accordingly he abolishes the
universally recognized distinction between a right and a wrong
58. 5^Ht<K«i<i «^tfltM srräs^ ^^faTa F I W i s c , p. 50.
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cognition, which is the basis of all practical activities. The Yogäcära
tries to j ustify this distinction by asserting that the objects of cognitions producing practical efficiency (arthakriya) are samvj-tisatya
(empirically real) while the objects of illusion are mithyä (absolutely unreal), though both are equally non-existent as external to
cognition. But this is only a verbal device to mislead people and
not a proper solution, Satya and mithyä are mutually exclusive
terms. If samvrti is not mithyä it must be satya in the same sense
in which cognition is taken to be, and if it is not satya it must
be mithyä like an illusion. The existence of an intermediate entity,
partly satya and partly mithyä is logically impossible.59 Therefore
the distinction between a right and a wrong cognition is ultimate
and the latter is not an illegitimate projection of the subjective
idea, but the appearance of one real thing as another real thing.
3.11.3. Anirvacanlyakhyätiväda
Everyone is aware of the difference between a percept and an
image. When nacre is cognized as silver or rope as snake, we are
not conscious of a mental image but of a percept. What is cognized in the illusion appears to be a given fact and not an
imagined one. The Yogäcära cannot explain the presentative
character of illusion. The Advaitin offers the explanation that so
long as the illusion of a snake or silver lasts there comes into
being the corresponding object which is logically indefinable
(anirvacaniya). The viparitakhyätivädin maintains that in the
rope-snake illusion the rope is the object of the perception of
snake. But this is absurd. The object of a cognition cannot be other
than what is revealed in it. So, the object of the cognition of
snake cannot be anything but the snake. The Naiyäyika tries to
explain the presentative character of the snake by assuming an
extraordinary form of sense-contact with the distant snake. But,
when the snake is perceived it is known to be chere' and not in a
distant place, e.g., the jungle. Thus the Advaitin arrives at the
conclusion that in the rope-snake illusion the snake must actually
be present where it is seen, though it enjoys merely a temporary
existence so long as the illusion lasts, and because it can be
neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal, nor both together,
it must be indefinable. That which is absolutely real, e.g., the
59.
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self, can never be sublated and that which is absolutely unreal,
e.g., a man's horn, can never be perceived. The illusory snake is
perceived for some time and then sublated by a correcting experience. Therefore, it cannot be absolutely unreal or absolutely
real. It canot be both simultaneously, because two contradictory
predicates can't qualify the same entity. Hence the illusory snake
is indefinable. As this snake cannot be the object of our practical
activities, it cannot belong to the order of empirical existence to
which the real snake belongs. It belongs to a relatively less real
order of being called the prätibhäsika sattä or illusory reality.
It may be asked: How can an illusory snake be produced in the
absence of a cause at the time? The Advaitin's answer is that an
illusory object belongs to a different order of being, so it need
not be produced by the same cause as produces the empirical
object and the desired cause is present in the form of nescience
(avidyä), impression (samskära) and defective sense-organ which
combine together to produce the illusory object on the one
hand and the corresponding illusion on the other.60
The Bhätta realist sees many reasons to be dissatisfied with
this theory. The Advaitin ascribes to the illusory snake an indefinable nature which is different from the absolutely real and
the absolutely unreal on the ground of the inexplicability of its
being perceived and being sublated. But if his theory be accepted
the inexplicability remains as it is. That which is different from
the absolutely real, e.g., a man's horn, cannot be perceived and
that which is different from the absolutely unreal, e.g., the self,
cannot be sublated; hence the illusory snake, which is supposed
by the Advaitin to be different from the absolutely real and the
absolutely unreal, can neither be perceived nor be sublated,
whereas it is actually perceived and sublated. Thus the difficulty
is not really solved.
Again, the Advaitin may be asked: If the object of the illusion
'this is silver' be an indefinable silver, what is the object of the
correcting cognition 'this is not silver'? The negation of the
perceived indefinable silver cannot be the said object; otherwise
the relation of the sublated and the sublator subsisting between
the two cognitions will be reversed. In the case of the negation of
60. VP,p. 50.
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an indefinable silver by the sublating cognition the latter will be
equivalent to 'this is not an indefinable silver'; but, because the
perceived silver is supposed to be actually an indefinable silver,
this sublating cognition will be false.
The Advaitin may say that the sublating cognition is not false,
because, though the indefinable silver was actually present formerly
it is no more there now, and this fact is revealed by the sublating
cognition. But this is wrong. What the sublating cognition reveals
is not the subsequent non-existence of the illusory object, but its
non-existence at the time when it was perceived to exist. Thus 'this
is not silver' does not mean 'this is not an indefinable silver.' Again,
it cannot mean 'this is not the usual empirical silver/ because in
that case it will confirm the first cognition, which, according to
the Advaitin, cognizes an indefinable silver instead of sublating
it and thus its sublatory character will become inexplicable.
The Advaitin may say that the sublating cognition means 'the
real silver is absent here.' But in this case the first cognition whose
object is an indefinable silver and the subsequent cognition whose
object is the absence of a real silver, will be as different as the
cognition of ajar and that of the absence of a cloth; and so
there cannot be the relation of the sublated and the sublator
between them. The two cognitions assert two different things so
that there cannot be any opposition between them. Thus the
Advaita theory is untenable. The fact is that the first cognition
wrongly asserts the identity of 'this' and 'silver' and the second
one rectifies the mistake by denying the identity; and this is exactly
what the theory of viparitakhyäti says.61
3.11.4. Akhyätiväda
Prabhäkara as a staunch believer in the Mimämsä doctrine
of self-validity of knowledge reduces all error and doubt to
simply an absence of knowledge. He asserts that all experience
is valid. ''It is strange indeed how a cognition can apprehend
an object and yet be invalid."62 Now if all apprehension is valid,
whence do we havethedistinctionof valid and invalid knowledge?
Prabhäkara says that so far as the element of apprehension is concerned all the so-called invalid cognitions are valid, while the
61.
62.
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element that is invalid is no apprehension at all. An illusion is
not a unitary cognition but a composite of two cognitions whose
distinction is not apprehended. Illusion is not a positive misapprehension but a negative non-apprehension. When we fall a
victim to illusion and are misguided by it, the error on our part
is not an error of commission but an error of omission. The
error occurs not because we misapprehend reality but because
we fail to apprehend and thus we miss some relevant feature of
reality.
Prabbäkara's theory of illusion is called akhyätiväda because it
interprets illusion as the absence of khyäti or knowledge. Prabhäkara like the Advaitinholds that the object of a cognition is
that alone which is manifested by it. In the illusion cthis is silver'
what is manifested is the silver; so its object is the silver and
not the nacre as the viparitakhyätivädin says. Thus the theory
that it manifests an object, the nacre, as a different object, the
silver, is disproved by experience.
How can a thing appear in the form of another thing? What
happens in the illusion of silver is that a piece of nacre is apprehended generically, while its specific features that distinguish it
from a piece of silver, are not apprehended due to their suppression, and then the memory image of silver is suggested to the
mind by similarity while the character of its being a memory
image is forgotten on account of some weakness. Thus the object
of recollection, viz., the silver, is not distinguished from thenacre,
and consequently the illusion of silver takes place. The silver is
represented and the nacre is presented, but they are not discriminated from each other. Thus the illusion is nothing but an
absence of discrimination (vivekägraha). This is why Prabhäkara's
theory is called vivekäkhyäti. The cause of jthe non-discrimination
is the obscuration of memory {smrtipramosa). The object of
memory belongs to the past; it is always referred to as 'that'
in contrast with the object of perception which is referred to as
'this,' but when it is stripped of 'that-ness' (pramustatattäka) the
memory becomes obscured.
But why should it be called memory when it is not recognized
as such? Sälikanätha says that the silver is neither perceived nor
inferred, because neither there is a contact of the eye with silver
nor there is a mark (lifiga) of the presence of silver. Thus by the
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method of elimination it is concluded that the silver is remembered. Due to non-discrimination the illusory cognition of
silver appears as similar to the cognition of real silver, and this
prompts some practical activity which is similar to that
prompted by the real silver. Consequently one bends down to
pick up the 'silver' and is disappointed to find merely a piece of
nacre. Then it is realized that 'this' is not silver. The part of the
illusory experience that is sublated thus by the subsequent
volitional experience is the element of memory, the'silver,' while
the presented element 'this' is not sublated.
In a dream the memory images of past experience are revived
by some unseen agency (adrstakäranä) and they appear like
apprehension because the fact that they are recollected is
forgotten.
In the illusion of a yellow conch there are really two cognitions,
one apprehending the yellowness of the bile residing in the eye
without apprehending the substance, the bile, and the other
apprehending the substance of the conch without apprehending
its whiteness. Then, because a substance and a quality always
stand in mutual expectancy (äkähksä), the two apprehensions
cannot remain unrelated, and consequently the manifestation
appears as similar to the manifestation of a real yellow conch.
In the illusion of the double moon the rays issuing from the
two eyes give rise to two different apprehensions of the moon
which is one and the illusion persists in spite of the fact that the
oneness of the moon is not forgotten. This is not a case of
memory-obscuration. Here as in the 'yellow conch' illusion there
is a non-discrimination between two apprehensions and not between one apprehension and one memory image as in nacre-silver
illusion.
In all these illusions the non-discrimination is caused by defects.
Defects simply disturb the normal functioning of a cause; they
cannot give rise to a different effect. A defective seed of wheat
results either in a deficient growth or in no growth, but it cannot
produce a barley-plant. Similarly, the defects of the senses produce
either an incomplete cognition of the nacre or no cognition, but
they cannot produce the cognition of an entirely different object,
viz., the silver, as the viparitakhyätivädin supposes.63
63.
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Sucaritamisra criticizes Prabhäkara's view as follows: Prabhäkara says that illusion is not one psychosis but a composite
psychosis consisting of a perception and a memory, which in
their individual capacity are true. But then an illusion ceases
to be invalid. Prabhäkara disregards the universally accepted
view of people that illusion is a single psychosis aad definitely
false. Prabhäkara's view that error consists in the non-apprehension of difference (bhedägrahä) is not supported by Sahara
whom he professes to follow. Sahara has declared in the most
unambiguous terms that error consists in a positively false cognition and is due to some defects in the source.64 He has never
mentioned non-apprehension as a cause of error. Moreover what
is this non-apprehension? Prabhäkara cannot say that it is the
negation of apprehension, because he does not accept the reality
of negation. Memory which does not appear as memory cannot
be equivalent to non-apprehension and consequently the cause
of illusion, because memory is correct so far as it reveals an
object while illusion is not correct but false. Moreover, when I
remember something and fail to be conscious of the fact that I
am remembering it, the mistake lies in the memory and not in
the perception of 'this'. The remembered silver is different from
the perceived 'this'. How can a mistake pertaining to one thing
falsify a perception of a different thing? The failure of memory
cannot convert the perception of one thing, the nacre, into that
of a different thing, the silver. Again, in the illusion 'this is
silver' 'this' is perceived and 'silver' is remembered according to
Prabhäkara; but why should a man, however desirous of silver
he may be, bend down to pick up 'this'? Unless the man knows
'this' to be silver he cannot be prompted to possess 'this'. If mere
non-discrimination can prompt him to pick up, he can be
prompted to pick up a lump of clay too. The lapse of the memory
of silver is supposed to be the cause of non-discrimination; but
the lapse of memory remains the same even if there be a lump of
clay in the place of the nacre. So he must pick up the lump of
clay as he picks up the nacre. If Prabhäkara accepts that the
nacre is perceived as silver in order to explain the practical activity
64.
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consequent upon the illusion, then he accepts viparitakhyäti.
The similarity of 'this' with silver cannot be the cause of the
practical activity. If a man can pick up nacre due to its similarity
with silver, then he can also milk a gavaya, knowing that it is
similar to a cow. The sublating consciousness appears in the
form 'this is not silver,' by which silver-ness is denied of 'this'.
A denial presupposes an affirmation. But if the silver is independently remembered as Prabhäkara says, the subsequent
denial becomes meaningless. As a matter of fact in 'this is silver'
'this' is identified with 'silver' and it is a positive experience like
the experience of real silver.65
Prabhäkara's theory is contradicted by experience. We do not
perceive any difference between an illusory silver and a real one
so long as the illusion persists. The illusion of silver is taken to
be as real and valid as the perception of real silver so long as
the mistake is not detected. Illusion does not appear to be a
negative non-apprehension of difference (bhedägraha) but a
positive apprehension of non-difference or identity (abhedagraha).
It is this positive character of illusion that urges one to act. We
are not conscious of two cognitions in illusion, but of numerically one cognition only. If one does not see 'this' and 'silver'
as identical, then prior to the appearance of the sublating consciousness he should be able to apprehend their difference.
Moreover, if one who covets silver should fetch the silver thinking that he ought to do so when actually he ought not to do so,
then it is viparitakhyäti, because that which is not to be done
appears as that which is to be done. If it does not appear as that
which is to be done, then he will not at all try to fetch it.66
3.12.

Conclusion

Comparing the different theories of illusion we find that everyone of them is deficient in one or more respects. The asatkhyäti
theory, finding that the object that is perceived in illusion is not
actually present in the place where it is observed, draws
the exaggerated conclusion that it is absolutely non-existent.
The ätmakhyäti theory asserts that there exists something
corresponding to the illusory object, but it is not an objective
65. KK on SV, 5. 19.
66. SD, p. 59.
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fact: it is a subjective idea that wrongly appears as an objective
fact in illusion. This theory is wrong in holding that the illusory object has no objective basis and that it is purely a creation
of mind. It fails to explain the perceptual character of illusion.
The anirvacaniyakhyäti theory tries to explain the perceptual
character of illusion by assuming the temporary production of a
real object corresponding to illusion; but it misses the fact that
illusion is a false cognition. The akhyäti theory offers a good
psychological analysis of illusion and it is right in pointing out
that in illusion there is some objective fact which is viewed incompletely and there is the memory image revived due to similarity; but it fails to explain how the memory image is synthesized
or fused with the given fact. In fact it denies that there
is any synthesis at all and it also denies the falsity of
illusion, thereby explaining away a fact of experience. The
Nyäya theory of viparitakhyäti is more satisfactory except that it
makes the unintelligible assumption of an extra-normal sensecontact in order to explain the perceptual character of illusion.
Like the Vedänta theory it introduces an extraordinary factor in
its account of illusion. While, according to the Vedänta, the
object of illusion is extraordinary, according to the Nyäya the
sense-functioning is extraordinary. The Bhätta theory is right in
rejecting the assumption of an extraordinary factor and in holding
that illusion has an objective basis; but it too fails to explain the
perceptual character of the illusory object.

CHAPTER

IV

TESTS OF T R U T H A N D E R R O R

It has been observed that the Bhätta distinguishes between
validity and truth. Validity includes truth, novelty and certitude.
Truth is the correspondence of a subjective content with an objective fact. Error or falsehood is the absence of correspondence
between them. Our cognitions are expressed in the form of judgments. A judgment relates a subject with a predicate. The nature
of negative judgment will be discussed in the chapter on negation.
An affirmative judgment asserts the identity of a subject with a
predicate. If the asserted identity between the subject and predicate elements is real the judgment is true, but if it is unreal it
is false. In the previous chapter the Bhätta definition of validity
was discussed and now our concern is the ascertainment of
validity. So far as the novelty and certitude of a valid cognition are concerned there is no difficulty in their ascertainment.
Certitude is a subjective feeling of the cognizer that may or may
not accompany his cognition and it is immediately known whenever it is present. Novelty is always known through anupalabdhi
or non-apprehension of the apprehensible. There appears a
feeling of unfamiliarity or strangeness when some new thing is
cognized. It is the truth of a cognition whose ascertainment is
more important. How is truth of a cognition known? It is a
question whose answer given by different theorists varies widely.
How can we know that a cognition is true? What is the test or
criterion of truth? Anything which enables us to decide whether
a cognition is true or false may be called the test or criterion of
truth. Truth is defined as correspondence; but how can we discover this correspondence? We cannot directly know that a
cognition corresponds with a fact, because we cannot know a
fact otherwise than through cognition. We discover the correspondence between a face and its photograph because we know
them independently of each other. But we cannot know a fact
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independently of cognition. Hence their correspondence can be
known only indirectly. With the question of the knowledge
(jnapti) of truth there is also the question of the genesis (utpatti)
of truth. Now we have to see what the Bhätta view about the
genesis and ascertainment of truth is and on what grounds the
rival theories are rejected.
Mädhaväcärya summarizes the various Indian views in the
following verse:
Pramänatväpramänatve svatah sämkhyäh samäsritäh /
Naiyäyikäste paratah saugatäscaramam svatah—//
Prathamam paratafy prähuh, prämänyam, vedavädinahj
Pramänatvam svatah prähuh paratascäpramänatämjl

(SDS, Jaimini Darsana, vv. 10-11)
"The Sänkhyas hold that both truth and error are intrinsic,
the Naiyäyikas that both these are extrinsic; the Bauddhas say
that the latter is intrinsic while the former, truth, is extrinsic;
the followers of the Veda (i.e. the Mimämsakas) say that truth is
intrinsic and error extrinsic."
4.1. The Sähkhya Theory
The Sänkhya theory of intrinsic truth and error is based on
the view that an effect pre-exists in its cause (satkäryavädä). That
which is absolutely non-existent, e.g., the hare's horn, cannot
be produced. Therefore, that which is produced must have preexistence. There is observed a fixed relation between a material
cause, e.g., clay, and its effect, e.g., a pot. Whoever wishes to have
a pot can have it out of clay alone. A pot cannot be produced
from yarns and a cloth cannot be produced from clay. If a pot
were absolutely non-existent prior to its production we could
bring it about from yarns as well, because in that case there
would be no difference between clay and yarns. Hence it must be
accepted that a pot exists in a latent form in clay alone and the
operation of an agent consists in actualizing or manifesting this
form.
What is generally called production (utpatti) is a variety of
manifestation (abhivyakti). When a pot existing in its full form
is hidden by darkness, it is said to be manifested by the action
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of light which removes the veil of darkness. When a pot existing
in a potential form is hidden by another form of clay it is said to
be produced by the action of an agent who removes that form
of clay which veils the form of the pot. There is no essential
difference between the two actions, as both remove an obstruction.
Therefore, an effect already exists in its material cause and that
which does not so exist can never be accomplished. Thus truth
and error are inherent in knowledge. They cannot be brought
about by any extraneous means. Truth and error depend on the
same causes which produce knowledge and not on any additional
factor, e.g., merit or demerit, and they are revealed by knowledge
itself. We need not go beyond knowledge for the ascertainment
of its truth and falsehood.1
The Sänkhya theory is based on a wrong view of causation.
The view that an effect pre-exists in its material cause is contradicted by non-apprehension (anupalabdhi). We never perceive a
pot in clay prior to its production. The restriction that a pot
can be produced from clay alone and not from any other thing
is quite explicable on the ground of difference in potency (saktibheda). The potency of producing a pot exists in clay alone and
not in yarns and other things. This potency is subtle and supersensible. It cannot be directly observed through sense-organs.
Its existence is known through presumption (arthäpatti). The
Sänkhya says that the form of a pot is veiled by the form of clay
and hence, though it is not open to direct observation, it cannot be said to be non-existent on that account. But what does
the Sänkhya mean by the form of clay that is supposed to veil
the form of a pot? If the genus 'clay-ness' (mrttvajäti) is meant,
then, as it persists in all the modifications of clay, the pot-form
will ever remain veiled or unmanifested. If by clay-form is meant
a former arrangement of the parts of a lump of day (präcyo
mrtpindasannivesah), then does it not continue when the potform is manifested? The Sänkhya maintains that nothing can be
destroyed just as nothing can be produced. Accordingly the
particular arrangement of the parts of a lump of clay can never
be destroyed and consequently the pot-form will ever remain
veiled. The Sänkhya says that there can be no distinction among
1. KK on SV, 2.34.
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a material cause, e.g., clay, an efficient cause, e.g., a potter, and
a non-inherent (asamaväyi) cause, e.g., the colour of clay otherwise than on the supposition that an effect pre-exists in its material
cause. But this can be explained on the ground of difference in
potency. Not everything indiscriminately can undergo a particular
modification. Clay alone possesses the potency of being modified
into a pot-form, while the efficient cause, viz., the potter, can
assist only by manipulating a lump of clay from outside—he
cannot enter, materially into the effect, viz., the pot. Hence a
pot cannot exist prior to its production and when it is produced
we definitely recognize that it was non-existent formerly. Thus
the theory of satkäryaväda, being contrary to facts, cannot be
the basis of the intrinsicality (svatastva) of truth and error.2
Truth and error are two mutually contradictory properties.
They cannot reside simultaneously in a cognition, just as heat
and cold cannot reside simultaneously in water. Water in its
natural form is cold and it acquires heat when it has contact with
fire. Similarly, a cognition must have only one form naturally
belonging to it and the other form must be accidentally produced
in it by some extraneous cause; but it can never be supposed to
possess two opposite forms, viz., truth and error, inherently belonging to it. The Sänkhya can say that some cognition is inherently true and some inherently false and thus he can avoid
self-contradiction. Butthenit becomes difficult to ascertain which
cognition is true and which false. None can be sure of the truth
or falsehood of a cognition as soon as it is born. Two individual cognitions, one inherently true and another inherently false,
possess in common the property of being a cognition and hence
their difference cannot be discerned unless some external indicator is noticed to be present in one and absent from the other.
If such an indicator is not recognized, there will be suspension of
judgment and consequently all practical activity will be arrested.
If some external criterion is resorted to in the discrimination of
truth from falsehood, then truth and falsehood cease to be inherent and self-evident and thus the Sänkhya has to give up his
cherished tenet. If truth and falsehood could be known independently of all extraneous considerations, none would suffer from
2.
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doubt regarding the real character of a cognition. Therefore the
Sänkhya view is wrong.3
4.2. The Nyäya Theory
In opposition to the Sänkhya the Naiyäyika maintains that
truth and falsehood both are extrinsic to knowledge in respect
of genesis as well as of ascertainment. The Nyäya theory receives
a brief treatment in the Slokavärtika and its commentaries in
which the chief rival is the Buddhist. The Nyäya theory coincides partly with the Buddhist (in respect of the extrinsic nature
of truth) and partly with the Bhätta (in respect of the extrinsic
nature of falsehood). Hence the Bhätta arguments against the
Buddhist theory of extrinsic truth are applicable to the Nyäya
theory too. Below is given Jayanta's account of the Nyäya
theory.4
Truth and falsehood are specific qualities of cognition. A
cognition is the manifestation of some object, which depends
on certain causal conditions, e.g., the operation of sense-organs»
Now, while object-manifestation is produced by certain general
conditions, truth and falsehood, which are specific features of
object-manifestation, must be produced by some specific features
of the general conditions. The specific features responsible for
the production of truth and falsehood are the merits (guna) and
demerits (dosa) of the conditions of knowledge respectively.
Merits and demerits are additional features in the cause of
cognition, which add the qualities of truth and falsehood respectively in cognition. Hence truth and falsehood are not intrinsic or natural but extrinsic or adventitious.
Merits and demerits are positive features. Merit is not merely
an absence of demerit, nor is demerit a mere absence of merit.
It is easy to know from the science of medicine what the merits
and demerits of sense-organs are. Even a man with healthy
sense-organs acquires certain excellences in them by the use of
certain medicines and these excellences are their merits. Diseases,
e.g., jaundice, are the demerits of sense-organs.
It is said that effects depend on their causes for their birth but
they produce their effects independently of their causes, and
3. KK and NR on SV, 2. 35-37; NTV, pp. 30-33.
4. NM, pp. 170-74.
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hence a cognition depends for its birth on the operation of the
senses but it produces its effect, viz., the manifestation of its
object, independently. Kumärila5 has offered this as a proof of
the intrinsicality of truth. But what, it may be asked, is intended
by this independence? So far as the conditions of a cognition are
concerned their independence in producing the latter is accepted,
but it does not prove that truth is independent of any condition
and so natural, because it has been shown as depending on the
excellences of the senses. And so far as cognition is concerned
the question of its dependence or independence in producing its
effect does not arise, because it has no effect. Manifestation of
object is not an effect of cognition, but is identical with cognition
itself. And if activity in relation to the object revealed to the
cognizer is supposed to be an effect of his cognition, then it
obviously depends on such additional conditions as the desire of
the cognizer etc.
The ascertainment of truth depends on some extraneous
considerations just as its production depends on some extraneous
factors. At the time of the origination of a cognition there is
no knowledge of its truth or falsehood. When the cognition of
a blue object arises, the object is known to be blue; but the truth
of the cognition is not known at that time, and subsequently
when it is known it is not known independently because such
knowledge depends on fruitful activity (pravrttisämarthyä).
Fruitful activity is the test of truth and fruitless activity (pravrttivisaniväda) is the test of falsehood.
But how can, it may be asked, any activity ensue on the cognition of an object unless the cognition is already known as
true? The upholder of the intrinsicaiity of truth says that if the
knowledge of truth is supposed to depend on the knowledge of
successful action there will be mutual dependence (anyonyäsraya),
as successful action will then depend on the knowledge of truth
and the knowledge of truth will depend on successful action, and
again the knowledge of truth will become needless because the
object of cognition has already been attained.
The Nyäya reply is that there is no mutual dependence,
because practical activity with reference to a perceived object
5. SV, 2.48.
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takes place in the absence of the knowledge of truth. When a
man perceives water and approaches it to quench his thirst, it is not
necessary that he must have ascertained the truth of his perception before proceeding towards it. What prompts him to act is
his spontaneous or instinctive belief in the reality of the object
of his perception. Whether his belief is justified or not is a
different question which is decided by ascertaining the truth of
the perception. The case of our knowledge of objects which are
not directly perceived is different. There practical activity follows
from mere doubt, and if it is found successful the corresponding
cognition is judged to be true. Our knowledge of such unseen
objects as God, heaven etc., cannot be directly verified, yet we
can ascertain its truth by the application of such tests as we
might have derived from the verification of our knowledge of
perceived objects. The ascertainment of the truth of our knowledge of perceived objects by successful activity, though useless
in itself, has the value of giving us a knowledge of the means
which distinguishes truth from falsehood and which we can avail
ourselves of in judging the truth of our knowledge of unseen
objects.
The subsequent volitional experience of successful activity is
an external evidence which proves the truth of our cognitions.
But is the knowledge of successful activity, it may be asked,
intrinsically true or does it require verification like the first
cognition of an object? If it is intrinsically true, what is its
superiority over the first cognition on account of the absence of
which the latter is not held to be intrinsically true? If it requires
further verification, then the process of verification will never
come to an end and consequently no truth of any knowledge
will ever be known.
The Naiyäyika answers that verification is not an endless process, because the knowledge of successful activity does not
stand in need of further verification. All knowledge is a means
to some practical end and hence it needs to be tested in order
to attain practical success. The knowledge of the result, on the
other hand, ends in itself, not leading to further result, and
hence there arises no need to test its truth. When practical
success has been achieved one feels no doubt about it, and, because doubt is the motive behind the ascertainment of truth, the
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ascertainment of the truth of volitional experience becomes
motiveless. In the case of the first knowledge of water, for instance, people doubt its truth because such a knowledge is observed to arise even in the absence of water as in the illusion of
mirage. So its truth is to be examined and it is known from
some extraneous evidence, viz., the knowledge of successful
activity. But, as the knowledge of successful activity is never
seen to arise in the absence of successful activity, none entertains
doubt about it, and consequently there is no motive to examine
its truth.
Even when there is a doubt the truth of the experience of
successful activity can be ascertained by its harmony (samvädä)
with further experiences of its object. When water is seen we
expect that it will quench our thirst and if the expected thing
actually happens, i.e., if the cognition leads to a successful action
it is proved to be true and there is no reason for doubting the
truth of the visual cognition of water. If still there remains some
doubt it can be removed by tactual, kinaesthetic and other
experiences. A visual perception of water reveals the form of
water in a general way and if we notice the special features of
water in it by touching, bathing, washing etc. the first visual
perception is verified, because such a series of experiences can
never be possible unless the perceived water is real. It is true
that we sometimes have such a series of experiences in dreams
also. But when we have it during waking state we are fully aware
that we are not dreaming. In a dream there is no consciousness
of the fact that we are dreaming, and so the illusion of volitional
satisfaction cannot be avoided in the state. But in the state of
wakefulness we are perfectly sure that we are waking and not
dreaming and that such a series of experiences cannot arise in
the absence of real water. Thus the truth of the experience of
successful activity, when it is confirmed by other sensory experiences during waking state, can never be doubted.
The truth of volitional experience can be tested in still another
way by examining its antecedent conditions. If even after a
vigorous and careful search we do not find any defect in the
conditions, we can safely believe that our volitional experience
of successful activity is true. The defects of the antecedent conditions that vitiate our knowledge resulting from them are:
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rapid movement of objects as in the case of a firebrand in
motion, similarity of the objects of knowledge to other objects
as in the case of a shell, dimness of light, drowsiness of mind,
an acute feeling of hunger, thirst, tiredness etc., the diseases of
the sense-organs and so on. If such defects are absent our
knowledge of successful activity cannot but be true.
It may be asked: why should we not examine the conditions
of the first knowledge of an object in this way instead of
examining the conditions of subsequent practical experience ?
The answer is that we can certainly do so if we choose, but it
does not prove the theory of intrinsic truth, nor does it disprove
the theory of extrinsic truth. If we ascertain the truth of our first
perception of water on the ground of the absence of any vitiating
factor in the antecedent conditions, we appeal to an extraneous
test, and hence in this case too truth is known extrinsically. But
ordinarily people are not interested in the examination of the
conditions of their first perceptions. What they are interested in
is the attainment of expected results from their first perceptions,
and when there is actual attainment of such results the truth
of the first perceptions becomes evident. But if there is any
doubt the conditions giving rise to subsequent volitional
experience are examined by people and not those which give rise
to first perceptions. Thus a knowledge of successful activity
resulting from a cognition is the test of the truth of that cognition and in the same way a knowledge of disappointment or
practical failure (pravrttivisamväda) is the test of falsehood, and
both these tests are extraneous to the conditions that give rise
to knowledge. Knowledge by itself is neutral, i.e., is not known
to be true or false. If it could be possible there would be no
disappointment in practical activities. Truth and falsehood are
not self-evident; they are always known through inference.
There are some cases of knowledge whose truth appears to be
self-evident. The knowledge of familiar objects, e.g., my house,
my body etc., is known as true immediately at the time when it
arises and we do not feel the need of verifying it by successful
activity. Is, then, such knowledge intrinsically true? The Naiyäyika replies that the knowledge of truth in such cases is conditioned by familiarity and that it is not self-evident though it
arises quickly. The truth of the knowledge of a new object is as-
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certained on the ground of practical success to which it leads if
it is true. When a new object is cognized repeatedly it becomes
familiar and we need not test the truth of its cognition on subsequent occasions in the same way as when it was new. Truth in
such cases is known through inference based on familiarity and
not on successful activity.
Kumärila and his followers reject the theory of extrinsic truth
and falsehood. If truth or falsehood is not natural to knowledge
but super-added to it by excellences or deficiencies of the causal
conditions, then it would follow that knowledge is characterless
(nissvabhävä) at the time of its birth. But a knowledge which is
neither true nor false is an impossibility. Either truth or falsehood must be natural or inherent in knowledge. Again if the
ascertainment of truth and falsehood of knowledge is supposed
to depend on inference which takes place at a later time, knowledge will lack certitude prior to the application of the test of
truth and hence there will never be any practical activity immediately after knowledge, which is obviously against common
experience. No activity is seen to follow from a doubtful knowledge. And if the Naiyäyika maintains that successful activity
from a neutral or doubtful knowledge is possible, then he contradicts the very first aphorism of the Nyäya Sütra which says that
a study of pramäna-s is undertaken because it is only through
valid knowledge that the useful is attained and the harmful is
shunned.6
4.3. The Buddhist Theory
The Buddhist maintains that falsehood is inherent in all knowledge while truth is extraneous. A mere appearance of knowledge does not guarantee its truth. It is a matter of common
experience that the knowledge of an object arises sometimes
when the object is not actually present and sometimes when it is
actually present. The knowledge of silver, for instance, arises
when there is actually silver and sometimes when there is no
silver but some other object resembling sliver such as a piece of
nacre. Therefore, it is precarious to say that silver is actually
present simply on the ground that its knowledge has appeared.
6. KK and NR on SV, 2.35-36.
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Hence the truth of knowledge cannot be ascertained by the
knowledge itself.
Truth can be ascertained only when it is seen that knowledge
leads to successful activity. Successful activity is the result of true
knowledge and the truth of the latter is inferred from the
former. When a jar is cognized the cognition by itself does not
give the assurance that the jar is actually present. But when later
on we approach the object and find that we can fetch water in it
or cook food, then it is ascertained that the cognition was truly
of a jar. Again, even when there is no knowledge of practical
success truth can also be ascertained by the subsequent knowledge that the cause of the knowledge possesses excellence
(gunavatkäranajnäna), or by knowing that the knowledge agrees
with another knowledge of the same object (jnänäntarasamväda).
So the truth of a knowledge is determined by some other knowledge and not by the same knowledge because knowledge by itself is always doubtful, on which account falsehood is inherent in
it. All cognitions lack certitude at the time of their origin.
Absence of truth is their inherent characteristic.
From the point of view of genesis too falsehood is natural and
truth is adventitious. Falsehood is nothing but an absence or
negation of truth. Falsehood is a non-entity (avastu), and just as
a hare's horn, which is a non-entity, cannot be produced by
anything, so falsehood too cannot be produced by anything. The
Mimämsaka view that falsehood is generated by the defects of
the cause of knowledge is wrong, because that which is a nonentity cannot have a cause for its origin. A non-entity has no
origin and hence it is causeless. Therefore, falsehood is present
in knowledge from the very beginning, while truth, being a
positive entity (vastu) like a jar, is produced in knowledge extraneously by a cause, viz., the presence of merits in the source, just
as ajar is produced by such causes as clay, a potter etc.
By merit or excellence is meant purity (visuddhi) of the senseorgans and other sources of knowledge. When the three dhätus
residing in the sense-organs are in a state of equilibrium {sämyä)
the sense-organs are said to be pure and then they generate
truth in the knowledge derived from them. If truth were natural
to knowledge, who could deny the truth of dream-cognitions? So
it is falsehood that is natural and it is not generated by defects.
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Even when falsehood is seen to follow from defects of the source,
as when the cognition of a yellow conch is seen to arise from
jaundice, it is not actually the defects that cause falsehood. What
happens in such cases is that defects being present merits disappear; consequently truth cannot be produced and thus falsehood which is inherent persists in cognition. Defects or dements
include those belonging to thecognizer, e.g., jaundice and those
belonging to objects, e.g., minuteness, distance etc. Excellences
or merits are: healthiness of sense-organs, reliability of a person,
nearness of an object and so on. Defects are not active in producing falsehood. Their function is merely to remove merits.
Merits alone are the direct cause of truth, and in their absence—
which is seen in two ways, viz., when demerits are present, and
when either the substratum (äsraya) of merits is absent, as in the
case of the Vedas which are supposed by the Mimämsaka to be
authorless, or it is not functioning as in the case of dreams when
sense-organs stop their operations—there is no production of
truth. It is an error on the part of the Mimämsakas to suppose
that falsehood is caused by demerits. The fact is that dements
merely remove merits. A further proof of the fact that falsehood
is not produced by demerits is found in the case of non-cognition
{ajMna). The Mimämsaka cites positive and negative concomitance (anvayavyatireka) between demerits and falsehood as the
proof of the former being the cause of the latter. But this is
wrong, because this concomitance, though true in the case of
illusion and doubt, fails in the case of non-cognition which is
accepted as false and at the same time as not depending on demerits but solely on the absence of the cause of cognition
(jiiänakäranäbhävamätram). Therefore, the right conclusion that
is forced upon us is that falsehood is uncaused and natural while
truth is caused and adventitious.7
Criticising the Buddhist view Pärthasärathi says that falsehood
is not merely an absence of truth. The Buddhist view that falsehood is a non-entity and hence not produced by any cause is based
on a wrong conception of falsehood. Falsehood is not prior
negation of certitude (niscayaprägabhävd) as the Buddhist seems
to hold. It is true that prior negation of something is uncaused
7. SV, 2. 38-45; KK and NR on ibid.
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and the view that falsehood is uncaused might have been true if
falsehood were merely prior negation of certitude. In the case of
an illusion, e.g., that of silver in shell, which is a form of false
knowledge, the perceiver is as confident of the presence of silver
as in the case of real silver. False knowledge is positive in
character. It represents something as a different thing due to
certain vitiating factors (äosanimittatvädayathärthatvasya), and
this is known from positive and negative concomitance. The
knowledge which is doubtful in its very origin also is known to
arise from certain defects. As for non-cognition, it is obviously
due to the absence of causes which give rise to cognition. But
that which is true in the case of non-cognition need not be true
in the case of illusion and doubt. Therefore, falsehood is not
uncaused and natural, but is caused by defects or vitiating
conditions. 8
The Buddhist says that truth is caused by excellences and
where there are no excellences there is no truth. But if it were
true, there could be no iota of truth in the cognition of a white
conch as yellow or in that of a shell as silver, which is produced
by the visual sense devoid of excellences. In the cognition of a
yellow conch the element of conchness is true, thoughyellowness
is false. In the illusion of silver in shell too the cognition is true
in respect of such general features as brightness, a triangular
shape etc. The elements of truth in the aforesaid cognitions are
evidently caused not by excellences, for there are no excellences,
but by merely the conditions of knowledge (jnänakärananimittameva). Moreover, it is the purity of the sense-organs etc.,
that is meant when the Buddhist talks of excellences. But if this
be so, then excellences become equivalent to absence of blemishes
(dosäbhäva); and the Mimämsaka is not opposed to this view,
because it does not interfere with the truth of the Veda. The Veda
has no author and so the question of the presence of blemishes
in its source does not arise. In fact truth is not caused by the
presence of excellences or the absence of blemishes in the generating conditions of knowledge, but it is natural or intrinsic to
knowledge. Wherever excellences are seen in the cause of knowledge they are not directly operative in producing truth. They
8. NRM, p. 38.
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merely serve as a means of removing blemishes {dosaniräkaranaupäyikatayä). The presence of blemishes interferes in the production of true knowledge. But when they are expelled by the presence of excellences they cannot offer any interference. Excellences are not directly the cause of truth.9
Thus when it is not established that truth depends on the
excellences or soundness of the source of knowledge, the inference of truth from excellences has no justification. The Buddhist contention that all knowledge is known to be false at the
time of its origin because falsehood depends on the conditions
that give rise to knowledge, cannot be supported. If knowledge
is inherently false and immediately known to be false, illusion
and disappointment cannot be explained. If a shell is perceived
as silver and we immediately know that it is not silver, as we
should know according to the Buddhist theory, then our moving
and approaching the 'silver5 and the subsequent corrective
knowledge that it is not silver become inexplicable. On the
contrary, even such a false knowledge is accepted to be true at
the time of its origin, and this fact shows that knowledge is
known to be true intrinsically, while falsehood is a later discovery depending on conditions extraneous to the conditions of
knowledge.10
The Buddhist may say that knowledge is not known to be
positively false at the moment of its origin but that so long as
its truth is not ascertained we remain in doubt about its real
character and as doubt is a form of invalid knowledge all knowledge must be invalid intrinsically. But this scepticism is quite
unfounded and logically it can never be terminated. To say that
the knowledge of truth depends on the knowledge of the soundness of its source is beset with difficulties which know no end.
If the truth of a cognition is not self-established the truth of the
cognition of the soundness of its source is equally non-established by itself. To ascertain the truth of the former we have to ascertain the truth of the latter which again is to be ascertained
extraneously in the same way and so on without coming to any

9. NR and KK on SV, 2. 47-48.
10. NTV.p. 35.
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end of the process. Thus scepticism about the first cognition
will never be removed.11
As the knowledge of the soundness of generating conditions
cannot establish the truth of a cognition, so the knowledge of
successful activity too is incompetent for that purpose. If the
cognition of a jar is supposed to be unable to establish its own
truth on the ground that such a cognition is seen to arise even in
the absence of a jar, then the cognition of successful activity too
is unable to establish its own truth on the same ground, i.e., on
the ground that it too is seen to arise even when actually there is
no successful activity, as in dreams. Consequently, when the
knowledge of successful activity itself is not ascertained to be
true, how can it prove the truth of the knowledge of a jar? And
even if it be granted that the knowledge of successful activity is
true by itself, how can it prove the truth of the knowledge of a
jar? The knowledge of a jar is as different from the knowledge of
successful activity as from the knowledge of a piece of cloth.
'This is a jar' and 'I bring water in a jar' assert quite different
things. So how can the latter prove that the former is true? Let
this question be left for some later time and let us take up the
first again. It will be said that though the knowledge of successful activity does not by itself certify its truth, yet the feeling of
pleasure or satisfaction that accompanies successful activity
proves its truth. The feeling of pleasure is never known to arise
in the absence of pleasure; therefore, the knowledge of pleasure
is self-valid. If a knowledge, e.g., of a jar, is true, the activity to
which it leads must be successful and if an activity is successful
it must result in a feeling of pleasure. As the knowledge of
pleasure cannot deceive us it proves the truth of the knowledge
of successful activity which in turn proves the truth of the knowledge that prompted the activity. This contention of the Buddhist too is wrong. It is true that the knowledge of pleasure can
arise only when pleasure is actually felt and not otherwise and
hence it is self-valid. But from the knowledge of pleasure the
truth of the knowledge in question cannot be determined, because in dreams, hypnosis etc. it is seen that pleasure may arise
from purely imaginary objects.12
11. SD, p. 2.
12. NRM, p. 37.
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The same reasoning holds in case if agreement with some
other knowledge {jnänäntarasaniväda) is supposed to be the test
of truth. The other knowledge with which agreement of a certain knowledge is sought may be either of the same kind or of a
different kind; it may be homogeneous(sajätiya) or heterogeneous
(vijätiyä). The subsequent visual cognitions of a jar, for instance,
arising in the same person or in different persons are all homogeneous with its present visual cognition, while its tactual cognition, inferential cognition and the cognition derived from a
reliable person are all heterogeneous to its present visual cognition. Now whatever the knowledge with which agreement is
sought may be, the difficulty of infinite regress cannot be avoided by the upholder of the extrinsicality of truth, because none of
the subsequent cognitions of the same thing can be supposed to
be intrinsically true. When the subsequent cognitions are homogeneous with the first one, they do not differ from the first;
hence one possessing no superiority over others, all must be
equally true, false or doubtful. Again, heterogeneous cognitions
of a thing reveal different aspects of it and consequently there
cannot be a real agreement among them. A visual perception of
ajar cannot be verified by its auditory, tactual and other heterogeneous cognitions, because they reveal respectively the colour,
sound, touch etc., of the jar, which being different cannot
corroborate one another. The qualities perceived by the different
sense-organs are absolutely different and so there cannot be any
agreement among the heterogeneous perceptions of the same
thing. If agreement with a heterogeneous cognition is the sole
test of truth, then my visual perception of a jar which reveals its
colour cannot but be false because the auditory and other perceptions cannot apprehend its colour.13
Thus if knowledge is not known to be true intrinsically, no
extraneous evidence can prove it. Moreover, the intrinsicality of
truth is proved by the very reasoning of the upholder of extrinsicality. It is held that successful activity is the result of true
knowledge and the truth of knowledge, though by itself undetermined, is inferred from the knowledge of successful activity, as
a cause is inferred from its effect. But such an inference cannot
13. SV, 2. 77-81.
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be reliable unless the invariable concomitance between true
knowledge and successful activity has been observed repeatedly.
We infer the presence of fire from the perception of smoke at a
distance on the ground that we have observed smoke and fire
together in the past in a large number of instances and have
never observed a contrary instance. Accordingly one who infers
correctly the truth of a knowledge from successful activity must
somehow have known the truth of a knowledge independently of
the knowledge of successful activity repeatedly on many occasions, which implies that the truth of knowledge is self-evident.14
4.4. The Bhätta Theory
Having examined the views held by others Kumärila concludes
that truth is inherent in all cognitions, because, if it were not so,
it could not be produced by any extraneous condition.15 Umbeka16
distinguishes Kumärila's conception of intrinsicality of truth
from the conceptions of the Sänkhya, Prabhäkara and the
Vedänta and also criticises some wrong interpretations of this
view. The Sänkhya view has already been criticized, Prabhäkara's
view of intrinsicality is that all apprehension is true and knowledge apprehending reality otherwise than it is, is an impossibility,
and thus he closes his eyes to the fact of error. Kumärila, on
the other hand, recognizes error and hence his view of intrinsicality is different from Prabhäkara's. According to the Advaita
Vedänta all empirical knowledge is true so long as the absolute
truth, viz., the knowledge of Brahman, is not attained. In the
previous chapter it was shown that Kumärila disapproves all
these views and hence his view of intrinsicality is different from
them.
Some say that the properties of an effect have their origin in
the properties of the cause. The sense-organs are the cause of
knowledge and they, being of the nature of absence of knowledge
(abodharüpa), are devoid of cognitive potency (bodhäkhyasakti).
Hence if there were no cognitive potency inherent in knowledge
it could not be produced by the sense-organs. In this view by
14. NRM, p. 37.
15. SV, 2. 47.
16. TT, pp. 48-55.
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prämänya is meant the power of revealing objects, which is
natural to knowledge and by aprämänya is meant the absence of
this power, which can be produced by causes not possessing this
power. Umbeka says that this interpretation of Kumärila's view
is wrong. This view makes truth intrinsic on the ground that it
cannot be traced to the cause of knowledge, viz., the senses;
truth is intrinsic because it is causeless. But this is wrong. We
do not find massiveness belonging to a body in the atoms that
are the cause of the body; but this does not imply that massiveness is causeless.
Others say that prämänya is the power of producing discernment (paricchedotpädikä saktib) and this belongs to cognition
naturally. Cognitions are momentary and if the said power were
not inherent in them it could never be produced. It cannot be
produced before a cognition comes into being just as a picture
cannot be produced before the canvas on which it is painted
comes into being. It cannot be produced simultaneously with
the origination of a cognition just as a picture cannot be
produced simultaneously with the production of the canvas. It
cannot be produced after a cognition is produced, because a
cognition, being momentary, cannot stay till the said power is
produced. Therefore, the power of producing discernment is not
an effect at all but a natural possession of cognitions. This
interpretation too is wrong because the opposite power of producing non-discernment too will be natural on the same ground,
which cannot be Kumärila's view.
Umbeka gives his own interpretation as follows: Prämänya
consists in the property of a pramäna or means of knowledge,
e.g., perception, by virtue of which it reveals an object as it
really exists (arthävisamväditva) and it is produced by the same
conditions which give rise to a pramäna. The natural form
(svarüpa) of the causes produces truth in knowledge without
depending on such additional factors as merits. We do not find
any merits in the sense-organs. There is no direct or indirect
proof of their existence. They are neither directly perceived nor
is there any sign from which they could be inferred. The medicines whose application is supposed to produce merits in the
sense-organs do nothing but expel the blemishes that may vitiate
them. Falsehood of knowledge, on the other hand, is caused by
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blemishes or defects which are extraneous to the natural form of
sense-organs. Defects, though they are invisible, are presumed to
explain falsehood.
It may be objected that falsehood cannot be traced solely to
the presence of defects in the generating conditions of knowledge, because where there is presence of defects there is absence
of excellences too and hence it is not proper to hold only one of
them to be responsible for producing [falsehood. The reply is
that falsehood is not merely negation of truth but positive in
character and hence it must be caused by some positive factor
actively producing a misapprehension of things and such a
positive factor can be no other than a defect.17
Pärthasärathi draws attention to one possible misinterpretation of svatah-prämänya and paratah-aprämänya. Svatastva or
intrinsicality of truth does not imply that all knowledge is born
true, and paratastva or extrinsicality of falsehood does not imply
that knowledge born true is made false by such extraneous conditions as the subsequent appearance of a contradicting knowledge (bädhakajnäna) etc. Truth and falsehood are produced in
true and false knowledge respectively simultaneously with the
production of knowledge. They are properties of knowledge and
are present from the very beginning. It is not true to say that
truth is born with knowledge and falsehood is added to it subsequently. Falsehood is produced by some vitiating factors, but
the vitiating factors are present from the very beginning. When
silver is falsely perceived in shell falsehood characterizes the
perception from the very moment of its origin, though the consciousness of falsehood does not arise at that time. The true
knowledge of shell that arises later on does not produce falsehood in the first perception of it as silver. The falsehood was
already there, but it was not known till the appearance of the
sublating consciousness.18 Thus truth is intrinsic in the sense
that it is produced by the natural causes of knowledge and falsehood is extrinsic in the sense that it is produced by some additional factor vitiating the natural causes.
17.
18.

NRM, p. 38.
^T f^ Spfcft
NRM, p. 31.
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The next question is: How are truth and falsehood known?
Kumärila says:
Tasmät bodhätmakatvena präptä buddheh pramänatäj
Arthänyathätvahetütthadosajnänädapodyate 11 SV. 2. 53
The truth, therefore, of knowledge is known through the mere
fact of its being of the nature of knowledge and it is set aside
(in the form 'this is not so') by the knowledge of the object as
being of a different nature or by the recognition of discrepancies in the source.
Knowledge is spontaneously known to be true. All knowledge excluding doubt brings with it the conviction of its truth.
As soon as knowledge of something is born it is believed to be
true without standing in need of verification. It is this spontaneous belief in the reality of the object revealed by knowledge
that prompts us to act in a particular way with reference to it.
It may be said that if the truth of knowledge is known by itself
at the time of its birth and no other knowledge is required for
that purpose, then a knowledge which is not known to be true
by itself at the time may be rejected as false, and thus, just as we
need no external criterion for judging truth, so we need none for
judging falsehood, the conclusion being that truth and falsehood
both are known intrinsically. This objection implies an intuitive
knowledge of truth and falsehood and it is rejected on the
ground that not only a true knowledge is known to be true by
itself, but even a false knowledge, e.g., that of silver in shell, is
known as true by itself All cognitions without any discrimination
are believed as true by themselves, though some of them may
actually be false.19 The illusion of silver in shell is taken to be
true at the time of its origin, but the consciousness that it is an
illusion appears only subsequently. A false cognition does not
advertise its falsehood and hence at the time it is as good as a
true cognition. But when the falsehood of a false cognition is
known it is invariably known through a second cognition. "Even
a false cognition by itself points out the reality of its object and
19. NRM, p. 34.
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it would not cease to do so unless its falsehood were detected
by another means".20 A cognition always appears in the form
'this is P\ But the fact that 'this is not P' (arthänyathäbhäva),
i.e., the falsehood of a cognition, is not revealed by the same
cognition, but by another cognition. Therefore, it is said that the
truth of knowledge is self-evident (svatab) while its falsehood is
evidenced by other means (paratah).
Now, what are those other means by which the falsehood of
a cognition is detected? They are: (1) a contradicting experience
(bädhakapratyaya) and (2) the knowledge of defects in the causes
of a cognition (dogajnäna). When a cognition, e.g., of silver,
appears, we are confident of the real existence of silver. But later
in the course of further exploratory activity: of the senses or
when we manipulate the object, the real character of the perceived object as shell is discovered, the first cognition is directly contradicted in the form 'this is not silver', and thus we become
aware of the error. Sometimes, as in the cognition of a yellow
conch, the defects of the source are of a more or less permanent
nature and not as temporary as in the previous case, and under
such circumstances the real character of the perceived object is
not directly known, So long as one is not aware of the defect or
forgets it for the time being, the cognition is taken to be true;
but later when he becomes aware of the defect he rejects that
part of the cognition as false which he can reasonably trace to
the defect. In the cognition of yellow conch, for instance, he
rejects the yellowness as false when he recognizes that his eyes
are suffering from jaundice, because he knows that the yellowness actually belongs to the bile present in his eyes while the
conch in the state of health was seen as white.
It may be said against this view that when the ascertainment
of falsehood is made to depend on another cognition there will
be infinite regress as on the theory of extrinsicality of truth. The
reply is that mere dependence is not a cause of infinite regress.
Infinite regress occurs when one thing is made to depend on
another thing of the same kind, for example, when the truth of
one cognition is made to depend on the truth of another cognition. Thus if the falsehood of one cognition were known by the
20. SV, 2.85.
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falsehood of another cognition the charge of infinite regress
might have been true. But actually what happens in the present
case is simply that the falsehood of a former cognition is revealed
subsequently by the knowledge of contradiction or of defects
while this subsequent knowledge is self-valid. When falsehood
is thus revealed by a true knowledge there is no need to go on
further and hence there is no infinite regress.21
It may again be asked: How is it that a later knowledge contradicts a previous one and not vice versa? First there appears
the cognition 'this is silver' and then another cognition appears
in the form 'this is not silver'. It is said that the second cognition
falsifies the first, but it may equally well be supposed that the
first falsifies the second. The reply is that the relation of the contradictor and the contradicted (bädhyabädhakabhävä) between
two cognitions does not depend on a mere wish. When the first
cognition 'this is silver' appeared the second 'this is not silver'
was non-existent and hence the former could not contradict the
latter. But the latter, making its appearance after the former,
reveals the object of the former as possessing a contradictory
nature and on this account it invalidates the former. The first
cognition arises independently of the second, but the very birth
of the second presupposes the first. The cognition 'this is not
silver' denies the truth of the cognition 'this is silver' by its mere
existence and hence the relation of the contradictor and the contradicted existing between them cannot be reversed.22
It has been shown so far that the falsehood of a cognition is
known extrinsically through the subsequent consciousness of
contradiction or of the presence of defects in the source. But
sometimes there follows a third cognition1 which contradicts the
second one and in such cases the truth of the first cognition
which was wrongly shown to be mistaken by the second one is
restored by the third one. From this it should not be supposed that the truth of the first cognition is known extrinsically,
because the first cognition determines its object on account of its
own birth and hence it is self-valid. The second cognition of
discrepancy contradicted the first only by mistake, but when the
21.
22.

NR on SV, 2.57.
Ibid.
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third one contradicts the second by indicating that there is no
real discrepancy, the truth of the first stands unchallenged. The
first cognition remains as true as it naturally was. What the third
did was just to show that the doubt regarding the first generated
by the second was unfounded.
Again seeing that one cognition is contradicted by a subsequent cognition and this too sometimes by still another cognition it is not reasonable to doubt the truth of the third and so
on ad infinnum. Where discrepancies really exist they are sure
to be known sooner or later. We cannot suspect them even
where there is no reasonable ground for suspicion. Subjective
and objective defects which are the causes of falsehood are found
to exist only under special circumstances and not everywhere.
When the senses and the mind are in a healthy condition, there
is ample illumination, we are in a wakeful state and the object
is very near, any doubt regarding the truth of the resultant
cognition becomes unnecessary. Thus when there is no occasion
for suspecting the presence of discrepancies the fear that a cognition may turn out as false is ruled out. Falsehood may be
suspected where there is a possibility of discrepancies. It is not
proper to doubt the truth of a cognition merely on the ground
that it is a cognition like false cognitions. There are cognitions
which arise with the conviction that they are perfectly true. Even
when doubt arises due to a greater distance of the object or to
other circumstances it is easy to dispel the doubt by approaching the object or by some other recognized method, but universal
scepticism is quite uncalled for. If in the third cognition discrepancies are not suspected the matter ends then and there; but if
we find a reasonable ground to examine the third decision can be
arrived at with the help of a fourth cognition and this is usually
enough. When in this way the truth of the first or second cognition is confirmed by the third or fourth one, it9 being natural,
rests unchallenged, while others are proved to be false.23
The Bhätta view is that truth does not depend on any extraneous factor for its revelation and hence it is self-evident. But
how can this view be reconciled with the other view that a cognition does not reveal itself. It is held that a cognition does not
23. NRonSV, 2. 58-61.
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reveal itself at the time of its appearance and that if there arises
any curiosity it is indirectly known later through another cognition. But if a eognition depends on another cognition for its
knowledge, its truth, which is its property, too must depend on
another cognition for its knowledge and thus the theory of selfevidence falls to the ground.
.. In reply to this Pärthasärathi says that the theory of selfevidence does not mean that a cognition apprehends its truth in
the form 4I am true'. On the contrary it means that knowledge
of truth depends on the knowledge of the cognition itself, and
we need not go beyond the cognition for that purpose. When a
cognition arises we are not aware of the cognitive act, but the
awareness of the object manifested by the cognition definitely
occurs and the belief that the object is really as it is manifested
remains implicit until reflective consciousness appears. An explicit consciousness of the truth of a cognition appears subsequently and then it depends on the awareness of the cognition
itself rather than on any extraneous consideration. When we
judge a cognition as true what we judge is that the object revealed by the cognition is actually such as is revealed to us and not
different. The sole means of knowing the existence and nature
of an object is its cognition and we have to believe what a cognition reveals to us. When I perceive a yellow object the consciousness that the object is actually yellow arises from the perception alone, while the consciousness that the object is actually
different in case if the perception be false, arises not from the
same perception, but from the knowledge of contradiction or
that of defects in the eyes.24
4.5. A Critical Review
The motive which led the Bhätta to adopt the theory of intrinsic validity is to seek a theoretical justification for his belief
in the intrinsic validity of the Veda. The Mimärnsaka does not
believe in the divine authorship; he believes that the Veda is
eternal and uncreated. He could not base the validity of such
Vedic assertions as 'one desirous of heaven should sacrifice' on
such extrinsic grounds as the omniscience of God, as is done by
24. NRM, p. 33.
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the Naiyäyika, because the hypothesis that there exists a God
could not be supported by reason. The supposition that there
exists a God is absolutely unverifiable through the available
empirical means and to base the validity of the Veda on such a
shaky foundation would have been detrimental to the religious
feelings of the orthodox Hindus like the Mimämsaka. Under
such circumstances the safer course was to prove self-validity in
the case of our common beliefs in the objects of sense and then
to extend and generalize it to cover the case of Vedic knowledge.
Though the Bhätta preaches the theory of self-validity on
account of his partiality for the Veda and thus his attitude to*
wards the enquiry into the conditions of truth is not expected
to be detached and scientific, yet we find that his theory contains
much that is true. Our primary attitude towards knowledge
seems to be that of belief. The knowledge given by the senses
appears with the assurance of its truth. When I see a blue thing
I take it to be a real blue thing and act accordingly. Action
presupposes belief. Our belief in the truth of our perception
appears to be instinctive, while falsehood is a discovery that is
made when there is an experience of contradiction and practical
disappointment. Montague rightly says:
It seems probable that the primary condition of consciousness
is a condition of acceptance of cerebral implicates or conscious
contents at their face value as real and as bases for action.
Disbelief and doubt are sophisticated or secondary attitudes
which we take towards a content only when it is contradicted
by another content or by the system as a whole.25
We proceed to act on the implicit belief that what we know
is true.
The Buddhist and Naiyäyika contention that mere doubt is a
sufficient force to make us act seems to be wrong. Of course,
sometimes we do appear to act with reference to an object of
cognition of whose existence we are not fully convinced, but in
such cases our behaviour is rather tentative, being a part of
cognitive activity, and fulfilment of some pragmatic need is not
25.

The New Realism, p. 294.
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our aim. Suppose I see at a distance something like water without being sure of its existence. I approach the object simply to
verify this initial cognition with the aim of assuring myself that
it is truly water and not of directly quenching my thirst. But if
I am sure that it is water that I see, I approach it with the direct
aim that I will drink it.
When the upholder of extrinsic validity says that practical
activity can be explained by doubt also, he forgets the distinction
between real doubt which is a psychological state of oscillating
between two or more alternatives and methodic doubt or doubt
as a method of enquiry. We may investigate the validity of a
judgment by provisionally assuming it as doubtful and then find
out the grounds of its validity. Real doubt and methodic doubt
are different in that while the former is imposed upon us by the
conditions of knowledge, the latter is a matter of choice. That
first expedition to the moon will be made within a decade is a
matter of real doubt for me, but that the three angles of a
triangle are equal to two right angles, though I am sure of it,
may be doubted in order to remember the process of reasoning
that leads to it.
Thus it is true that some cognitions are really doubtful, but the
contention that every cognition is doubtful unless it is verified
to be true on external grounds is not true. Our primary attitude
towards perceptual cognitions at least is that of belief and it is
set aside when they are contradicted by other cognitions. The
cognitions derived from the statements made by others too are
generally accepted as true if no reason to disbelieve them is
found. The Bhätta theory of intrinsic validity is based on this
psychological fact.
But a mere psychological belief cannot be the ground of
logical certitude. That I happen to have a cognition is not the
proof of its truth. To prove its truth we have to collect evidence
that may turn out to be extrinsic to the cognition itself. But the
Naiyäyika, though right so far as validity is sometimes proved on
extrinsic grounds, is wrong when he asserts that validity is proved invariably by extrinsic evidence. Koffey rightly says: "All
extrinsic evidence therefore rests ultimately on intrinsic evidence
and cannot itself be the supreme test of truth or the ultimate

TESTS OF TRUTH AND ERROR

135

motive of certitude."28 The proposition that heaven is attained
through sacrifice cannot be proved to be true on intrinsic
grounds. We have to seek its proof elsewhere and can give our
assent to it if we can find sufficient reason to believe it. The
Naiyäyika bases the truth of this proposition on the excellence
of its source, viz., God. In the same way the knowledge derived
from other persons, e.g., 'snake-bite causes death' is known and
proved as true if the person is well-informed and trustworthy or
if we actually observe people dying of snake-bite. But for
the truth of the propositions 'a well-informed and trustworthy
person must be believed' and 'what is perceived in many
cases cannot be false', which are the extrinsic grounds of proof
in the case of the knowledge that snake-bite causes death,
we do not feel the need of proving them, and hence they are
self-evident.
For the truth of these two judgments we must ultimately have
adequate intrinsic evidence, i.e, evidence lying in the subjectmatter itself of these two judgments; for if we accepted
these judgments only on some other authority the same
question would arise about the credentials of this latter
and thus we should find ourselves involved in an endless
regress.27
From some cases in which truth is proved on the strength of
extrinsic evidence the Naiyäyika concludes that in every case it is
so. But this is a mistake. Coherence and pragmatic success which
are extraneous tests of truth presuppose a knowledge of truth on
intrinsic evidence somewhere and the Bhätta is quite correct in
pointing out this fact. My perception of water through vision is
said to be known as true if it coheres with my later experiences of
it through touch, taste and other senses. But the different senses
reveal different aspects of water and their reports are different
which cannot be said to point to the same fact, viz.f water, unless on many former occasions water has been experienced
through different senses and the different sense-experiences have
26. Epistemology, p. 563.
27. Ibid.
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been known to be intrinsically true. Let a, b, c9 d etc. be the
different sense-experiences of water. At present I am having the
experience a and subsequently I have the experiences b, c, d etc.
But how can b9 c, d etc. confirm a otherwise than on the ground
of their intrinsic truth? The truth of a is known through b, c, d
etc. because we already have had all of them together and have
known each of them t o b e independently true. The pragmatic
test of successful activity is nothing but verifying an experience
by kinaesthetic and emotional experiences. When I believe my
visual perception of water to be true when I quench my thirst
with it the satisfaction of an organic need gives me an additional
emotional experience. But why should this emotional experience
prove that what I perceive is really water? There is no a priori
connection betvyeen them. It is because the two experiences, a
visual and an emotional one, have been connected in my mind
in the past when I had them together and knew them as independently and intrinsically true. Truth is ultimately based on
intrinsic evidence. Otherwise the Naiyäyika cannot avoid infinite regress. The Naiyäyika tries to save his position by asserting
that we have no motive to examine the truth of our experiences
of practical results (phalajnäna). But this is merely accepting the
theory of self-evidence in the case of the said experiences. We
have no motive to examine the truth of our experience of
success or failure of our practical activities because we are confident of its truth and there is no scope for doubt, which implies
that truth is self-evident in that case.
Another extrinsic test of truth is the knowledge of merits in
the source from which a cognition emanates and the ground
from which this test derives its legitimacy is the belief that truth
is produced by merits and falsehood by dements of the generating conditions of knowledge. But this involves reasoning in a
circle. When the sense-organs are the cause of knowledge we can
never be aware of their merits or demerits independently of the
knowledge which arises from them. What is the standard by
which merits and demerits are judged in sense-organs? It is only
when a perception is found to be true or false on other grounds
that merits or dements are presumed in the corresponding senseorgan. Our knowledge of merits and demerits of the senses is
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primarily based on the knowledge of truth and error and even
when we know them they are not a sure guide to the knowledge
of truth and falsehood because, firstly, we are never sure that
they are known exhaustively and, secondly, a perception may be
true in spite of some defect in the sense-organ. For instance, the
disease called jaundice is known to be responsible for the illusion of yellowness, but from the knowledge of its presence it cannot be inferred that the perceived yellowness of an object is definitely false and the object is really white, because it may really
be yellow. It is true that a white object is seen as yellow through
a jaundiced eye, but a yellow object also is seen as yellow through
it. In the case when the knowledge whose truth is to be examined is derived from inference, truth and falsehood surely depend
on the soundness and defective character respectively of the
reasoning process and we can be sure of the truth of the conclusion if there are no logical fallacies in the process. But
whence did we know what constitutes soundness and what
constitutes fallaciousness? This is primarily known after an independent knowledge of the truth and falsehood of inferences.
In the case of knowledge derived from other persons a correct
knowledge of things and a faithful statement of what one knows
constitute merit; but the merit cannot be ascertained unless the
truth of the knowledge is ascertained first. Even when we know
a person as possessing the desired qualifications on the ground
of our past dealings with him, it is very difficult to ascertain if
he knows a particular thing correctly and thus the truth of
human assertions cannot be proved through a knowledge of
merits. Knowledge of merits has hardly been offered as a test of
truth by modern epistemologists. It may be granted that merits
produce truth and demerits produce falsehood, but the Nyäya
view that in this way truth and falsehood are extrinsic to knowledge is misleading. This view gives the impression that knowledge is first produced as neutral by its causes and subsequently
the merits or demerits of the causes add the property of truth or
falsehood to it. But this is wrong. The causes and their merits or
demerits are simultaneously operative in the production of knowledge. Knowledge is not a product of successive additions of the
individual contributions of different elements. Similarly the
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Bhätta view that falsehood is extraneously produced in knowledge by demerits also is misleading, though Pärthasärathi emphatically says that knowledge is true or false from the very
origin and that truth and falsehood are not its superadded
properties.
The Indian theories of truth start from perception and end in
an attempt to explain the validity of knowledge based on authority in the light of the criteria derived from perception. But the
Indian philosophers excluding the Buddhists hardly question the
truth of our perceptions as much as it has been questioned in
recent philosophy. Do we perceive things exactly as they are? In
modern philosophy Locke questioned the reality of the secondary
qualities of objects, viz., colour, taste etc. He concluded that
primary sense-qualities, viz., extension, motion etc. actually belong to objects, but secondary qualities are relative to our
sensibility. Kant said that the thing-in-itself ever remains unknown and what we perceive and attribute to things are the
effects of things-in-themselves upon our minds. Perhaps due to
an inadequate knowledge of physiology Indian philosophers
were not troubled by these problems. They seem to accept uncritically what the sense-organs report about the world around
us and it is probably right.
Our sense-cognitions are the product of an intercourse between
the nervous system and the external world. We have an instinctive belief in the reality of things revealed by the senses. We have
other instances also in which things are revealed as they actually
are. A mirror reflects images of objects which we find to be more
or less exact copies of them. A gramophone reproduces a voice
quite faithfully. So why should we doubt that our organism too
can faithfully apprehend objects ? Perhaps there take place two
types of processes in our organism when it is stimulated by
external objects. The sense-organs convert the influences produced by external objects into a form of energy and transmit it
to the central nervous system in which takes place the reverse
process of restoring the original form to this energy. Our perception of objects is undoubtedly relative to our sensibility which
is tinged by the peculiarities of the medium through which objects are received; but the central nervous system in the process
of restoration counteracts and eliminates these peculiarities and
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distorting influences. Our organism has been evolved under the
pressure of environmental influences and it may reasonably be
supposed that it is adapted to reveal objects as they are. We observe instances of adaptation in nature everywhere. Males of a
species are adapted to the requirements of the females and
vice versa. Our organs are adapted to the peculiarities of the
environment. There is no reason why we should not accept
that our senses are adapted to reveal objects correctly. Our
doubts regarding the truth of our perceptions are useless because
perception is the only source of first-hand information about
the external world. We are helpless and have to accept things as
revealed by perception. Hence our perceptions are intrinsically
true.
The Nyäya view that their truth is extrinsic is wrong because
there is no test extraneous to perception which is available and
is more primary and reliable. The sense-organs are naturally
adapted to reveal things in their real form and in this sense the
power of producing truth is inherent in them. Falsehood is noninherent in the sense that it is caused by the distorting influences
of the medium which remain uncorrected due to certain defects
of the central nervous system. Thus falsehood can be attributed
to the agency of abnormal conditions. When the perceptual
apparatus is not functioning normally it can be known from the
discord among the reports of different sense-organs or among
those of different persons or among those of the same person at
different times. If many persons perceive the same thing, if we
perceive the same thing at different times, if the reports of different senses agree we have no reason to doubt the normal functioning of our senses. Experience teaches us that within certain limits
and under certain conditions our perceptions are quite reliable.
Beyond these limits our senses may err, but in such cases errors
may be detected by different tests suggested by the Naiyäyika
and the Buddhist, viz., non-coherence, practical disappointment
etc. If an erroneous perception were never contradicted by
subsequent experiences of a person or of other persons we could
never be aware of its erroneousness. There is no superior and
more primary faculty of knowing the real nature of objects than
sense-perception and consequently what it reveals must be taken
to be real. Intellect or the faculty of reasoning is no doubt supe-
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rior, but it acquires this superiority owing to its power of comparing, analyzing and synthesizing sense-data which are the
result of a direct contact of sense-organs with reality. Thus in the
sphere of perceptual knowledge the Bhätta theory appears quite
convincing.
When knowledge is derived from a combined operation of the
sense-organs and inference or from inference alone or from
verbal testimony, the mere appearance of it is not a proof of its
truth. If at night I perceive a light high up in the sky and judge
that it is the light of a star, my judgment goes beyond what is
given by perception. So far as the perception of light is concerned
there is no scope for doubt but the judgement that it belongs to
a star may turn out to be false because the light may really belong to an aeroplane. Our judgments based on inference can
have a fairly high degree of certitude if the grounds on which
they rest are found sufficiently convincing. But their truth is
ultimately proved if they are verified by perception. Similarly the
truth of human assertions is proved by their correspondence with
perception. When the objects of knowledge are not directly open
to perception or when they are imperceptible, truth can be
tested by coherence. In sciences theories are generally tested
through experimentation. In astronomy the implications of a
theory are calculated and compared with observations. In history
evidences are collected from different sources and compared
among themselves. But what we gain from these different tests is
only a relatively high or low degree of certainty. Absolute certainty is humanly unattainable. Epistemology cannot provide
any hard and fast rule for the discovery of truth. We do have
recourse to external evidence for ascertaining truth in the above
cases and so far the Nyäya theory of paratah-prätnänya is
correct. But the Bhätta theory of svatah-prämänya is not thus
falsified. It is a fact that the mere appearance of knowledge is
not the proof of its truth and this fact is recognized as much by
the latter theory as by the former. The difference lies in their
respective attitudes towards knowledge. The Naiyäyika first
adopts the attitude of neutrality and then delivers his judgment
according to available evidence. The Bhätta first assumes the
truth of knowledge and is ready to give due consideration to any
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evidence that may subsequently crop up and go against it; he is
prepared to revise his judgment in the light of fresh evidence.
The Naiyäyika is like a judge who sees every man appearing in
his court with an unprejudiced eye and the Bhättais like one who
believes that every man is innocent until his crime is proved. But
the attitude of the Buddhist is just the opposite of the Bhätta
attitude. He is like a judge who takes every man to be a criminal
until the proof of his innocence is available.

PART II

SOURCES OF VALID KNOWLEDGE

CHAPTER V

PERCEPTION

In the foregoing chapters we dealt with the Bhätta views on the
most vital problems of epistemology, viz., the nature of knowledge, truth and error. The present chapter and the succeeding
ones will be concerned with the pramäna-s, i.e., the sources of
valid knowledge. The different schools of Indian philosophy are
not unanimous about the nature and number of the means of
valid knowledge. The Bhättas recognize six pramäna-s, viz., perception, (syllogistic) inference, verbal testimony, comparison,
presumption and non-apprehension. Out of these six pramäna-s
the materialist Cärväka recognizes perception alone; the Buddhist and the Vaisesika reject all except perception and inference;
Bhäsarvajna, the author of Nyäyasära, and the Sänkhyas recognize the first three; Udayana and the other Näiyäyikas recognize
the first four; Prabhäkara recognizes all except non-apprehension; the followers of Sankara, like the Bhättas, recognize all the
six; and the Pauränikas add two more, viz., inclusion (sambhava) and tradition (aitihya).1
In this chapter we deal with perception. Perception as the
primary source of valid knowledge is universally recognized,
though some have questioned its claim to give valid knowledge.
Jayaräsibhatta, who probably lived in the first half of the
seventh century, criticizes the different theories of perception
and other pramäna-s and comes to the conclusion that there are
no means of valid knowledge.2 The Nyäyasütra* refers to an
objector who is represented as questioning the validity of all the
pramäna-s including perception. Perception must be either prior
to or simultaneous with or posterior to its object. It cannot be
simultaneous with its object, since, if it were so, there would be
1. MM, p. 8.
2« TPS, cp. the concluding sentence:
3. NS,2. L8-19.

fofto
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no succession in our cognitions, as there is none among objects.
If it were prior to its object, the object would be revealed as
future; and if it were posterior to it, the object would be revealed as belonging to the past, while actually it is revealed as present. Therefore, the objector concludes, perception cannot give
valid knowledge. In spite of this objection the validity of perception is defended by the Nyäyasütra and it is said that perception is presupposed by inference which is next to it in primacy. 4
Perception gives a direct knowledge of reality, because in it
we are face to face with reality, whereas the other means give
only an indirect knowledge. Prabhäkara says that perception
apprehends the form of an object,5 while inference apprehends
merely the existence of it.6 The superiority of perception over
other means consists in that it gives a first-hand and detailed information about reality. Explaining 'tatpürvakatva* in NS, 1.1.4
Vätsyäyana says that inference depends on perception for its
premises. The universal major premise of an inference is derived
from frequent observations of facts and, again, the sign or
middle term is known through perception. Sabara commenting
on MS, 1.1.4 says that perception is presupposed by inference,
comparison and presumption.7 Kumärila's explanation of
Sahara's remark is similar to Vätsyäyana's. 8 Inference depends
on perception because the knowledge of the relation of the
major and middle terms is given by perception. We infer the
presence of fire from smoke on the basis of an invariable connection between smoke and fire, which is known through perception. Even in the case when an inference depends on a previous
inference (anumitänumänä) the premises are ultimately based on
perception. Though the major portion of the stock of information that an individual possesses is derived from verbal testimony of others, yet such testimony ultimately rests on the perception of some person at some time. The Naiyäyikas and
others go so far as to maintain that such entities as are imper^ I NS, 1.1.4.
Tfrfe^Rt rT^ftOTW^" I BR, p. 84.

5.

^ f|> f^PPT^T ^wi

6.

ir^'i-HMiÄH'M^'Ji tir*-ii<?mi^i<iHM ^MRI I I b i d . , p . 82*

7.
S.

SV, 2.96.
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ceptible to ordinary persons, e.g., atoms, merit and demerit, are
perceived by yogins. Comparison and presumption obviously
depend on the perception of similarity and apparent inconsistency respectively. The locus, e.g., ground, on which the negation of something, e.g., a jar, is apprehended by non-apprehension is perceived by the eye and so far non-apprehension too
depends on perception. Thus perception is the besicpramäna,
5.1. The Nature of Perception
The sütra that forms the basis of Rumania's theory of perception runs thus:
That cognition by a person, which appears when there is contact of the sense-organs, is perception, and it is not a means
(of knowing dharma) as it apprehends only things existing at
the present time.9
In the preceding sütra Jaimini proposes to examine the means
through which dharma or duty can be known and in the following sütra he says that sabda or scriptural authority is such a
means. In the present sütra he rejects perception for the purpose
on the obvious ground that it apprehends only those objects
which exist at present, while dharma, as Sabara says, is 'yet-tobe' (bhavisyat). In this context Jaimini has not examined the
competence of other pramäna-s, e.g., inference etc. It appears
that Jaimini recognized only two pramäna-s, viz., perception for
secular purposes and sabda for religious purposes. Dr. Radhakrishnan says: "Jaimini accepts the three pramäna-s of perception, inference and sabda."10 But it is really odd that such an
important pramäna as anumäna has not been mentioned by
name by Jaimini. Probably Jaimini belonged to a period when
pramäna-s were not a topic of discussion among scholars and
perception was naively taken to be the only pramäna. Later when
the attention of scholars shifted from ritualism to philosophical
and epistemological problems, some commentators tried to
9.
MS, 1.1.4.
10. Indian Philosophy, p, 378.
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extract a definition of perception from the sütra and again when
that definition was criticized by others later commentators
asserted that the author of the Sütra had no occasion to define
perception and that the present sütra merely stated the ground
of rejecting perception as it is commonly known to be for the
purpose of knowing dharma.
An earlier commentator (Bhavadäsa, according to Pärthasärathi) takes the first part of the sütra to be the definition of
perception, viz., 'perception is that cognition which arises on the
contact of a person's sense-organs with objects', and the second
part as stating the ground of its incompetence for knowing
dharma. Kumärila says that this cannot be a definition of perception, because any definition does not fit in the context. The
author of the Sütra undertakes an investigation of the means
of knowing dharma and hence a definition of perception would
have been beside the point. Moreover, inference etc. which too
are means of valid knowledge and are not included in perception should have been defined by Jaimini if he intended to define
perception. It cannot be said that the definitions of other
prarnäna-s are not given because they are implied in the definition of perception or because they are well-known. The definitions of inference etc. cannot be ascertained from that of perception and the assertion that they are well-known is equally
applicable to perception.11 From this Kumärila concludes that
the sütra is meant to state the reason why perception, which is
well-known to be a means of valid knowledge, cannot give a
knowledge of dharma:
Sense-perception (of yogins) is not the means of knowing
dharma because it apprehends accomplished entities; it apprehends accomplished entities because it is brought about by a
present sense-contact; it is brought about by a present sensecontact because it is perception like the perception of ordinary
persons.12
The import of the sütra is not that that cognition which arises
from a present sense-contact is perception, but it is that that
11. SV, 4. 1-9.
12. NRonSV, 4. 20-21.
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which is well-known to be perception possesses the character of
being brought about by a present sense-contact.13 When Sabara
in his Bhäsya says 'pratyaksam animittam evamlaksanakarrt hi
tat9 what he means by the term 'evamlaksanakarri' is not that
such is the definition (laksand) of perception but that such is the
reason (Hnga) why perception is not the means of knowing
dharma.1*
Bhavadäsa's definition is too wide since it applies to illusion
and doubt also. In the illusion of mirage there is a contact of
the eyes with heatedt sand and in the doubtful cognition, e.g.,
'is it a man or a post?3 the eyes are in contact with something
of a determinate character. Bhavadäsa's definition excludes only
dream cognitions and hallucinations in which there is nothing
objective in contact with eyes. A definition of perception as a
means of valid knowledge can be correct only if it covers all
cases of true perception and at the same time excludes all cases
of false perception. The definition might have been correct if it
were stated in the form 'perception is that cognition which arises
on the contact of a person's sense-organs with the object that is
cognized (grähya).' But as the term 'grähya9 has not been inserted in the definition the defect of over-extensiveness persists,
since, according to the definition, even the cognition of an object
from the contact of the eyes with a different object would come
to possess the character of being perception.15
The author of the Vrtti (admittedly Upavarsa) rightly saw
that the sütra could not give a correct definition of perception
and hence be changed the reading of the sütra into 'tatsamprayoge purusasya indriyänäm buddhijanma satpratyaksam9 meaning
'true perception is that which arises from the contact of a
person's sense-organs with that object alone of which it is the
perception.' This definition does not cover the cases of illusion
and doubt which arise on the contact with a different object. It
maybe urged that even without changing the reading the definition
will not embrace illusion and doubt. In the illusion of silver in
shell the object with which there is actual contact is lost sight of
13. SV, 4. 17-18.
14. Ibid., 4.19.
15. Ibid., 4.10-14.
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due to some weakness and 'silver' which is revived in mind
through association is remembered and thus what is 'perceived'
is not in contact with eyes. When without changing the reading
perception is defined as that which arises from sense-contact the
implication is that it arises directly from sense-contact; otherwise, inference also becomes perception because it too arises
mediately from sense-contact. In the inference of fire, for
example, there is a contact of the eyes with smoke, which,
reviving the memory of fire, leads indirectly to the cognition of
fire. Thus illusion, not directly arising from sense-contact, is
excluded from perception. Similarly, doubt too is mediated by
memory and hence it is excluded. Pärthasärathi, on behalf of
the Vrttikära, argues that even if it is accepted that 'silver' in
shell-silver illusion is remembered it does not cease to be regarded as directly arising from sense-contact because the remembered 'silver' is identified with the perceived 'this' while the eyes
continue to be in contact with the latter, so that illusion cannot
but be regarded as a case of perception according to the
objector's definition. Again, even if we grant that the shell-silver
illusion results indirectly from sense-contact over-extensiveness
cannot be avoided in the cognition of yellow conch and double
moon, because these two arise directly from sense-contact and
yet they are cases of illusion. Therefore, the Vrttikära's definition is the correct one.16
Pärthasärathi appears to have accepted Vrttikära's definition
of perception. But Kumärila himself neither gives his assent to,
nor does he criticize it. The later Bhättas, Cidänanda and
Näräyana, define perception as the valid knowledge arising from
sense-contact.17 This definition differs from Bhavadäsa's definition in inserting the term pramäna instead of buddhi. Buddhi
maybe true or false but pramäna is always a true knowledge.
This definition does not cover the cases of illusion as they are
not pramäna or true knowledge. Later Nyäya writers, viz.,
Annambhatta and Visvanätha, define perception as the knowledge resulting from sense-object contact.18 This definition like
16.

SD, pp. 49-50.

17.
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that of Bhavadäsa is not free fromover-extensiveness. The definition offered by the later Bhättas, though better than the above
Nyäya definition, is open to the charge of over-extensiveness in
that it applies to inference also because inference too arises from
the contact of the senses with some object.
The Vrttikära's definition that perception is the knowledge of
an object resulting from the contact of the senses with the same
object, which is apparently accepted by Pärthasärathi, is more
satisfactory, except that it involves the practical difficulty of
ascertaining whether the object in contact is the same or a
different one. But this difficulty is apparently minimized by the
Mimärnsä theory of self-validity of knowledge. It is not proper
to doubt if the object in contact is the same one that is perceived
or different from it unless it is contradicted subsequently or
some defect in the senses is discovered. Pärthasärathi suggests
that if no sensory defect is found even on a strenuous search and
if no sublating consciousness appears, we should believe that
the perceived object is actually in contact.19
However, Pärthasärathi does not give his assent to the
Vrttikära's definition in emphatic terms. He appears to waver
between different views of perception. At one place he says:
A direct knowledge of pleasure etc. leads to the inference of
some sense-organ as its cause, because in the case of colour
etc. direct knowledge is always seen to depend on a senseorgan. 20
Here he accepts that the essential nature of perception is its
immediacy or directness and that its sensuous origin is only a
matter of inference. But he does not give the definition of perception in terms of immediacy. A definition must state the
essential nature of the thing defined.
A second essential characteristic of perception is referred to
when Pärthasärathi gives the definition of sense-organ. He says:
"A sense-organ is that which produces knowledge in the form of
a distinct and specific consciousness (visadävabhäsam vijnänam)
19. SD, p. 50.
20.
iPan^'i+im^(a I SD, p. 36-
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when some object is in contact with it." 21 Thus immediacy,
distinctness and the character of being specific essentially belong
to perception. Again, in his comment on SV,4.254, Pärthasärathi says:
The immediate knowledge that results from sense-contact and
not from any other source is perception and it is commonly
known as such without any regard to how philosophers define
perception.
Pärthasärathi could have boldly defined perception as a true
knowledge which is direct, distinct and specific or which is direct
and results from the activity of sense-organs. But perhaps there
were certain real difficulties of which we will have some idea in
the sequel.
Kumärila and his commentators were undecided as to the
definition of perception in spite of the fact that they recognized
immediacy of perception and its character of being born of
sense-contact. Indian philosophers may be divided in two
groups, one group defining perception in terms of immediacy
and the other in terms of sense-contact. The latter definition,
viz., 'perception is knowledge derived from sense-object contact'
appears to be older.
5.1.1.

The Definition of Pratyaksa in Terms of Sense-contact

Gotama defines perception as a non-erroneous cognition produced by the intercourse of the sense-organs with objects, which
is definite and independent of verbal expression.22 The term
'avyapadesyarri* in this definition has been interpreted in diverse
ways. Vätsyäyana and Uddyotakara take it to mean 'nonverbal' while Vacaspati interprets it as meaning 'non-inferential'.
Jayanta takes 'indriyärthasannikarsotpannam jnänam avyabhicäri
pratyaksam' as containing the definition of perception and
'avyapadesyarn vyavasäyätmakarrf as stating the two kinds of
perception, viz., indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) and determinate
21. Ibid.
22.
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(savikalpaka) perception. Now, the term 'vyavasäyätmakä* means
definite and if it stands for determinate perception, then indeterminate perception must be indefinite, which implies that it cannot be 'avyabhicärV or non-erroneous, because indefinite knowledge, e.g., doubt, is rejected as apramä or invalid knowledge.
Thus if the sütra is interpreted as containing the definition as
well as the kinds of perception, it becomes self-contradictory.
Therefore, the whole sütra must be taken as the definition of
perception and the term 'avyapadesyam* should be interpreted
as referring to the fact that words simply express what is perceived but they do not play any vital part in the process of
perception, that is, they do not determine the character of the
object perceived by way of adding to the content of perception
something not given or subtracting from it something given.
Prasastapada defines perception as the cognition that is dependent on sense-organs.23 The Sänkhya too, according to Vacaspati, defines perception as the cognition dependent on sensecontact.24
Kumärila is inclined to define perception in terms of sensecontact. He says:
The prefix isani> in the word 'samprayogcC occurring in the
sütra is used in the sense of 'right' (samyafc) and it serves to
preclude all faulty 'prayogd*; and by 'prayogd is here meant
the functioning (vyäpära) of the senses with reference to their
objects. In the case of the cognition of silver in shell the
functioning of the eyes is faulty and hence such cognitions
become precluded by the prefix 'sam\ In this way the sütra
may be taken as a statement of the definition of perception.26
Thus, according to Kumärila's interpretation the sütra gives
the definition of perception as the cognition of a person brought
about by the correct functioning of his sense-organs, and this is
practically the same as that of the Vrttikära. Still, Kumärila
merely says that this can serve as the definition of perception.
He is not sure that this is the required definition. At the close
23.

srenrsi MOI^-HCH^ ^fir $r?w*T i P D S , p. 186.

24.
25.
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SV, 4.38-39.
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of his discussion he says that a cognition which follows from
sense-contact is commonly known by people to be perception
even without knowing its elaborate definition.26 The reason
why Kumärila could not givQ his whole-hearted approval to the
above definition is that a definition must state the essential
nature of the thing defined, while sense-contact merely explains
how perception is born. Sucaritamisra says that those who have
tried to define perception in terms of sense-contact simply mention the means or cause of direct consciousness; they do not
say that sense-contact is the essential form of perception.27
5.1.2.

The Definition in Terms of Immediacy

Now we have to find out the reason why the definition in terms
of immediacy was not accepted. The Jaina, the Bauddha, the
followers of Sankara and Prabhäkara define perception as the
immediate or direct cognition of an object. Mänikyanandi defines
perception as distinct (visada) cognition, which is explained as the
knowledge not mediated by another knowledge and as apprehending its object in all its details.28 Dharmakirti is well known for
his celebrated definition of perception as a cognition free from
subjective images and error. 29 This definition provoked much
discussion regarding the nature and conditions of valid perception
and the role of language in it. But, as Dharmottara tells us, it is
merely an explanation (anuväda) of what perception is commonly known to be and the definition of perception presupposed
by it is that it is a direct presentation of an object.30 Freedom
from subjective images and non-erroneousness are the qualifications added to ensure the validity of perception. Dharmaräjädhvarmdra defines perception as pure consciousness which is
direct and immediate.31 Sälikanätha says that perception is
26. SV, 4.254.
27.
I KK on Ibid.
28. PMS, 2. 3-4.
29.
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direct apprehension.32 The same definition is offered by the
Neo-Naiyäyikas in novel terms. Visvanätha says that perception
is that cognition which is not produced through the instrumentality of another cognition, i.e., which is immediate.33 This
definition is offered as an improvement on Gotama's definition
which excluded divine knowledge from perception.
The motive behind all the definitions of this class is to bring
non-sensuous form of direct knowledge under perception. The
knowledge of part, present and future objects attributed to
mystics and God, which is supposed to be direct and nonsensuous in origin, is recognized as a form of perception by the
philosophers of this group. But, since Kumärila and his followers
rejected mystic perception and the existence of God on the
ground that their acceptance conflicted with the supreme authority
of the Veda so far as the knowledge of dharma was concerned, they were unwilling to recognize the validity and perceptual character of non-sensuous direct knowledge. This is why the
definition of perception in terms of immediacy was not favoured
though immediacy was recognized as a characteristic of perception by the Bhättas. As we have already pointed out, Pärthasärathi is ready to define perception as immediate cognition if the
qualification of being sensuous is added to it.
5.1.3. The Bhätta Critcism of Immediacy
The later Bhättas reject this definition of perception on the
ground that immediacy cannot be defined (säksättvasyänirüpanät).
Cidänanda examines the term 'säksättvd1 thus:34 What is meant
by direct cognition? If it is said that a cognition is direct when
the object manifested by it exists at the time, then does it mean
that perception apprehends present existence only or that only
perception apprehends present existence-? If the former alternative is accepted the existence of a jar, for instance, prior and
posterior, to the moment of its perception should always be
known indirectly; and if the latter alternative is accepted the
inferential cognition of external objects too becomes direct. The
knowledge of objects existing at present is not always perceptual.
32. PP, p. 51.
33.
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It may be said that inference reveals not only present objects but
also past and future ones and it is a mere accident that an object
of inference may exist at the time of inference. Hence, the upholder of immediacy says, perception is distinguished from inference by the fact that it reveals present existence by its very
nature and this is meant by defining it as direct cognition (svabhävädhinanca svakäläkalitavastvavabhäsitvarn säksättvam). But
how can it be known where present existence is revealed naturally
and where not? If it is said that the revelation of present existence
is natural when the object itself is the cause of the revelation and
it is accidental when the object is not its cause, then the selfrevelation of a cognition, which, according to Prabhäkara, is
direct and non-sensuous, ceases to be perception, because a
cognition cannot conceivably be the object as well as the cause of
itself. Again, it will be said that a direct cognition is that which
reveals an object as qualified by the time of its own occurrence
{svakälavisistärthävabhäsakatvam). But in that case the self-revelation of a cognition and the cognition of self during the state of
indeterminate perception will become non-perceptual. According
to Prabhäkara the cognizing self is invariably present in a cognition as its subject or nominative. The self is directly apprehended as the subject of every cognition and the element of cognition too apprehends itself directly, so that whatever the nature,
perceptual or inferential, of a cognition may be from the point
of view of its object, it is always perception from the point of view
of the cognizer and the act of cognition. But this is inconsistent
with the above meaning of immediacy, because in the state of
indeterminate perception the consciousness of the relation of the
qualifier and the qualified (visesanavisesyabhävä) and that of
time do not appear. Finally, the upholder of immediacy is
supposed to say that direct cognition is the consciousness of
an object through a sense-organ in its own form (aksäddhi svena
rüpena bhänam) and that inference, presumption etc. are not
direct, because in them the consciousness of the object appears
in the form of one invariably concomitant with another object
and of one which reconciles an apparent inconsistency respectively. In the inference of fire from smoke the fire is cognized as
related to the particular visble smoke. In the presumption of
Devadatta's presence elsewhere what is cognized is not Deva-
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datta sitting under the shade of a tree but only that if we assume
Devadatta's presence elsewhere it will remove the conflict between the observed fact of his absence in the home and the
belief that he is alive. Thus, direct cognition is the cognition of
an object as it is independently of its relations with other objects,
while inference and other promäna-s cognize objects in their
relation to other objects. But, then determinate perception will
cease to be direct, since there objects are manifested in their
relation to other things, e.g., names. If the phrase 'consciousness
of an object in its own form' is interpreted as the cognition of
an object not mediated by any cognition of a different object
(svavisayänantargatärthäntarajnänävyavahitatvam) then, since
coninfer ence is mediated by the knowledge of a different object
and sequently the knowledge of the cognizing self and the cognition itself is so mediated, the latter ceases to be immediate.
It is clear that the above criticism is directed against Prabhakara's view of immediacy and the conclusion that can be drawn
from it is that the various alternative explanations of immediacy
are inconsistent mainly with that part of Prabhakara's doctrine
according to which the cognizing self is immediately apprehended in every cognition and every cognition immediately
apprehends itself.
We have already discussed Prabhakara's doctrine of triple
perception (triputipratyaksa). This doctrine is peculiar to Prabhäkara and is the weakest part in his system. If the self can be
an object of consciousness at all it should be known through an
independent act of consciousness. Prabhakara's view that a
cognition knows itself directly can be traced to the influence of
the Buddhist who maintains that there is no durable entity like
self and that every thought itself is the thinker. Hence the notion
of immediacy cannot be rejected with the rejection of Prabhakara's doctrine.
We may not be able to define immediacy in strict logical
terms, but we know what an immediate cognition is. The object
of immediate consciousness is felt as given and not as imagined
or thought. We can say that the object of immediate cognition
makes a forced entry into our consciousness and our knowledge
of it is conditioned by the presence of the object itself. Hence
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there should be no objection to defining perception as immediate
cognition.
The Neo-Naiyäyika's view of immediate cognition as that
which is not produced by the instrumentality of any other cognition is involved in a difficulty if indeterminate consciousness is
recognized as a real stage in perception; otherwise there is no
flaw in it. But it is recognized by him that perception is of two
kinds, viz., indeterminate and determinate, and that the latter is
always preceded by and dependent upon the former. Now, if the
said view is accepted determinate perception ceases to be perception. The Neo-Naiyäyika tries to evade the difficulty by
maintaining that indeterminate perception is real, yet we are not
conscious of it.35 In the light of this view we will have to modify
the definition of perception and then say that it is a cognition
that is not produced through the conscious instrumentality of
any other cognition. But, then, even the cognition which results
from an unconscious process of reasoning, that is, which is
actually produced through the instrumentality of another cognition but appears to be independent of it, for instance, the idea
appearing suddenly in my mind while I am busy in writing that
there will occur an earthquake tomorrow, will become perception. It may, however, be remarked here that the distinction
between the two kinds of perception observed by the majority of
Indian philosophers is really based on different degrees of
distinctness of consciousness and not on a real difference of
kind. The awareness of first moment is usually vague and it
acquires definiteness only gradually with the increase of attention.
Though Kumärila appears to have an attitude of indifference
towards the problem of defining perception in a logically satisfactory manner, yet he is emphatic in declaring that perception
is always an apprehension of a present thing (vidyamänopalambhana), which rules out the possibility of mystic perception.
5.2. Criticism of Yogic Perception
All the Indian systems except the Cärväka and Mlmämsä
believe in yogic perception. It is held that a yogin or mystic, by
35.
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virtue of his power of meditation, can have a direct knowledge
not only of present things but also of those that are past, future
and distant. Ordinary persons can have a direct knowledge of
those objects alone which are present before them, while past,
future, distant, hidden and subtle things are beyond the range of
their perception. But mystic perception is not subject to these
limitations. Dharmottara says that when concentrative contemplation (bhävanä) reaches the point of perfection, mystics have
a vivid vision of objects as if they were lying behind a transparent wall of mica. The cognitions of mystics are perceptual in
character because they are direct, distinct and devoid of subjective images.36
The Jaina view is that souls in their natural condition are
omniscient. It is due to the accumulation of karmic matter during transmigratory state that they lose omniscience and consequently they know only so much as is permitted by the senseorgans. But when through the practice of right conduct the veil
of karmic matter is destroyed they regain omniscience. Knowledge in this state depends purely on the soul and it is called
transcendental perception (pärmärthikapratyaksa). In the initial
stage of the annihilation of karmic matter transcendental perception is imperfect (vikala) and it is of two kinds, viz., avadhi
and manahparyaya. Avadhi is the transcendental perception of
remote but sensible objects, i.e., objects having colour, taste etc.
Manahparyaya is the transcendental perception of thoughts and
feelings of other persons. Avadhi is clairvoyance and manahparyaya is telepathy. When the karmic matter is completely annihilated transcendental perception becomes perfect (sakala) and,
since it apprehends every object in all its infinite relations, it is
called absolute knowledge (kevalajnänd)?1
Kumärila says that mystic perception is impossible. The
supposition that yogins an perceive remote and subtle objects
is quite illegitimate. Perception is ordinarily seen to be of those
objects alone that exist at present. It is impossible to perceive
objects that exist no more or that will be born in future. The
perception of mystics cannot go beyond the limits of ordinary
36. N B i y i . l l .
37. PNT,pp. 102-120.
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perception. It is said that the so-called extraordinary perception
results from the perfection of contemplation (bhävanäprakarsa).
But contemplation is nothing except concentration of mind on
one object. It consists in having a series of memory-images of
an object uninterrupted by the thought of another object (bhävanä
hi samänavisayä vijätlyävyavahitä smrtisantatih). Thus, the socalled mystic perception is really memory. Memory presupposes
past perception. In the state of concentration a memory-image
appears to be as vivid as perception, because there is no disturbance and on that account it is wrongly taken for a percept.
Therefore, mystic perception is essentially hallucinatory and is
not at all valid.38 By the practice of concentration memory alone is
improved, but one does not acquire the power of perceiving imperceptible objects. It is impossible that one can ever perceive
objects which are beyond the range of sense-organs.39
The Vaisesikas too believe in the capacity of yogins to perceive things which ordinary people cannot. Prasastapäda says
that yogins, during the state of ecstasy, perceive, through their
minds alone which acquire extraordinary excellence resulting from
the practice of yoga, the essential forms of their own as well as
of other selves, ether, space, time, atoms, air and mind and also
the forms of qualities, actions, universals and particulars inhering
in them. In the post-ecstatic state, he holds, not only the mind
but even the external senses acquire excellence and yogins perceive subtle and remote objects with their help.40 A similar power
of knowing past, present and future supersensuous objects is
attributed to the sages who are the authors of the Vedas, though
their knowledge is not called perception. The knowledge of sages
(rsis) is different from perception and inference and is called
intuition (pratibhä). Prasastapäda says that sometimes ordinary
persons too have intuitive knowledge, as when a girl says 'tomorrow my brother will come/41
Kumärila says that the flashes of intuition that we sometimes
have are really false inferences resulting from things that bear an
appearance of true reason (lingäbhäsa), and, because they cannot
38.
39.
40.
41.
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determine the true nature of objects independently of perception
and other sources of right knowledge, they are not pramäna.
Similarly, the intuitions of sages too are false and unreliable.42
That there can be an omniscient person is an unverifiable
and absurd hypothesis. Those who say that the Buddha knows
everything through his supernatural eye (divya caksu), must
themselves be knowing taste, sound etc. through their eyes! How,
otherwise, could they maintain such an absurd position in spite
of their knowledge of the law of nature that the eye can apprehend colour only, the tongue can apprehend taste only and so
on? We observe that the capacity of the senses is restricted to
their own respective spheres and that they cannot transgress
their natural limits. We certainly find differences of degrees
among the sensory and intellectual powers of different individuals.
We find that one can acquire unusual power of observation in
the sense that he can see comparatively more distant and more
minute things through vision. But we never find if any person
has ever improved his vision to such an extent that he could
perceive sound through vision. Perception is restricted only to
objects existing at present. Hence, through perception alone
everything cannot be known. Similarly, inference is possible only
when true reason (lingo) can be found out. Therefore, none can
be omniscient. At present we do not find any omniscient person
and there is no proof that such a person ever existed. There are
certain books which claim that their authors were omniscient,
but there is no reason why this claim should be accepted. It is
argued that this claim should be accepted because it is made by
an omniscient person and that the person is omniscient because
he makes a true claim. But this argument involves mutual dependence (anyonyäsraya) and hence it is false. Moreover, the fact
that one person is omniscient, if it fye a fact, can truly be known
only by another omniscient person, which is impossible. The
Jaina view that souls are naturally omniscient and their knowledge is independent of sense-organs, can only be supported by
the Jaina scriptures and the validity of the Jaina scriptures depends
on the truth of this view, and thus there being a sort of mutual
dependence nothing can be ascertained.43
42. SV, 4.32.
43. Ibid., 2.112-142.
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The Sense-organs and Their Functions

Perception is always of a present object because it always
arises from a present contact (sati samprayoge) of a sense-organ
with an object. Contact is a relation between some sense-organ
and some object, and since it is impossible to have a relation between two terms one of which is present and the other absent,
perception of absent objects cannot arise. Perception depends
on the activity of sense-organs and sense-organs cannot operate
upon absent objects. The object on whose contact with a senseorgan perception arises, must be the same object that is perceived. Contact with some object is found in other forms of
knowledge too. When the inferential knowledge of past rain
arises from observing a river in flood or when future rain is inferred from the observation of dense clouds in the sky, the eyes are
in contact with the river and the clouds respectively. In the illusion
of silver in shell the shell is present and is in contact with the
eyes while silver is absent. In these cases there is sense-contact,
yet, the object cognized being different from the object in contact,
these are not cases of perception. In perception the object in
contact is identical with the object cognized.44
5.3.1. The External Sense-organs
Pärthasärathi defines a sense-organ as that which generates
a vivid and specific cognition of the object with which it comes
in contact.45 Sense-organs are six in number, five external and
one internal. The five external sense-organs are those of sight,
taste, smell, touch and hearing, and the one internal sense is
manas. Kumärila does not attempt a detailed description of the
nature and number of sense-organs. He seems to have accepted
what is commonly known about them and he has nothing to
say against the Nyäya view of sense-organs except in the case of
the sense of hearing. The later Bhättas too generally agree with
the Nyäya view, but some of them offer different arguments to
prove the constitution of sense-organs as it is commonly known
to Indian philosophers. The Vaisesika classification of the ultimate constituents of the physical universe into ether, air, fire,
44. KKonSV, 4.21.
45. ^ W T ^ S ^ r ^ K N ^ r ^ M *H^Pd dfcfow^h'^ I SD. p. 36.
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water and earth is generally accepted, and hence the stuff out of
which the different sense-organs, which are physical in nature,
are made, must be one or more of these elements. According to
the Nyäya the visual organ is made of fire (tejas) and the gustatory, olfactory, tactual and auditory organs are respectively
made of water, earth, air and ether. The basic principle on which
this view rests is that like must be apprehended by like. The eye
apprehends colour which is supposed to be the specific property
of the fire element; therefore, it must be fiery. The tongue apprehends taste which is the specific property of water; therefore, it
must be watery. The nose apprehends smell which is the specific
property of earth; therefore, it must be earthy. The skin and the
ear apprehend touch and sound which are specific properties of
air and ether respectively; therefore, the skin must be airy and
the ear ethery. Pärthasärathi accepts this reasoning in the case of
the visual and olfactory organs, but in that of gustatory and
tactual organs he follows a different principle. It is seen that when
the tongue is dry there is no sensation of taste but when it is
moist gustatory sensation appears. This shows that the water
element on the surface of the tongue is the manifester of taste
and hence the gustatory organ is watery. Similarly, since we
observe that when after plunging in water one comes out and
has contact with air he feels the sensation of cold, therefore,
skin which is the organ of touch must be airy. In the case of the
auditory organ Pärthasärathi does not follow any reasoning but
assumes it to be the space (dik) enclosed in the ear-cavity on the
authority of the scriptures.46
Sucaritamisra gives up completely the Nyäya principle of
'like apprehending like'. His reasoning is based on analogy.
The sense-organs are composed of physical elements. They reside
in the body and manifest such qualities of objects as colour,
taste etc. The external elements too are observed to manifest these
qualities. We see that colour is manifested by the light of a lamp
which is fiery. Taste is manifested by water element: In dry substances there is taste but it is not manifested unless they are
moistened by water. It connot be said that there is no taste in dry
substances, because it must be present there as long as the things
46. NRonSV, 4.51.
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exist just as colour exists as long as coloured things exist. Therefore, water is the manifester of taste. Some earthy substance is
seen to manifest odour, for example, the paste of margosa bark
(nimbatvak). When the paste of margosa bark is applied to sandal
the smell of the latter is manifested more keenly. The cause of
such keener manifestation is not the water in the paste but the
element of earth in it, because pure water is not seen to
possess this property. Therefore, earth is the manifester of odour.
Similarly, the external air element is observed tö manifest touch.
During the cold season the cold touch of the particles of water
scattered in the atmosphere is not felt unless air blows. This cold
touch does not belong to air because air is neither cold nor hot.
Therefore, air is the manifester of touch. Thus when it is seen
that external elements (bhüta) manifest the different sense-qualities
it must be concluded, on the strength of analogy, that senseorgans, which too manifest different sense-qualities, must be
composed of the elements. Light and eye both manifest colour;
light is of the nature of fire; therefore, eye too is of the nature
of fire. The same reasoning is extended to the case of other senseorgans also, the case of the auditory organ being an exception.
About the auditory organ Sucaritamisra says that it is of the
nature of ether (äkäsä) and he is supported by Cidänanda and
Näräyana. Each of the elements is seen taking part in the composition of body in general and in that of a sense-organ in particular; ether takes part in the composition of body in the form of
hollow spaces inside it; therefore, it must take part in the composition of one special sense-organ also. Since the other senseorgans are composed of the other elements, the auditory organ,
by elimination, must be of the nature of ether. We arrive at the
same result by a different line of reasoning also. In the case of
other sense-organs we find that each of them manifests such
quality as belongs to the element that it is composed of; sound
is not a quality belonging to any of them because it is the
quality of ether; therefore, it must be manifested by ether alone,
so that the auditory organ must be composed of ether. This
assumption is quite legitimate because it accords with what is
commonly seen.47
47. KKon SV,4.51.
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Cidänanda and Näräyana differ from Sucaritamisra in that
sound {sabda) according to them is not a quality but an eternal
substance, and Pärthasärathi differs from them all in that the
auditory organ according to him is space (dik) itself limited by
the cavity of ear. The reason of this divergence of opinion lies in
Kumärila's attitude of uncertainty regarding the nature of the
auditory organ. He has no positive reason to oppose the Nyäya
view that the auditory organ is of the nature of ether. He says:
If it is absolutely necessary to deny the assertion of the
Naiyäyika, then we must seek to establish the fact of space
being the sense of audition on the ground of its being laid
down in the Veda.48
Further, he maintains that this view is as reasonable as that of
the Naiyäyika and possesses the additional advantage of being
supported by the Veda.49 All the Bhättas agree that sabda is an
eternal substance. Sabda is an ambiguous term. It is used in the
sense of sound (dhvani) as well as word. Word, according to
the Bhättas, is definitely an eternal substance and it is said that
audible sound manifests it. But is sound too an eternal substance?
Näräyana answers this question in the affirmative.50 Sucaritamisra maintains that it is the specific quality of ether. Pärthasärathi's view is not clear, but Rämakrsna in his commentary on SD
says that it is a quality of air.51 Cinnasvämisästri summarizing
the Bhätta view says that sabda has two forms, viz., sound form
and letter form and that the former is a non-eternal quality of air
because it is produced by an impact of air, while the latter is an
eternal substance.52
The Bhätta reasoning to establish the elemental character
(bhautikatva) of sense-organs appears to be more sound than that
of the Naiyäyika. The Naiyäyika's principle of 'like apprehending like' breaks down in the case of marcas1 which is supposed
to be the inner organ of apprehending pleasure, pain etc. Manas
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

SV, Sabdanityatä, 149-50
Ibid., 153-54.
MM, p. 10.
SC, p. 137.
TSR, p. 44-45.
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is a sense-organ like the eye and it apprehends such inner qualities
as pleasure, pain etc., but it is not made of the substance of which
these are the qualities. These are the qualities of a spiritual substance called soul, but manas is not spiritual in nature. Again, this
principle cannot explain the perception of sound through ear if,
as the Mlmämsaka assumes, sound be not a quality of ether but
of air or not a quality at all. Moreover, the principle is not supported by facts. Sucaritamisra seems to adopt it when establishing the etherial nature of the auditory organ, but it is adopted
only after he has established the elemental nature of the other
sense-organs on a different ground. He does not take it as an a
priori principle but as a generalization. However, the Bhätta
reasoning is no less fallacious than that of the Naiyäyika and
the fallacy is due to an ambiguous use of the term 'manifester'
(abhivyanjakd). The eye, for instance, is the manifester of colour
and so is light, but the two cannot be of an identical nature on
this account. Light, is not a manifester in the same way as the
eye is. The eye manifests colour while light only helps it by being
an accessory (sahakari). If light were of the same nature as
the eye is it could not help the latter in colour perception as the
eye of another man does not help it.
5.3.2. The Internal Sense-organ
The internal sense-organ is called manas for which the English
word cmind' has been generally used. This usage, however, is
quite misleading. Mind is a conscious principle, whereas manas
is an unconscious instrument of this conscious principle like the
body. As a matter of fact, there is no word in English which can
properly express the concept of manas.
Kumärila does not try to establish the existence of manas by
arguments as is done by the Naiyäyikas. He simply says that the
cognition of pleasure etc. is perceptual in nature, because it arises
when manas is in contact with them, and manas is a sense-organ.53
While enumerating the functions of manas Kumärila does not
mention that it is the cause of the order {krama) that we observe
among our perceptions. There is usually a contact of sense-organs
simultaneously with many things. For example, while I am per53.

SV, 4.83.
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ceiving the words that I write, there is simultaneously an impact
of sounds on my ear-drums and a pressure of clothes that I wear
on my skin. But I am not aware of the sounds and the pressure
simultaneously with the words. There is an order in my awareness of different moments and the Naiyäyika refers to this fact
as a proof of the existence of manas and its atomic size 54 It
appears that Kumärila did not consider it as the required proof,
but, as he does not controvert the Nyäya view, it can also be
said that he agreed with it. The assumption of manas as a senseorgan is made to explain subjective experiences. Sucaritamisra, however, assumes it for another reason also. He says that
sometimes there is a contact of the soul, a sense-organ and an
object, yet no cognition of the object arises, for example, in the
state of inattention, though at other times the cognition does
appear. There must be some cause for this difference and this
cause is the absence of contact with manas in the former case and
its presence in the latter. Thus manas is not only an organ of
sense, but of attention too. 55 Sucaritamisra adds that manas is
never dissociated from soul, not even in the state of release.56
But this is not accepted by Pärthasärathi who maintains that in
release the soul is dissociated from all knowables (prameya) as
well as the instruments of knowledge.57 Cidänanda and Näräyana, however, agree with Sucaritamisra on this point. Cidänanda
does not feel the necessity of assuming manas to explain merely
the order of succession in perceptions and he is opposed to the
Nyäya view that manas is atomic. Below we give Cidänanda's
view of manas.
Manas exists and it is infinite in size. We have a direct experience of such subjective qualities as pleasure, pain etc. and, since
all direct experiences are sensuous in origin while the external
sense-organs cannot explain the direct experience of pleasure etc.,
there must exist an internal sense-organ which is called manas.
Manas is of an infinite size, because, like soul which too is infinite,
it is an intangible substance, or because it is a substance without
being an effect and a material cause of anything, or because it is
54.
55.
56.
57.
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the substratum of the conjunction which is the non-constituent
cause (asamaväyi käranä) of cognition.
Others prove the existence and atomic size of manas in the
following three ways: It is seen that, though there is a contact
of the sense-organs simultaneously with many objects, yet their
cognitions appear not simultaneously but in succession, and this
fact proves the existence of some thing, viz., manas, which must
intervene between soul and sense-organs before the appearance of
a cognition. Now, If manas were infinitein size it would naturally
be in contact with all the sense-organs simultaneously and thus
there would be no order among perceptions. But if manas is
assumed to be atomic, it can fully explain the order among
perceptions on the ground that being atomic it can come in
contact with only one sense-organ at a time, and thus the
very argument which establishes the existence of manas also
establishes its atomic size. Secondly, cognition is a transitory and
specific quality of an eternal substance, viz., soul, and such a
quality of such a substance is seen to originate only by the conjuction of another substance, as is the case of the atoms of earth
which acquire the quality of colour by their conjunction with
fire. Therefore, the required substance whose conjunction with
soul results in cognition is manas. This argument also proves the
atomic character of manas. Manas is either infinite, or of a
medium size, or atomic. It cannot be infinite, because there can be
no conjunction between two substances unless there is movement
in one or both of them, and movement is impossible in the case
of infinite substances. It cannot be of a medium size, because
a thing of medium size is always an effect of some material
cause, while manas cannot be an effect, for, otherwise, it would
not survive death. Therefore, it must be atomic. Thirdly, the
existence of manas is inferred from the direct cognition of pleasure etc. It is a sense-organ; but if it is assumed to be infinite, it
cannot function as a sense-organ unless there be some limiting
adjunct (upädhi). If some portion of body is supposed to be
the limiting adjunct its accidental destruction would lead to the
absence of knowledge, as, when the eye is destroyed there is no
perception of colour. If the whole body is supposed to be
the limiting adjunct, the feeling of pain that originates in the leg
only would be felt all over the body. And since there can be no
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other limiting adjunct, therefore the atomic character of manas
becomes inevitable.
These arguments are false. The first argument, which is forwarded by the Naiyäyika, does not prove the existence of manas.
Even if it is proved the simultaneous recollection of all that one
has learnt becomes inevitable, because the impressions of all that
has been memorized abide in the soul and will be revived simultaneously by the conjunction of manas with soul. It cannot be
said that ail impressions are not revived simultaneously, because
through concentration, which is a particular state of manas in
which sense-organs turn away from their objects, it is quite
possible to revive all impressions simultaneously. If it be said
that concentration by its very nature revives impressions in an
order of succession, or that the revived impressions naturally
produce memory in an order of succession, then, for the sake
parsimony it is better to assume that soul itself naturally produces cognitions in such an order, and thus we do away with the
superfluous assumption of manas. It maybe said that in that
case the process of cognition would be uncaused, for the eye
and other sense-organs by themselves are sometimes seen unable
to produce cognition and hence they cannot be supposed to be a
sufficient cause of cognition. It is true; but then the origination
of cognitions in a succession ceases to be the proof of the existence of manas. It would then be assumed as the cause of cognitions and then too it would be unnecessary because the body
itself could be supposed to be the required cause.
The second argument, which is put forward by Prabhäkara,
also is not convincing. It is seen that colour is produced in earth
by fire alone; but from this the generalization that a transitory
quality of every substance is produced by conjunction with another substance, is not legitimate. Thus the major premise of the
argument being uncerain the inference of the existence of manas
becomes fallacious. Or, since fire alone is seen to produce colour
in earth by its conjunction, therefore, the substance whose conjunction with soul is needed to produce cognition cannot be different
from fire. Or, again, let the body alone be such a substance
instead of manas. Pärthasärathi also says:
Because the body is the receptacle of food and drink the specific
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qualities of soul, e.g., pleasure, cognition etc., cannot arise
outside the body. Hence, as the conjunction of body alone
suffices for their origination the inference of another substance,
viz., manas, is untenable.58
It will be said that conjunction requires movement while soul
being infinite cannot move, so that the other required substance
must be able to move in order to produce cognition, but body
is sometimes seen to be motionless, as in sleep, yet cognition is
produced, and hence the required substance must be different
from body. This is wrong. What is required must be ever in
motion and body too is ever in motion, though its motion may
sometimes be very subtle.
The third argument is correct, but is does not prove that
manas is atomic. Though manas is infinite, yet it is able to
function as a sense-organ by virtue of the body which is its
limiting adjunct. The objection that in that case a pain in the
leg will be felt all over the body is not proper, because a similar objection can be raised against the assumption that manas
is atomic: When pleasure or pain is produced in the whole body
by a scented bath or burning, an atomic manas could not come
in contact simultaneously with the whole of it and then there
would be no experience of such a diffused feeling. Therefore,
when atomicity and infinite size both are not free from objection,
it is wrong to accept atomicity alone. As a matter of fact, this
argument proves only the existence of manas and not its size. The
size is proved by a different argument and it is infinite as has
already been shown.
Manas is a substance. But is it one of the other recognized
substances or a different one? Pärthasärathi says that whether
manas be elemental (bhautika) or non-elementai in nature, its
existence is beyond doubt. Cidänanda says that being different
from the external sense-organs which are composed of the
elements it cannot be elemental and since it is an instrument it
must be different from soul which is the agent. Then, let it be
either of the two remaining substances, viz., space and time. No,
manas is always connected with the object of knowledge either
directly as in the cognition of pleasure etc. or indirectly as in
58. SD, p. 36.
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external sense-perception. Whatever is perceived is only connected with manas in the above way and is not identical with
it; space and time too are perceived; therefore, they are not
identical with manas. So, manas must be an altogether different
substance and it is eternal, infinite and motionless.
It is maintained that in all forms of knowledge a contact
between soul and manas is necessary. But the difficulty now
arises as to the possibility of any contact between two infinite
and motionless substances. Contact between two things is possible when there is activity in one or both of them. But how can
there be any activity in motionless things? This difficulty is
avoided by asserting that when the motionless substances are
infinite in size they are already in contact and thus there is no
need of any activity. We directly observe other instances of such
a contact, as that between infinite space and infinite sky; otherwise how could we speak of'eastern sky', 'western sky' etc.?59
In the above reasoning the tendency of the Bhättas to avoid
an assumption of the unseen as far as possible is obvious. Others
assume manas for many reasons and assign many functions to it.
But the Bhättas assume it only to explain our immediate knowledge of subjective qualities and assign other functions to the
body. It is true that Cidänanda later admits that manas plays a
part in external sense-perception by intervening between soul
and external sense-organs, but it is inconsistent with the stand
taken by him in the beginning according to which manas is
unnecessary except for the perception of pleasure etc. This is
because Kumärila has emphatically stated that in the perception
of colour etc. manas functions in cooperation with the visual
and other sense-organs.60 It appears that the Bhättas were gradually realizing the redundancy of the concept of manas. Yet, due
to the pressure of scriptural authority and the ignorance of the
functions of brain and sensory nerves that give organic sensation,
the concept of manas could not be abandoned completely.
5.3.3. Criticism of the Sänkhya View
Sucaritamisra criticizes the Sänkhya view about the constitution
of sense-organs. The Sänkhya does not believe in the elemental
59. NTV, pp. 61-66.
60. SV, 4.160.
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origin of sense-organs. He maintains that the whole universe
evolves from Prakrti which is matter in its original unevolved
state. The first evolute of Prakrti is Mahat or Buddhi from which
evolves Ahankära. Then the process of evolution proceeds along
two different lines, one determined by the preponderance of
Sattva and the other by that of Tamas. The five organs of sense,
the five organs of action and Manas which partakes the nature
of both are the evolutes of Ahankära along the first line and
the five physical elements along the second line.61 Now, the
question arises as to what this Ahankära is. In common parlance
Ahankära or egoism is understood to be a form of consciousness
in which the ego or self is revealed. How then can the senseorgans be of the nature of consciousness? If the Sänkhya means
by Ahankära something different, then, its existence is not proved
by any available means. The Sänkhya says that Ahankära is
all-pervading. But in that case its evolutes, the senses, too must
be all-pervading, and hence in contact with everything. This,
however, is inconsistent with the fact that the senses do not come
in contact with past, future, remote and subtle things, because
we do not have their direct knowledge. Again, the Sänkhya says
that there are three internal instruments of cognition, viz.,
Buddhi, Ahankära and Manas. Thus, when Ahankära itself is an
instrument how can other instruments be of its nature? Therefore,
sense-organs are not Ähahkärika but elemental.62
5.3.4. Sense-organs Are Known Indirectly
The existence of sense-organs is known through positive and
negative concomitance (anvayavyatireka). They are not directly
perceptible. Some philosophers believe that soul is of the nature
of pure consciousness and hence knowledge is natural to it, so
that there is no necessity of assuming the existence of senseorgans. But this is wrong. If it were true, all persons would have
been omniscient. But as none is omniscient and our perception
is limited to present and proximate things only, the dependence
of perception on some cause is obvious. For the external things
we depend on external sense-organs. When the eyes are closed
61. SK, 25.
62. KKonSV, 4.51.
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there is no knowledge of colours and when the ears are closed
there is no knowledge of sounds. But when they are not closed
the knowledge of colours and sounds appears. From this it is
inferred that colours are perceived through eyes and sounds
through ears. Similarly the existence of other sense-organs is
known from positive and negative concomitance. The existence
of the internal sense-organ also is inferred from the immediacy
of our subjective experiences. If there were no internal senseorgan such immediacy could not be explained. Manas is the
internal sense-organ and it is different from body as other senseorgans are.63
5.3.5. The Number of Sense-organs
The number of sense-organs is limited to six, neither more
nor less. Some people assert that there is only one sense-organ,
viz., the skin, and that others are its different capacities located
in different parts. But this view is wrong. One sense-organ cannot
explain the variety of perception. To say that one sense-organ
can apprehend all sense-qualities is as absurd as to say that
the eye can apprehend sound and the ear can apprehend colour.
To say that one sense-organ possesses five or more capacities is
practically to recognized that there are more sense-organs than
one. The skin is of the nature of air and it is but proper that five
different capacities should belong to five different substances
rather than to air alone.64
Some hold that there are innumerable sense-organs corresponding to the innumerable subdivisions of colour, sound and
other sensory qualities. Colours are divided into red, blue,
green etc. Similarly, sounds, tastes, odours and touches have
innumerable subdivisions. Each of these subdivisions, it is said,
must be apprehended by one distinct sense-organ. But this
assumption of innumerable sense-organs is needless, though
it is true that there are innumerable subdivisions of the five main
sensory qualities. There are many colours differing in kind and
degree, but all are apprehended by the eyes alone. When the
eyes are open all the different colours are perceived, but when
63. NR on SV. 4.167.
64. Ibid., 4.163.
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they are closed all colours disappear. From this it is plain that
all colours are apprehended by the eye. Similarly, all sounds are
perceived by the ear, all tastes by the tongue, all odours by the
nose and all touches by the skin. Therefore, the number of senseorgans including rnanas is only six.65
5.3.6. The Sense-contact Theory
Perception is produced by the contact of a sense-organ with
an object. In tactual and gustatory perception such contact is
quite evident. The particles of air spread over the skin cannot
give the knowledge of touch unless the object possessing the
quality of touch is brought in contact with the skin. Touch is of
three kinds, viz., cold, hot and neither cold nor hot.66 These are
actually kinds of temperature. According to modern psychology
we apprehend many qualities through skin such as temperature,
pain, roughness, smoothness etc. The reason why temperature
sensations alone were enumerated as forms of touch seems to
be that the knowledge of pain is attributed to the instrumentality
of manas and that of softness etc. to that of vision. No difference
is observed between the feeling of pain and the sensation of
pain.
The particles of water spread over the surface of tongue are
said to give the sensation of taste when some substance comes
in contact with them. Taste is divided into six kinds, viz., sweet,
bitter, sour, astringent, pungent and saline.67
These two sense-organs are präpyakäri, i.e., they function by
coming in contact with their respective objects. These are not
distant senses, because thev do not apprehend qualities of
objects at a distance. The olfactory organ too is präpyakäri. A
particle of earth residing inside the nose comes in contact with
the subtle particles of an odorous substance scattered in the
atmosphere. Odour belongs to earth alone and it is of three
kinds, viz., sweet, noxious and ordinary.68
The organs of vision and audition grasp their respective
objects from a distance. There is no unanimity about their being
65.
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präpyakäri or apräpyakäri. The Buddhists maintain that these
are apräpyakäri, i.e., they function without coming in contact
with their objects. According to the Jaina only the sense of
vision is apräpyakäri. All other Indian philosophers say that both
of these are präpyakäri like other sense-organs.
The Buddhist argues that the eye and the ear are peripheral
organs and nobody is ever aware of their travelling to a distant
object after leaving their abodes in the body. If these organs
could come in contact with their objects there would not be any
awareness of their being at a distance from us. When an object
is seen or a sound is heard we are also aware that the object is
at a distance and that the source of sound is far or near. This
awareness of distance {säntaragrahana) cannot be explained by
präpyakäritva. The organs of taste and touch are präpyakäri
and are not seen to give a knowledge of distance. The organs
of vision and hearing give a knowledge of distance and hence
they cannot be präpyakäri. Again, just as skin and tongue
cannot apprehend objects of a size bigger than their own, so
the visual organs too could not apprehend trees, mountains etc.
which are far bigger than the pupil of the eye, if it were
präpyakäri like them. Near and distant objects are seen simultaneously. But if the eye be supposed to reach out to its object
in order to come in contact with it, it would take more time to
reach a distant object and less time to reach a near object with
the result that their perception would not be simultaneous.
Therefore, the visual and auditory organs are not präpyakäri,69
Kumärila says that even if sense-functioning through contact
be disproved by the Buddhist reasoning, it is beyond doubt that
perception arises from the activity of sense-organs with reference
to their objects. However, the contact theory as held by the
Sänkhya and others cannot be refuted in its general form. If the
visual and auditory organs operated without contact, the
Sänkhya maintains, everything including that which is remote
and hidden would be perceived. The Buddhist says that the eye
and the ear are never seen to leave their abodes in the body.
The Sänkhya asserts that peripheral organs (golaka) are not
really sense-organs, because these are elemental while the latter
69. sv, 4.41-41.
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are Ähankärika, i.e., they are made of a subtler stuff than the
gross physical elements. The vrtti-s of these organs, which are
supersensible, mobile and swift, move out of them and reach
the objects located in external space. These vrtti-s assume the
forms of objects and thus we are aware of the objects. All the
while these vrtti-s are connected with their sites in the body.
They extend from their sites to objects without being severed.
It may be objected that if the physical eye is not the real senseorgan of vision, how is it that medicines applied to it remove
defects and improve vision? The Sänkhya replies that this does
not go against the view that the real sense-organs are different
from the end-organs, because these end-organs contain the real
sense-organs and the medicines applied to the former actually
benefit the latter. A vrtti issues out just as light issues from a
lamp. The perception of a thing bigger in size than the eye is
explained by the expansion of the vrtti at the end (prthvagra).
When a vrtti issues out from the eye it goes on expanding and
the object-size that is apprehended depends on the magnitude of
the stretch of the vrtti. A vrtti can go only to a limited extent
and not to an infinite distance so that very distant things remain
invisible to us. It may be objected that when a vrtti has once
reached its object it must apprehend the object even if the eye
is shut or destroyed in the mean time. The answer is that it is
not so because with the destruction or shutting of the eye the
connection of the vrtti with it is severed like the light of a lamp
on its extinction. Or, even if the connection be not severed the
object presented by the vrtti is not experienced because then
the soul loses its contact with the presented object with the
loss of an effort to know. Thus, according to the Sänkhya, the
visual organ comes in contact with objects through its vrtti-s
and similarly the auditory organ too comes in contact with
sounds so that both of them are präpyakäri.70
The Bhättas accept that there is sense-contact in visual and
auditory perception, but they reject the vrtti-thooiy. Ahahkära
is supposed to be all-pervading and so the senses, which are
Ähankärika, too must be all-pervading; but how can an allpervading thing move? And what is this vrttil If it is merely
70. KK on SV, 4.42-51.
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the capacity of a sense-organ to apprehend its object, then it is
a sakti and so immaterial. How can an immaterial thing move?
As a matter of fact, the visual organ is made of light (tejas)
which by its very nature possesses the property of spreading
around from its source. So, though the eye does not move
away from its place, the light from it goes out and comes in
contact with objects.71
According to the Naiyäyika the speed of light is so swift that
even such extremely distant an object as the planet Saturn can
be perceived almost instantaneously with the opening of eyes.
But Näräyana maintains that however speedy light may be, it
cannot be so speedy that we could not be able to appreciate the
difference between the times that the light of the eye takes to
reach an object millions of miles away and another which is at
a distance of only a few inches. From the fact that we can see
Saturn as soon as we open our eyes it should be concluded that
the light of the eye at the moment of coming out becomes one
with the all-pervasive external light and so it need not travel to
such a long distance. It should not be supposed that, since the
external light is all-pervasive, a man living in Kerala could see
the river Gangä, because the visual light unites not with the
whole of the external light but with only that portion of it which
is favoured by the merits and demerits (dharmädharmä) of the
perceiver.72
According to modern physics light travels from an external
object to the retina of the eye. Näräyana seems to have struck
this truth so far as he maintains that the visual light meets the
light coming from external objects; but he stops short of the
complete truth because he could not shake off the deeply ingrained belief that the visual organ is made of the fire-element.
He is naturally ignorant of the late modern discovery that light
travels in the form of rays in a straight line at a tremendous
speed.
5.3.7. The Perception of Sound
About the nature and perception of sound the Bhätta had to
wage a serious battle against his rivals, since the eternality of
71. Ibid., 4.51.
72. MM, pp. 11-12.
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Veda was supposed to depend on the eternality of sabda. According to the Bhätta sabda is an eternal and omnipresent substance
and the effort of a speaker does not produce it but simply manifests it. The debate regarding the eternality of sabda would strike
us today as a futile exercise, and hence the following account
will be confined to the perception of sound only.
According to the Vaisesika sound is initially produced by
conjunction and disjunction, as when one thing strikes upon
another and when two closely conjoined things are forcibly
separated. This initial sound produces another similar to it,
which in turn produces a third similar sound and so on in the
manner of a wave giving rise to another wave, till the last one
is produced in the ether enclosed within the ear-cavity. It is
this last sound in the series that is apprehended by the auditory
organ and not the initial one.
This view, according to Kumärila, is not satisfactory as it involves many unverifiable assumptions. We are never aware of a
multiplicity of sounds, nor is there any awareness of the heard
sound being different from the uttered one. When someone
utters some word we believe that we hear the same word and
the speaker also believes that the same word that he utters will
be heard by others. How can a sound give rise to another sound
similar to it? Why is sound heard quickly in the direction of
wind and not so quickly in the opposite direction? Why is the
supposed series of sounds not produced in all directions and
heard by everyone in the world? Why is sound not able to cross
such obstacles as a wall etc.? These questions cannot be satisfactorily answered by the Vaisesika, for, according to him,
sound is a non-corporeal (amürta) quality of the all-pervading
ether (äkäsa).n
According to the Jaina, sabda is substantial in nature. It is
composed of very subtle particles of matter (pudgala) possessing
form and touch and is heard when it travels to and comes in
contact with the auditory organ. This view is even more objectionable than the Vaisesika view. The travelling of sound, a
material entity, to the ear is not perceived by anyone. The
existence of form and touch in sound, the suppression of these
73. SW.Sabdanityatä, 88-98.
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qualities assumed to explain their imperceptibility, and the
existence of subtle parts in sound are simply wild assumptions
having no ground. How can the invisible parts of sound be
arranged together and how can these arrangements differ among
themselves so as to give different words? In the absence of
fluidity how can these parts be held together and why should
they not be scattered apart by wind before reaching the ear of
the hearer? The parts of sound must be extremely light and
loosely held together and when they come in contact with such
things as a tree etc. in their way they must fall apart like a lump
of clay. Moreover, when they enter the ear of one person they
must not be heard by others.74
According to the Sänkhya the vrtti of the auditory organ
goes out to the locus of sound. The Sänkhya assumes two unverifiable things, viz., the existence of vrtti and its movement.
Now, when the vrtti exists at a distance, viz., in the locus of
sound to which it moves, how can it affect the auditory organ
of the hearer? Certainly the hearing of sound presupposes some
modification of the hearing organ; but it is inconceivable how
such modification can be produced from a distance. If it be said
that the hearing organ is all-pervading, then even a very distant
sound should be audible. And, why should a sound obstructed
by a wall be not audible? The vrtti of the hearing organ being
non-conporeal (amürta) cannot be obstructed by material
obstacles. Moreover, the wind blowing in the direction of the
sound should not help its perception nor the wind blowing in the
opposite direction should hinder it. It is more reasonable to
think that the former should hinder and the latter should help
hearing because it is the vrtti that is supposed to move, not
sound.75
The Buddhist says that sound is heard without requiring any
contact between the auditory organ and sound. But then near
and distant sounds should be equally audible or inaudible, because the absence of contact is common in both the cases. Nor
should there be any sequence among heard sounds, and the
perception of the same sound as loud by a person who is stand74. Ibid., 106-112.
75. Ibid., 113-119.
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ing near it and as low by another standing at a greater distance
too remains inexplicable.76
Having criticized all the above views Kumärila gives his own
view as follows: When a person speaks the air inside his body
struck by his effort moves out of his mouth and this air is helped by the conjunction and disjunction of his palate, tongue and
throat. The extent to which the air goes is determined by its
initial velocity which depends on the intensity of the speaker's
effort. That is why sound is not heard everywhere. When the air
forces its way through the surrounding atmosphere which is
calm, its parts have conjunction and disjunction with the latter
and so the sound is heard in all directions. When this air
reaches the ether of the aural cavity it imparts a certain potency
(sakti) to the auditory organ, which produces certain modifications {saniskärci) in the latter. Different modifications are caused
by different sounds and they are the cause of the differences in
sound perception. Sound is not heard when there are obstacles
such as a wall etc. because they obstruct the passage of air.
When loud sounds are heard some pressure is experienced upon
the ear. This is caused by the air-current striking the ear with a
great force. The initial velocity of the sound gradually decreases
and hence the intensity of sound differs at different points of its
passage till it disappears completely. Thus the sequence, loudness, lowness etc. of the heard sounds are fully explained by this
theory.77
5.3.8. Forms of Contact
The objects of which we have a direct knowledge through
perception are substances, qualities, actions and universals. The
sense-contacts involved in their perception vary according
to the object perceived. The older Naiyäyikas enumerate
six such contacts (sannikarsa), viz., conjunction (samyoga),
inherence - in - what - is - conjoined {sarfiyukta-sarnavayd) inherence - in - what - is - inherent - in - what - is - conjoined ( samyuktasamaveta-samaväya), inherence (samaväya), inherence-in-whatis-inherent (samaveta-samaväya), and the relation of quali76. Ibid., 119-121.
77. Ibid., 122-130.
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fication and the qualified (yisesanavisesyatä). These are the
forms of ordinary contact. The Neo-Naiyäyikas add three
forms of extraordinary contact to this list. They are: contact through generality (sämänyalaksana), contact through
association {jnänalaksana), and contact through meditation
(yogaja).
The knowledge of substances is given through the contact
known as samyoga. The senses are substances and they can
directly come in contact with substances alone. They cannot have
a direct contact with qualities, actions and universals which inhere
in substances. The contact of the senses with these latter is
mediated by samctväya and hence it is called samyukta-samaväya.
The contact of the senses with universals inhering in qualities
and actions is still further mediated by another inherence. Whiteness, for instance, which is the universal of the quality 'white'
inheres in a white substance with which the visual organ
comes to have conjunction. Hence this form of contact is called
saniyukta-samaveta-samaväya. The contact involved in the perception of sound which is a quality of ether, is different from all
the above contacts and is called samaväya. It is different from
saniyukta-samaväya which is involved in the perception of the
qualities of colour, taste, touch and smell. The argument advanced by the Naiyäyika for this difference is that sound being
a quality of ether inheres in it and the auditory organ itself
being a part of ether enclosed within the ear there is no need
of its conjunction with any other substance. The colour of a
jar inheres in the jar and the eye can apprehend it only after
having conjunction with the jar. But, sound, on the other hand,
inheres in the organ that apprehends it and hence it is known
through samaväya. The universal of sound (sabdatva) is apprehended through samaveta-samaväya because it inheres in sound.
The last form of ordinary contact, viz., visesanavisesyabhäva is
assumed to explain the perception of negation (abhäva). Negation, i.e., absence of something is supposed by the Naiyäyika
to be an object of perception. It cannot be perceived in the
manner in which positive entities are perceived, because there is
nothing to have a conjunction with sense-organs. Therefore, it is
said that negation is perceived as a qualification of some positive
locus. In perception of the absence of a jar on the ground there
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is a union of the eye with the ground and through this the eye
comes in contact with the absence of jar as a qualification of the
ground. The relation known as samaväya which exists between
a substance and its qualities, actions or universal, according to
the Vaisesika, is imperceptible. According to the Naiyäyika
samaväya too is an object of perception and the contact which
is involved in its perception also is visesanavisesyabhäva.
Among the various forms of extraordinary contact the first,
sämänyalaksana, is assumed to explain the knowledge of all
past, present and future individuals belonging to a class. The
Naiyäyika maintains that when the generic character of fire,
for instance, is perceived we also perceive all the particular instances of fire at the same time. Through jnänalaksana-sannikarsa, it is said, we perceive a quality of a substance by a senseorgan which is not ordinarily perceived by that organ. For
example, when the eyes are in contact with a sandal tree we
are not only aware of its colour but also of its sweet smell.
The tree is at such a great distance that the olfactory organ
cannot come in contact with its smell and hence it cannot be
a case of olfactory perception. It is a case of visual perception
and yet smell is not ordinarily an object of visual perception.
What happens is that on a direct contact of the eye with the
colour and shape of the tree the olfactory image of the sweet
smell is revived through association. But it cannot be said to be
a case of memory for this reason, because the cognition of
sweet smell of sandal-wood is an extraordinary form of perception. The cognition of the heat of fire at a distance is another
instance of such perception. The yogajasannikarsa is involved
in the perception of yogins. Through the power of meditation
their sense-organs can come in contact with all past, future,
minute and remote objects.78
The three forms of extraordinary contact are ruled out by
the Bhätta rejection of the possibility and validity of extraordinary perception. The Bhätta criticism of yogaja perception has
already been given. Perception dependent on the contact known
as sämänyalaksana was assumed by the later Naiyäyikas to
78. Bodas:TS, pp. 221-27; See also Sinha, Indian Psychology: Perception, pp. 75-76.
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safeguard the validity of the universal major premise (vyäpti) on
which the validity of an inference depends. But, since the Bhättas
do not recognize this sort of perception as the source of our
knowledge of vyäpti, sämänyalaksana is rejected. This point will
be explained in the chapter on inference. Perception based on
jnänalaksana-sannikarsa is not perception at all. It is really inferential in nature and to call it perception is wrong. To say
that smell can be apprehended by vision is absurd. The visual
organ has the capacity of responding to colours alone. The
strongest proof of the fact that the said cognition is not visual
perception is that a person who is not acquainted with the smell
of sandal does not perceive it when the sandal tree is at a distance, though he perceives the form and colour of the latter like
one who is acquainted with its smell. Only the olfactory organ
responds to odours, but at the time, due to the distance, the odour
of sandal does not fall within the range of the activity of this
organ. Hence it cannot be perceived at the time. It is only a
person already aware of the association between sandal and
sweet smell who cognizes sweet smell on recognizing a sandal
tree through vision, and for this reason this cognition is inferential in nature. Similarly the cognition of the warmth of fire from
a distance is inferential.79
The Bhätta recognizes only two forms of contact, viz., conjunction (samyoga) and identity-with-what-is-conjoined (samyukta-tädätmya). The various substances are perceived through
the conjunction of sense-organs with them. The contact known
as samaväya is rejected, because sound which is said to be perceived through this contact is not a quality but an eternal substance and hence it is apprehended through conjunction with the
auditory organ like other substances.
Leaving aside the controversy whether sound is a substance
or a quality we can say that the Naiyäyika's view of auditory
perception does not seem to be consistent with his realistic position.
The Naiyäyika maintains that sound is produced in the ether of
the aural cavity, which implies that our awareness of sound as
produced by an external object and coming from a distance is an
illusion. In other words, sound thus becomes a subjective appear79. NR on SV, 4. 252-53.
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ance and loses its objectivity. The Naiyäyikas were not aware of
the functions of the cortex. But following the line of their reasoning it can be said that sound is not the quality of the aural ether
even, but a specific response of the cortex to some objective
fact whose real nature we do not know. Extending the reasoning
to other forms of perception we can conclude that our perceptions
are only subjective appearances of some objective reality whose
actual character we can never know and thus we land on the
Kantian phenomenalism which is but a step towards Berkeley an
subjectivism. It is true that according to the Naiyäyika sound is
produced in the external space and what is perceived is the sound
produced in the aural cavity which is the last in the series of
sounds initiated by the first external sound. But this amounts to
saying that what is actually perceived is subjective while its
objective character is a matter of belief, rational or irrational. In
the same way we can also say that the perceived colour, touch,
taste and smell actually belong to the fire, air, water and earth
residing in the eye, skin, tongue and nose respectively, while their
objectivity is a matter of belief which may or may not be true.
The Nyäya view of auditory perception is wrong for one more
reason. If the perceived sound is the quality of the aural ether
which, again, constitutes the auditory sense, then it apprehends
its own quality. But this goes against the generally accepted
view that a sense-organ cannot apprehend itself or its own quality.
The sense-organs and their qualities are rightly held to be supersensible and knowable through inference alone.
Returning to the Bhätta view of contacts, when samaväya as a
form of contact is rejected samavetasamaväya is automatically
rejected. Visesanatä is rejected because negation according to the
Bhättas is not an object of perception but of a different means of
knowledge known as anupalabdhi or non-apprehension. Out of
the remaining two forms of contact, viz., samyuktasamaväya and
samyuktasamavetasamaväya, the first is accepted but only
under the changed name samyuktatädätmya, where tädätmya is
substituted for samaväya. The reason is that samaväya or inherence as a form of relation subsisting between two naturally
inseparable things is rejected by Kumärila, and tädätmya or
identity is accepted in its place. Thus qualities, actions and universals of substances are perceived through the contact identity-
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with-what-is-in-conjunction. The universals subsisting in qualities
and actions also are perceived through this form of contact because indirectly they too have identity with the substances in
conjunction with sense-organs. Or, for their perception a third
form of contact samyuktatadätmatädätmya corresponding to
samyuktasamavetasamaväya may be assumed in which case the
number of contacts will be three only.80
The different forms of contact are not facts of experience.
They are assumed to explain the functioning of the sense-organs.
Modern science does not favour the view that there is a mechanical conjunction between the senses and their objects. It
explains sense-functioning in terms of certain chemical and
electrical changes produced in sense-organs by certain energies
coming from the environment. Kumärila personally does not
make any dogmatic assertion about contact. But he emphasizes
that there is an activity of sense-organs in perception. Since
activity from a distance is not generally seen to take place, it
is more probable, according to him, that there is some form of
contact between sense-organs and objects. The second point
that he emphasizes is that a sense-organ is naturally adapted to
respond to only a certain class of stimuli. This is why the visual
organ, though indirectly in contact with all the qualities inhering
in a visible object, does not give the knowledge of such qualities
as smell, taste, touch etc. except that of colour and form. Thus
contact determined by the natural capacity of a sense-organ is
the cause of perception.81
5.4.

Indeterminate and Determinate Perception

Two forms or rather stages of perception have been generally
recognized in Indian philosophy. They are: nirvikalpaka or indeterminate and savikalpaka or determinate perception. The
former precedes the latter and the latter is more advanced than
the former. Perception that arises immediately after the contact
of a sense-organ with some object is nirvikalpaka, i e., devoid of
vikalpas or determinations; but the next moment while the senseobject contact still continues the object is determined as belonging
80. MM, pp. 12-17.
81. *ifaldKi%il5rrfer: I NR on SV, 4.63-64.
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to a particular class or as possessing some qualities etc., and
then the perception becomes savikalpaka or determinate. Indeterminate perception is also called simple apprehension {alocanajnänä).

The word kalpanä which is similar in form (derived from
the root kalp) and identical in meaning with the word vikalpa
was first used in philosophical literature probably by Dinnäga, a
Buddhist logician, in his Pramänasamuccaya where perception is
defined as knowledge free from imagination and unconnected
with name, genus etc.82 The earliest use of the word älocana
is seen in Prasastapäda's Bhäsya. From this it appears that
earlier philosophers were aware of the two forms of perception,
though a clearer and detailed description of them was attempted
for the first timeby Kumärila. Kumärila maintains the distinction
against rival theories which, according to the commentators, are
held by the Buddhist, the Advaitin and the Grammarians. The
Buddhist holds that there can be no determinate perception; the
Advaitin says that determinate perception does not give a knowledge of reality; and the Grammarian says that indeterminate
perception is impossible.
5.4.1. DharmakirtVs View
According to Dharmaklrti, another Buddhist logician, a contemporary of Kumärila, perception is devoid of determinations
and non-erroneous (kalpanäpodhamabhräntarri). Non-erroneousness is a general condition of all forms of valid knowledge. The
word kalpanä is explained as meaning a cognition capable of
being associated with a name (abhiläpasamsargayogyapratibhäsapratitih). When a man knowing the relation between a name
and the named determines an object as jar his cognition
is mixed with the word 'jar'. In the case of one who has not yet
learnt the relation between a name and the named, e.g., a child,
the cognition is not actually mixed with a name, still it is capable of being expressed by a name. Both of these cognitions are
excluded from perception.
But, how, it may be asked, can a cognition which is not
actually mixed with a name be ascertained to be capable of
82.
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being so?Dharmottara says that when a cognition is independent
of or unconditioned by the object cognized it is ascertained to
be capable of being associated with a name. Perception is that
cognition whose content is determined exclusively by an objective
fact; but kalpanä is purely a subjective idea having no regard
for an objective fact. Perception depends on the immediate
presence of the object perceived while kalpanä is independent of
its object. Though a child does not know the use of words, yet
his cognition of the mother's breasts is kalpanä and not perception. Unless the child recognizes the mother's breasts as the
things which satisfied his hunger in the past he does not suck
them. The child definitely identifies what he sees now with what
he saw in the past, and, as what is past and gone cannot be the
object of present perception, the child's present cognition is
mixed with an element of kalpanä. The child does not know the
use of names, yet his cognition is savikalpaka, and hence not perception.
Perception in the true sense is produced purely by the object
perceived and is free from verbal expression and all other subjective contributions. In auditory perception, though words are
heard, yet there is not necessarily a recollection that they signify
objects, and so far it is free from kalpanä. The object of perception is the unique individuality of something (svalaksana).
Things have a twofold nature. In some respects they are unique
and in others they are alike. A thing possesses a unique individuality of its own and also features that it shares with other
things. The moments of an object-series possess their own unique
individuality and at the same time they all possess the common
feature of belonging to the same series. The latter aspect of them,
as distinguished from the former is called sämänyalaksana, and
it cannot be an object of perception. Svalaksana, which is the
real object of perception, is that which makes a difference between cognitions arising out of a close and a remote observation
of a thing. When an object is observed from a distance the resulting cognition is indistinct. But when it is observed closely
the cognition is distinct. That which is cognized distinctly on a
closer approach and indistinctly from a distance is svalaksana
and it is the 'real' (paramärthasat) because it is free from conceptual impositions (anäropitam rüpam) or thought-determinations.
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Sämänyalaksana or the form of an object which is common
to other objects, e.g., 'cowness' does not really belong to the
object, but is imposed upon it by the knower, and hence it does
not make any difference in cognition, whether an object is
observed closely or from a distance. Therefore, it is not an
object of perception. Sämänyalaksana is a mode of thought and
not a mode of existence. Our modes of thinking or categories of
thought are external to things-in-themselves; they cannot touch
reality.83
5.4.2. Advaita View
According to the Advaitin the sole object of perception is pure
being (sanmätra). Perception apprehends neither unique particulars, such as svalaksana-s, nor particulars of a relative
generality, such ascowness. Svalaksana-s are exclusive characters
of things while cowness etc. are inclusive. Both are the products of discursive thought, because they presuppose the relational activity of mind. Reality by itself is neither exclusive nor
inclusive. The determination of objects as possessing exclusive
or uncommon features and inclusive or common features is alien
to their real nature, because exclusiveness and inclusiveness are
not given in perception, but imported by the relational intellect.
Indeterminate perception is the only form of perception. It
reveals reality in its true form. In it there is no differentiation
between a cow and a horse.
Particulars such as 'this is a cow', 'this is a horse' etc. are
not given by perception. The knowledge of particulars depends
on the knowledge of difference which is of the nature of mutual
negation (anyonyäbhäva). Consciousness in the form 'this is a
cow', for instance, depends on the consciousness that cthis' is
different from a horse etc. The difference of a cow from a horse
is nothing but the absence of horseness in it and the absence of
cowness in a horse. This mutual absence being a form of negation cannot be the object of perception which apprehends only
positive entities. It is the object of an independent means of
cognition known as anupalabdhi. The perception of particulars is
impossible for another reason also. A particular A cannot be
83. NBT, pp. 6-14,
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cognized unless it is preceded by the cognition of its difference
from B, C etc. But in order to cognize A's difference from B,
A and B should first be individually cognized. The difference is
a property of A. How can a property be cognized unless the
object of which it is the property is cognized? The cognition of
the difference of A presupposes the cognition of B also, because
unless it is so how can it be known that A is different from B?
A is the substratum (äsrayä) of difference and B its countercorrelate (pratiyogiri). Thus the cognition of a particular depends
on the cognition of its difference from other particulars and the
cognition of the difference again depends on the cognition of the
particular which is the substratum of the difference and the
particular which is its counter-correlate. The whole process involves mutual dependence (anyonyäsrayä). Therefore, the cognition of particulars is impossible.
Metaphysically particulars and difference both are unreal, because they are self-contradictory, while reality being a harmonious whole cannot allow any contradiction in itself. Particulars
are merely creations of imagination under the influence of
avidyä which is beginningless. One and secondless being is the
only reality and particulars belong to the realm of appearance.
The distinction of universal and particular is illusory and what
is apprehended by indeterminate perception is neither universal
nor particular but pure being.84
5.4.3. BhartrharVs View
The Buddhist and the Advaitin recognize only indeterminate
perception as valid perception. Bhartrhari, the grammarian, on
the other hand, recognizes only determinate perception. Not
only perception but all forms of cognition are determinate as all
of them are verbalized. "There in no cognition in the world
which is not accompanied by words; all cognitions are, as it
were, interpenetrated by words."85 Thought and language are
inseparable. Knowledge is not an end in itself. It is only a
means to successful practical behaviour which depends on a
84. SV,4.114-16; See also NR and KK.
85.
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proper discrimination between things. The differences among
things cannot be ascertained properly unless knowledge is determinate. Even the behaviour of children and animals presupposes
a determinate knowledge of things. Bhartrhari identifies determinate knowledge with verbalized knowledge. The behaviourist
says that thinking in human beings is nothing but subtle speech.
Bhartrhari goes even further and .says that thought and perceptions of even small children and animals are accompanied by
subtle speech (süksmaväk). Children learn speech and the relation between words and things later and hence it is absurd to
say that their cognitions are accompanied by words even before
they learn the use of words. But Bhartrhari explains the presence
of subtle speech before learning by assuming impressions
(sawskära) of previous births, which, he says, are now aroused
by some unseen power. Thus perception in his view cannot be
indeterminate.86
5.4.4. Rumania's View
Against the grammarian's view Kumärila asserts that the
denial of indeterminate perception is the denial of a wellestablished fact. Experience proves that on the contact of a
sense-organ with an object the cognition that arises in the first
moment is indeterminate. It is a simple apprehension or a bare
awareness of an object and is the basis of the predicative consciousness that arises in the next moment. The consciousness of
the first moment is characterless (nirvisesa) and it is presupposed
by and develops into the consciousness of the object as possessing distinct features. It resembles the perception of infants,
dumb persons and animals and is produced purely by the object
(bälamükädivijnänasadrsani suddhavastujam) because it is not
mixed with anything contributed by the knower's mind. In the
absence of indeterminate perception determinate perception too
is not possible.
In the determinate stage the object is conceived as belonging
to a class and possessing a certain name. The class-concept and
the name are given by memory. But memory cannot arise all of
a sudden without some cause. As a matter of fact, what is per86. KK on SV, 4.112.
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ceived in the indeterminate stage arouses latent impressions and
then alone can the object be determined as possessing a classcharacter and a name. The grammarian's view that indeterminate perception cannot initiate practical activity is wrong,
because certain practical activities (e.g., what are known as
reflex actions in modern psychology) are seen to follow indeterminate perception. When the sensation of burning is felt a person immediately moves away from the object that causes it
before discovering the specific nature of burning. The activity
is complete before determinate cognition appears. Moreover, it
is not proper to deny indeterminate perception merely on the
ground that it has no pragmatic value. Value is not a proof of
reality. The behaviour of children and animals is based on indeterminate perception alone. It is strange how infants could be
in possession of subtle speech even before they learnt the use
of language. If the impressions of a former birth when language
was learnt are supposed to be present in the infant, what is the
use of taking pains to teach him language? Why should the infant not remember the language learnt in a former birth later
on? It cannot be said that the impressions are destroyed when
the infant grows up. When the agonies of death and rebirth are
not able to destroy the impressions, why should they be destroyed in the process of growth? Hence it is certain that the
perception of infants and animals is indeterminate and similar
in nature is the perception of adults at the first moment of sensecontact.87
5.4.5. The Object of Indeterminate Perception
The object of perception in indeterminate stage is neither a
universal nor a particular, but the individual (vyakti) which is
the unity of universal and particulars. A universal or classcharacter resides in many individuals in common and a particular resides exclusively in one individual. In indeterminate
perception there is no consciousness of these, because there is
no assimilation and discrimination at the time. Through the process of assimilation an object is cognized as having some
common properties and through the process of discrimination
87. NR and KK on SV, 4.112.
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it is differentiated from other objects. Both of these processes
involve a memory of other objects and a comparison of the
perceived object with them. Unless there is a comparison with
other objects the perceived object cannot be determined as
having some common properties and some specific ones. Before
the appearance of memory and comparison the object is perceived as an individual whole in which the generic and specific
characters are fused together. Indeterminate perception is nonconceptual and non-relational, because it is not the result of
the analytic activity of thought.88
The Advaitin's assertion that indeterminate perception
apprehends pure being and that the perceptions of a cow and
a horse are identical in this stage is wrong. Is it that there is no
consciousness of difference (bhedabuddhi) between blue and
yellow, sweet and bitter, cold and hot, cow and horse, when
their cognition arises immediately after sense-contact? If the
Advaitin answers this in the affirmative he must be too bold to
ignore or rather contradict the testimony of direct experience.
If the consciousness of difference at the time is absent, how can
its appearance in subsequent moments be explained? It is true
that in the indeterminate stage difference is not apprehended in
an explicit form like "this is different from that'. But it is also
true that the indeterminate consciousness of a blue object is
different from that of a yellow one. We are not able to express
the difference of a blue object from a yellow one in words, but
from this inability it is not proper to deny the difference.
Difference is an objective fact and it reveals itself in perception,
though in the initial stage of perception it is not known distinctly that things differ from one another in this or that particular respect- Objects are perceived in their individual forms
and then their mutual exclusiveness is discovered. Things have
their own positive character which differs in each individual
case and is the basis of their mutual exclusiveness. A is A not
because it is not B or C, but because it has a positive nature of
its own on whose account it is not B or C. The form of blue is
different from the form of yellow and it is apprehended by
indeterminate perception in its own form, not in the form of its
88. Ibid., 113.
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difference from other things. Therefore, the different forms
having been apprehended first, there is no incongruity in the
manifestation of mutual negation which appears subsequently.
Otherwise, determinate cognition of difference itself remains
unexplained. Even Ävidyä cannot make it intelligible. If the
alleged difficulty of mutual dependence (anyonyäsrayd) between
the apprehension of particularity and that of difference be real,
how can Avidyä resolve it? The seed-sprout process cannot
be of any avail. It cannot be said that the apprehension
of difference and that of particularity give rise to each other
in a beginningless series like the seed-sprout series. Will one
who has just got up from deep sleep, during which state,
according to the Advaitin, we have a vision of the absolute
reality, first apprehend difference or particularity ? If the
two are mutually dependent no cognition will arise. If it is
said that the apprehension of particularity will arise first due
to Ävidyä alone even without the apprehension of difference,
then let it be due to the sense-organs alone. What need is there
of postulating Avidyäl The Advaitin's view of perception is
vitiated by the metaphysical dogma that the diversities and
differences of things are unreal and this dogma is supported by
the apparently self-contradictory nature of the concept of
difference. But difference and diversity are real facts of experience. It is wrong to negate an observed fact not favouring a
preconceived theory. The business of a philosopher consists in
explaining and systematizing facts of experience into a selfconsistent whole and not in explaining them away. Therefore,
pure being is not the object of indeterminate perception.89
Is, then, particularity alone the object of indeterminate perception? No. It has been shown that pure individual is apprehended by indeterminate perception and it has a twofold character. It has a generic and a specific aspect (sämänyavisesätmakä).
Both these aspects manifest themselves in the indeterminate
stage. Otherwise how could they be apprehended by determinate
perception? Generality and particularity are not introduced by
subjective thought into the being of an individual. They are not
imaginary impositions but objective characteristics of things.
89.

SD, pp. 40-41.
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Even when an individual object is apprehended without being
related to other objects it is presumed that they too are apprehended, because they constitute the very being of an individual
object. In the determinate stage they are recognized to qualify
the individual, and, since recognition of an unperceived thing is
not possible, it is but reasonable to suppose that they are
apprehended in the indeterminate stage also. The only difference
lies in that in the indeterminate stage they are not discriminated
from each other. Though the object of indeterminate perception
is of a manifold form, its various aspects are fused together and
we are not fully conscious of them. In that state there is no
memory of other objects similar and dissimilar to the object in
front. In the absence of memory there is no consciousness of the
object as having a nature possessed by other objects of the same
class (anuvrtti) and as having a character not shared by others
but exclusive to it (yyävrtti). Therefore, in indeterminate perception generality is apprehended but not as common to many
objects and particularity also is apprehended but not as peculiar
to the object. They are apprehended in their own forms. An
individual object is the unity of its generic and specific characteristics. The characteristics can be discriminated from each
other only by the analytic activity of mind. In indeterminate
perception there is no analysis and hence they are not recognized distinctly. From this account of indeterminate perception it
is clear that it is an unverbalized judgment. That is, it cannot be
expressed in linguistic terms. Words help in analysing a datum
of perception into a subject and a predicate. Before they come
to our help the perceived something remains an unanalysed
mass, incommunicable to others. Therefore, indeterminate perception is non-relational and non-predicative and forms the
basis of subsequent determinations.90
5.4.6. An Analysis of Determinate Perception
Indeterminate perception is followed by determinate perception which analyses the unity of sense-datum into a diversity of
attributes in the form of generality, particularity etc. All that
was implicit in indeterminate perception is made explicit with
90. NR & KK on SV, 4. 118-19.
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the help of the processes of recollection, analysis and synthesis
in determinate perception. The datum is analysed into its component elements and is interpreted in the light of previous
experience and then we have such consciousness as 'this is a
cow', 'this is white', 'this is moving' etc. This relational consciousness is effected by the processes of analysis and synthesis.
The given 'this' is analysed into its attributes and then they are
synthesised with the 'this' in the form of a subject-predicate
relationship. The datum is a whole which is dissected by the
intellect into artificial bits as it were, but as a compensatory
measure unity is restored to it again in the form of a proposition. In the process of determination nothing is attributed to the
thing which was not already there. The various forms in which a
thing is determined belong to the thing and not to the mind of
the cognizer. Though recollection is involved in the process of
determination, generic and specific properties do not cease to be
objective on that account, because they are not imagined but
discovered and what is remembered is that such properties have
been observed or not observed in other things in the past. The
cognition arising in this way is perceptual in character just as
indeterminate cognition is, because in the course of determination there is no loss of contact between sense-organs and object.
When the object in front is determined to be a cow and white
in colour, the eyes are throughout open and active. It does not
cease to be perception merely because it is mediated by the
memory of the words 'cow' and 'white'. Though memory steps
in before apprehending the object as 'cow', yet the apprehension
depends on sense-object contact and hence it is perception. It
cannot be said that determinate cognition is not perception because perception depends exclusively on the operation of senseorgans while determinate cognition depends on memory also.
That which is independent of sense-object contact cannot be
called perception. But perception does not depend solely on
sense-object contact. Even indeterminate perception is not solely
due to such contact, because the contact of manas and soul with
the senses also is needed for its birth. In determinate perception
also the activity of manas and soul is necessary in addition to
the activity of the senses and recollection which is involved in it
is their joint product. Soul and manas are operative in all forms
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of cognition. Perception is called perception not because there is
no operation involved other than that of the senses but because
the operation of senses is peculiar to it. Recollection which is
involved in determinate perception, though not a function of
sense-organs but of mind, does not exclude it from being perception. The operation of sense-organs which is a necessary condition of perception is present in determinate perception also. If
someone were to determine an object of simple apprehension as
'cow' or 'white' after closing his eyes it would be wrong to call
it perception, because in that case the cognition would not be
the result of sense-object contact. In the present case, however,
sense-object contact continues throughout.
It may be objected that sense-object contact is not the cause
of determinate perception, because, if it were the cause determinations would arise immediately in the first moment of contact and not subsequently. This is not right. When a person
enters a dark room the inside objects do not immediately manifest themselves to him. It is only after some time that they become visible. But this does not lead to the conclusion that the
objects are not perceived. Just as the person at first has a faint
consciousness of the objects and then perceives them distinctly,
so generic and other properties of an object are perceived indistinctly in the first moment of sense-object contact and then they
are perceived distinctly in the determinate stage. The determination of an object in contact with the senses in terms of generic
and specific properties, action and name is not a case of
inference because there is no middle term from which they
might be inferred. Inference presupposes frequent past observation of a 'sign' and the object that is inferred from it. It is not
memory because it is not the revival of a past experience but a
fresh experience. Therefore, by elimination it is proved to be
perception. Nor is it false. It is said that the properties which are
apprehended to belong to an object by determinate perception
are really different from the object because, if they were identical
with it the relation of qualification and the qualified subsisting
between them would be meaningless, and hence determinate
perception superimposing a different thing on a different thing
is erroneous like the illusion of a yellow conch. This is wrong.
The properties that are attributed to a thing are not different
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from the thing, nor are they absolutely identical with it. If a
qualification were different from the qualified, how could it be
possible to cognize the latter in the form of the former? An
individual cow is always perceived as cow. This could not be
possible if the universal cow were different from the individual
cow. An individual cow is never seen without its class-character
while a conch on which the form of yellowness is imposed in
illusion is normally perceived without yellowness. So the former
cannot be illusory like the latter. An illusion is detected only
when it is contradicted; otherwise, who could ever doubt its
truth? But the attribution of cowness and other properties to an
individual cow is never contradicted. Hence it must be true. 91
The Buddhist denies determinate perception on the ground
that the determination of an object as having a name and a
class-character is not conditioned by the object itself but is
purely a subjective construct imposed upon it by the cognizer.
The real is unique and changes from moment to moment. The
real of the previous moment is absolutely different from the
reals of the present and succeeding moments. Therefore, there
can be nothing common to the reals of different moments. The
cognition of common character is not conditioned by the real
object because it makes no difference whether the object is perceived from a distance or from vicinity. The apparent distinctness of the class-character of a thing, for example, cowness when
a cow is observed closely is due to its association with the
svalaksana or the unique character of the cow, which is given in
indeterminate perception.
There is no proof of this theory. Consciousness itself does
not support it, because when a person with his eyes wide open
determines the object in front of him in the form 'this is a cow'
it appears to be directly cognized. There is no evidence that the
distinctness of such a determination is caused by anything except
the immediacy of cowness. Class-character, though fit to be
expressed in words, is cognized distinctly through sense-organs
and indistinctly through inference. The division of cognitions
into distinct and indistinct, immediate and mediate, is not based
on the nature of objects as the Buddhist seems to assume. The
91;

SV, 4. 120-45.
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same object can be apprehended mediately or immediately, distinctly or indistinctly on different occasions. If mediacy and
immediacy, distinctness and indistinctness depended on the
nature of objects, the cognition of some would always be of one
kind and that of others of another kind. In that case the cognition of universal would always be mediate and indistinct and
that of svalaksana always immediate and distinct. As a matter
of fact, the cognition of universal is sometimes immediate and
sometimes mediate. When a person sees a patch of white colour
at a distance he is not sure whether it is the colour of a cow or
of a horse. If at the same time he happens to hear the sound of
neighing he decides that it is the colour of a horse. Here horseness is known through inference. Now when he approaches the
object he clearly apprehends that it is a horse. In the observation from a distance his immediate cognition was merely of a
bare particular and horseness was cognized mediately. But later
horseness also was cognized immediately. In fact the man himself may be heard saying: "Though this is a horse, yet it is not
revealed to the eye as such". Approaching the object he says:
"At first horseness was not visible but now I see it with my own
eyes". So far as the svalaksana, the patch of white colour, is
concerned it was immediately and distinctly cognized even before. The difference between the preceding and succeeding
cognitions was caused not by the svalaksana but the classcharacter Ihorseness'. The cognition of horseness was distinct or
indistinct according as the object was near or far. Thus a classcharacter also is an object of perception and hence determinate
cognition also is perceptual in character.92
The Buddhist view of perception that it is devoid of kalpanä is
correct so far as kalpanä means the attribution to an object of
something not possessed by it. But this does not exclude determinate cognition from perception because this latter does not
make any false attribution. Universal is as real as particular. The
Buddhist rejects it as unreal because of his metaphysical prejudice.
5.5. Perception and Language

Determinate perception specifies its object in diverse ways as
92. SD, pp. 38-39.
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being a thing, belonging to a class, possessing certain common
and uncommon properties, related to other objects in certain
ways, having certain actions, and called by a name. And it is not
invalid, since the forms in which an object is determined are not
the forms of the perceiving mind but of the object itself. Determinations appear in linguistic terms such as 'this is a cow', 'this
is a white' etc. Perception thus becomes verbalized. For almost
every object and concept there are ready-made words in language
and the association between things and their names is so deeply
rooted in our minds that names readily make their appearance
as soon as the corresponding things are perceived. Consequently
all our determinate perceptions automatically assume propositional forms.
Misled by this as well as by the fact that we cannot communicate what we perceive to others otherwise than through words
some thinkers have developed a curious view about determinate
perception. From the verbal images that frequently accompany
determinate perception they conclude that perception is false
because in it word-forms are imposed on object-forms. They
think like modern nominalists that universals etc. are nothing
but word-forms while an object is different from words. An
individual cow never appears in the form of the universal 'cow*
unless the cognizer has a prior knowledge of the relation subsisting between the word 'cow' and the object denoted by it. If
cowness were the form of that individual animal, even one who
does not know the word 'cow' would recognize that the perceived animal belongs to the class 'cow'. Therefore, the genus 'cow'
is identical with the word 'cow' and the perception 'this is a
cow' identifying, as it does, an object with a form which is not
its own, is false.
This word-imposition (sabdädhyäsa) theory is wrong. There is
no identification of words with objects. What is apprehended before the appearance of words exactly the same is apprehended
even afterwards. Just as colour, taste etc. reveal themselves in
indeterminate perception without words, so universal, action etc.
also are revealed in their own forms in perception without being
tinged with word-forms. But one who knows language simply
remembers the corresponding names and the only additional
knowledge he can have at the time of perceiving an object is that
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the object is called by such a name. The remembrance of a
name does not make any difference in actual perception. To
say that one who does not know the word 'cow' cannot perceive
a particular object as cow is wrong, because even one who
does not know the word does have such perception. The knower
of the word-object relation too does not identify word and object.
The object 'cow' is perceived through the eye while the word
<cow' is perceived through the ear and hence the cognizer well
aware of the difference between a visual image and an auditory
one cannot identify the one with the other. Word is only a
means of singling out one of the infinite properties of an object.
It cannot be the cause of imposing its own form on the object.
Just as other accessories of cognition, e.g., light, a sense-organ
etc. do not impose their own forms on the object cognized
through them, so word too cannot. It is an illusion if the hearer
identifies words with objects and the cause of this illusion is that
an object, its cognition and its name, all the three are expressed
by the same word. Whenever a speaker wants to speak about
the animal cow, the corresponding cognition, or the name, he
uses the same word 'cow', and consequently the hearer may
wrongly think that all the three are identical. The mistake of the
hearer is like the mistake of the subjective idealist who wrongly
identifies things with cognitions. As a matter of fact, there can
be no identification of the form of the word 'cow' with the
animal cow, because the form of the former consists of the
letters c, o, and w while that of the latter consists of the dewlap
and other parts.93
The function of a word is merely to remind onQ of the form
of an object that was perceived when the relation between it
and the object was first learnt or even prior to such learning. A
word denoting a class serves as a means of remembering the
corresponding class-character which then is identified with the
perceived individual object. When an object is specified in the
form 'this is a cow', it does not mean that the object 'this' is the
word 'cow'. It only means that the object possesses a classcharacter that is signified by the word 'cow' and is possessed by
other individual objects also commonly with the present one,
93.

SV, 4. 171-85.
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which were perceived in the past. Similarly words signifying a
quality, an action and a name too serve as the reminders of
corresponding objective facts known in the past and thus they
assist in specifying the object in front as identical with such
facts and not with words. When an individual is determined as
'Dittha', we do not mean that the individual is the word 'Dittha'.
By the assertion 'this is pittha' we simply recognize a particular
individual as the same that we met in a particular place at a
particular time and who is called by the name 'Dittha'. In all
these cases word-form is not taken to be the qualification of the
object of sense. The function of words ceases with the recollection of the things of past experience and what is predicated of an
object is some fact other than a word. Therefore, there is no imposition of word-form on object-form.94
Though a cognition arising in a cognizer after recollecting the
relation between a name and the named is mixed with memory,
yet it does not cease to be a valid perception, because the object
continues to be in contact with sense-organs. There is no confusion between what is perceived and what is remembered, because they are distinctly discriminated from each other. A word
is remembered as signifying an object, but the cognition of the
object does not lose its perceptual character on that account.
The genus 'cow' was apprehended in the past and now its
memory is brought about by the word 'cow5, still the present
perception apprehends something not contained in the memory.
The present cognition apprehends a new instance of the genus
'cow' or a formerly cognized instance existing in a new place or
a new moment of time, which was not apprehended by the previous cognition. It is not a rule that the name perception should
be restricted only to that cognition which arises before the
appearance of memory. Nor is the operation of senses precluded
after memory. Therefore, all cognitions arising from sensecontact are perception and it does not affect their perceptual
character if they are preceded or succeeded by memory. Memory
of words is a means of discrimination (vivekopäya). Just as one
endowed with sense-organs is able to discriminate between
colour, taste etc. with their help and one not endowed with a
94. NR on SV, 4. 226.
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particular sense-organ, e.g. eye, is unable to distinguish colours
or other qualities, so one having a knowledge of words discriminates properly between genus, action etc. and one devoid of
such knowledge has only an undefined perception of these. With
the help of words we distinguish among different aspects of a
thing and have their determinate perception; but those who
have no knowledge of words cognize a thing as a mass of sensations and consequently their perception is indeterminate. Indeterminate perception arising in the absence of a means of
discrimination, viz., words, is like the perception of a layman
in music who cannot distinguish the different sounds in a piece
of music. The connoisseur, however, is able to distinguish them
properly, because he is equipped with the proper means and,
similarly, one equipped with the knowledge of words can clearly
distinguish between various aspects of a thing. Just as the consciousness of the connoisseur is not illusory, so, that of the
latter too is not. With the help of words an object is determined in its own character and hence the resulting perception is
not invalid. A perception is invalid only when an object is determined in the form of a different object, but not when it is determined in its own form.95

95.

SV, 4.229-47.

CHAPTER VI

INFERENCE

6.1. The Nature of Inference
Sahara's definition of inference is contained in the statement:
'''anumänam jnätasambandhasyaikadesadarsanäd ekadesantare *san~
nikrste'rthe buddhih."1 This is the basis of both Kumärila's and
Prabhäkara's theories of inference. The compound 'jnätasambandhasya, is interpreted by Kumärila in four alternative ways.
According to Prabhäkara it qualifies the word 'ekadesd* in the
compound *ekadesadarsanät\ meaning 'one whose invariable
concomitance with another is known.' 2 As we shall see presently,
the various interpretations of the compound do not make much
difference in the definition of inference. The word 'asannikrste'is
explained differently by Kumärila and Prabhäkara. According
to Kumärila it refers to two things, viz., (1) that the object of
inference should not be known beforehand through a stronger
pramäna as possessing the character sought to be proved by the
inference, and (2) that it should not be known beforehand as
possessing a character contrary to what is sought to be proved. 3
Prabhäkara explains it as meaning that the object of inference
should not be one that is remembered {smaranäbhimänasünyasya).4c
What Prabhäkara emphasises thus is that inference is apprehension (anubhüti) rather than memory. 3älikanätha, however, interpets the word 'asannikrste' to mean that the object of inference
should not be contradicted by a stronger means of right knowledge.5 It is plain that all these are forced interpretations. What
Sabara intends by the word is quite simple. The word 'sanni1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

SB, 1.1.5.
PP, p. 64.
dls.^1 ^ ^ d ß m ^ d l s P r ^ T I SV, Anumäna, 56.
BR, p/lO3.
PP, p. 64.
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karsa* has been used in NS, 1.1.4 in the sense of sense-contact.
Though Jaimini uses the word 'samprayoga' instead of 'sannikarscf in the definition of perception, yet its use in later philosophical literature is rare and that of the word 'sannikarsd is
very common. Thus the word 'sannikrsta' means an object in
contact with the senses and the word 'asannikrsta' then means
an object not in contact with the senses. Accordingly, Sabara's
definition of inference should be formulated thus:
When the perception of one term of a well-known relationship
leads to the cognition of the other term of that relationship,
which latter is not in contact with the person's sense-organs,
this second cognition is called inference.
Kumärila gives four alternative explanations of the compound
jhätasambandhasya\ First, it may be explained as referring to
the person who knows well the relationship, i.e., the invariable
concomitance between two things, e.g., smoke and fire. A person
knows from his past experience that smoke is always accompanied by fire. When that person, later on, sees smoke rising upwards from a hill, he immediately after remembering the constant
relationship between smoke and fire becomes aware of the presence of fire on the hill. This cognition of fire on the part of the
person is inference. It is not perception, because, though the
smoke is perceived, fire is not perceived.
Secondly, the compound may be explained as referring to the
substratum {ekadesin) where the relationship of smoke and fire is
apprehended. There are innumerable places where smoke and
fire are seen together. The commonest place where none misses
to see them together is the hearth. The hearth is one of the
substrata of smoke and fire. The hill where smoke is observed
now and fire is inferred is another substratum. This latter substratum is called 'paksa' or the minor term of the inference and
the hearth and other places where smoke and fire were actually
observed in the past are called 'sapaksa', i.e., instances which
resemble the paksa in having smoke and fire together. The
paksa and the sapaksa both are ekadesins and smoke and fire are
ekadesas9 the former being the container and the latter the contained. Now the ekadesin which is referred to in the compound
i
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is one where the smoke-fire relationship is known and hence it
cannot but be a sapaksa-ekadesin, i.e., a known instance. Accordingly, Pärthasärathi states the definition of inference thus: When
an ekadesa, e.g., smoke, of a sapaksaikadesin, e.g., hearth, where
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire has already been
recognized, is perceived in thepaksaikadesin, e.g., hill, and there
arises the cognition of the second ekadesa, e.g., fire, this latter
cognition is inference.
Sucaritamisra, on the other hand, holds that the ekadesin referred
to is the paksaikadesin, i.e., the hill. But this view is beset with
one difficulty. The relationship of smoke and fire on the hill is
known only through the inference, because one of the members
of the relationship is not directly observed. So, how can it be
said before the appearance of inference that the smoke-fire relationship is known on the hill? Sucaritamisra tries to avoid the difficulty by asserting that the smoke-fire relationship is a generalized
relationship which is not restricted to particular observed places
only, so that when it is known in the hearth the case of the hill
is not excluded. The probable existence of smoke and fire on the
hill is already known when the relationship is apprehended and
so far it can be said that the relationship on the hill is known.
The difference between this knowledge and the present inference
is merely that the former is a knowledge of probability while the
latter is a knowledge of actuality.
Thirdly, the compound may mean simply a known relationship
and the word 'ekadesa' will then mean a member of this relationship. When it is said that smoke is always accompanied by fire, it
is the statement of a known relationship and smoke and fire are
the two members or terms of this relationship. According to this
explanation inference is the cognition of the second member,
e.g., fire, of a known relationship resulting from the perception of
the first member, e.g., smoke. Inference is possible only when the
constant relationship between two terms is already known. There
are innumerable relationships between things, but their mere
existence cannot be a ground of inference. It is the knowledge—
a correct knowledge of the relationship existing between two
terms, which justifies the inference of one term from the perception of the other term.
Fourthly, the compound may be explained as referring to both
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the lihga and the lihgin taken together, whose relationship is
known. The lihga is that which indicates the presence of another
thing and the lihgin is that whose presence is indicated by the
lihga. Smoke always points to the presence of fire. Smoke is the
indicator or sign and fire is the thing indicated or signified by
it. Smoke and fire are parts (ekadesas) of a logical whole. Accordingly, the definition of inference will be stated as follows: When
on the perception of one part of a logical whole the cognition of
the second part arises, a known relationship of invariable concomitance between the two parts being the ground, then this
cognition is inference.6
Let us now compare the Mimämsä definition of inference with
the definitions offered by other schools. Gautama does not give
any definition. He simply states that inference presupposes perception and is of three kinds.7 Vatsyäyana gives an etymological
definition of inference as that cognition of lihgin which arises
after the cognition of lihga.8 This definition misses the most
essential factor of inference, viz., the knowledge of vyäpti or invariable concomitance of the lihga with the lihgin.
Jayanta says that the cognition of the lihgin which is not perceived, after the apprehension of the lihga which is of a fivefold
nature, combined with the recollection of the law of invariable
concomitance, is inference.9 The fivefold nature of lihga is explained as follows: The lihga is that which resides in the paksa
(pakse sattvam) and those which agree with the paksa in possessing the lihgin (sapakse sattvam), which does not reside in those in
which the lihgin does not reside (vipaksäd vyävrttify), which is not
related with the contradictory of the lihgin (abädhitavisayatvä) and
which is not counter-balanced by another lihga associated with
the contradictory of the lihgin (asatpratipaksatva). To illustrate,
smoke is the lihga or sign of fire, because it resides on the hill
and also in such other places as possess fire, e.g., the hearth; it
does not reside in the lake and other places where fire is not
found; it is not associated with a contradictory lihgin, i.e., the
6.
7.
8.
9.

SV, Anu., 2-3 and NR and KK on ibid.
NS, 1.1.5.
FH^H f^RT^WH^K+iN+i'i^i^*| I VB on NS, 1.1.3,
NM, p. 109.
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absence of fire; and, finally, it is not counter-balanced by any
linga leading to the cognition of the absence of fire.
This definition of inference presupposes a complete understanding of the theory of inference and hence it is useless for the
beginner. A definition must state the essential nature of the thing
defined in simpler and more intelligible terms than the term
defined. Jayanta's definition involves the use of a term which
the beginner cannot easily understand. To understand inference
one has to understand what is meant by the fivefold nature of
linga. Instead of stating the essential form of inference it states the
conditions of its validity. The Mlmämsä definition, on the other
hand, is free from these flaws. When two terms are known to
have an invariable relation and subsequently only one of them is
apprehended, the other too is apprehended. This is the nature of
inference. This definition does not omit anything essential nor
does it add anything inessential and at the same time it is perfectly intelligible.
The later Nyäya definitions are more technical. Visvanätha
distinguishes between anumäna and anumiti, the former standing
for the process of inference, i.e., the syllogism and the latter for
the result of the process, i.e., the conclusion of the syllogism. He
defines anumiti as the knowledge derived from parämarsa.10
Annambhatta explains the term parämarsa as meaning the knowledge of linga residing in paksa, e.g., 'the hill has smoke', qualified by the knowledge of vyäpti, e.g., 'wherever there is smoke
there is fire'.11 Visvanätha alternatively defines inference as the
knowledge of something derived through the instrumentality of
the knowledge of vyäpti12. This definition is incomplete as it
does not make an explicit statement of the apprehension of
linga which is as essential as the knowledge of vyäpti. A good
definition must make an explicit statement of the connotation of
the termdefined.lt must not leave anything essential implied.
Thus the Mlmämsä definition is superior to the Nyäya definitions insofar as it is explicit, simpler and more intelligible.
Prasastapäda defines inference as the knowledge which results
10. SM, p. 238.
11. «AIifcdfaPd^TST^ai*ii^ I'TS, p. 34.
12. oi|lfkl5lHoh<ulBb5rPT'T I SM, p. 238.
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from the apprehension of a sign.13 The term 'sign' {linga) is
further explained as that which is related with that which is
inferred and is well-known to have co-presence and co-absence
with the latter. This definition does not explicitly mention the
knowledge of vyäpti. It is, however, superior to the .Mimämsä
definition in one respect. Sridhara says that the word'darsana* in
Prasastapäda's definition does not necessarily mean the perception of sign but that it means a definite knowledge of sign
through any means whatever.14 From the perception of smoke
on the hill we infer the presence of fire there and, again, we infer
that there is heat. This is an inference based on another inference (anumitänumänä). The latter inference has the inferred fire
as its linga, which is not perceived. If perception of Hhga is made
an essential condition of inference, then such an inference cannot
legitimately be called inference. So, it is not necessary that the
linga should be perceived. What is necessary is that there should
be a conviction in the reality of the linga. The word 'darsana'
literally means visual perception. If this literal meaning is retained the Mlmärnsä definition ceases to apply to anumitänumäna which is recognized by Kumärila also.15 But neither Kumärila nor his commentators try to set aside the misunderstanding
caused by the use of the word 'darsana' whose literal meaning
restricts the application of the word 'inference' to that inference
alone in which the linga is directly perceived. Even in later
treatises on the Bhätta system the word 'darsana' is retained. In
NTV (p. 137) and MM (p. 25) inference is defined in the words
"vyäpyadarsanajanmäsannikrstärthavisayam jhänamanumänanC \
i.e., inference is the knowledge that results from the perception
of vyäpya or the 'pervaded' and whose object is not directly perceived. The use of the word 'grahana' ox'upalabdhV would have
been more appropriate in the place of the word 'darsana\
Dharmakirti defines inference thus: Inference is the cognition
of the inferrable from the sign having a three-fold character.16
The three characteristics of a sign are: (1) its presence in the
paksa, (2) presence in the sapaksa, and (3) absence from the
13. fVMI^MIfl ^T^IN+HM ^"f^T^T I PDS, p. 200
14. N K on ibid.
15. SV, Anu., 170.
16. fö^rrfWMiK 'MS'iH'H ?rRcrs<i<HM+!v i N B , 2.3.
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vipaksa. Like Jayanta's definition it enumerates the conditions of
validity rather than state the essential nature of inference. The
inclusion of the word 'inferrable' in the definition makes it open
to the charge of circularity. There is no mention of vyäpti. Another defect is that instead of stating that inference is a cognition resulting from the cognition of a sign it merely states that
inference is a cognition from a sign. From a mere sign, e.g.,
smoke, nothing can be cognized unless it is known to be the
sign of something, e.g., fire. Sucaritamisra rightly says that nothing can be cognized from the mere existence of something.17
Anything can be a sign of anything, but it can be the ground of
inference only when it is known to be so. Dharmakirti is quite
aware of this and makes the necessary amendment in the next
sütra, but in the actual definition he misses it. The other schools
adopt one or the other definition criticized above and hence it is
useless to repeat what has already been said.
6.2.

The Constituents of Inference

From the definition of inference it follows that there cannot
be less than three terms and three propositions in it. The three
terms of inference are: thepaksa, the vyäpya and the vyäpaka.
These correspond respectively to the minor, middle and major
terms of syllogism. The paksa is the substratum possessing the
vyäpya and the vyäpaka9 the former being a thing already known
and the latter one which is yet tobe known. The hill, for instance, in which smoke is perceived and fire is inferred is the
paksa. The word 'ekadesin' implied in the definition of inference
refers to the paksa. The vyäpya is also called 'gamaka\ Hinget,
'hetu* and 'sädhantf and the Mimamsaka adds one more synonym to the list, viz., 'niyamya*. In the common example of inference smoke is the vyäpya. It is called gamaka because it leads to
the knowledge of something not directly perceived. It leads to
the knowledge of something because it is the sign or indicator of
that thing and hence it is called lihga. Smoke is the sign of the
presence of fire so that whenever we observe smoke we know the
presence of fire. Smoke is the ratio cognoscendi, i.e., the reason

KK on SV, Ami., 75.
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of our knowledge of fire. Therefore, it is called 'hetu" or reason.
Smoke is not the ratio ascendi or the cause of the existence of
fire, because actually fire is the cause of the existence of smoke.
The middle term is called 'sädhana' because it is the means of
proving the major term.
The major teem is called 'vyäpaka', 6gamya\ llihgin\ 'sädhycf
and iniyamaka\ It is called 'gamyd because it is known with the
help of the middle term which is its gamaka. It is lihgin or the
possessor of the lihga or sign. It is sädhya because it is sought
to be proved by means of the sädhana. The words 'sädhana* and
(
sädhya9 are generally translated as 'probans* and *probandum\
The names 'vyäpya' and 'vyäpaka* are yet to be explained.
Smoke and fire, which are respectively the probans and the
probandum in the given example, vary in their extension or
denotation. Smoke is a term of narrower denotation while fire is
a term of wider denotation. The particulars denoted by the
former are less in number than the particulars denoted by the
latter. Whenever and wherever smoke is present fire also is present, but sometimes fire is present though smoke is not present,
for example, in the case of a red-hot iron ball which does not
emit smoke. When we say 'all men are bipeds' the term 'man'
has a narrower extension than the term 'biped', because no man
is non-biped while there are bipeds other than men. If the extension of the two terms is represented by two circles the cirle
representing the term 'men' will be included in the circle representing the term 'biped'. The former circle is 'pervaded' by
the latter. The middle term is called 'vyäpycf or the pervaded
and the major term 'vyäpakd* or the pervader, because the extension of the former is always included in and never exceeds the
extension of the latter. The middle term cannot be of a wider
extension than the major term, because if it is the inference cannot be valid. From a term of narrower denotation we can validly
infer a term of wider denotation, but not vice versa. From the
character of being a cow we can validly infer the character of
having horns, because the latter pervades the former, but we cannot infer the former from the latter, because hornedness is possessed not only by cows but also by baffalos etc.
The middle and major terms can, however, be of an equal extension; for example, in the case of the inference of non-eter-
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nality from the property of being a product, the two terms are coextensive. Whatever is a product is non-eternal and whatever is
non-eternal is a product. In such cases each of the terms can
serve as the probans of the other. When the middle and major
terms are of an unequal extension the relation of probans and
probandum between them cannot be reversed, but when they are
co-extensive we can safely do so.18
The terms iniyamyd> and 'niyämakd* derive their significance
from the relation of the middle and major terms, which is called
'niyama? in Mlmämsä. The relation between smoke and fire is
niyama or rule of their invariable association. Smoke is the ruled
(niyamyä) and fire is the ruler (niyämaka). The being of the former
is ruled or restricted by the being of the latter.
The word 'sädhana' has one more meaning according to
which it stands for the whole syllogism instead of a part of it.
That statement is termed 'sädhand* or the instrument of proof
by which the knowledge of inference arises in a person other
than the one making it.19 There are three propositions in
inference. This is evident from the definition of inference according to which a relation between two terms is known, one of
the terms is also known and the other term is inferred. The
relation of the probans and the probandum is called 'vyäptV or
'niyama' and is expressed in the form of a proposition corresponding to the universal major premise of a syllogism. 'Where
there is smoke there is fire'. This is the vyäpi or the relation of
pervasion between smoke and fire. The second proposition
states the knowledge that the probans is present in the paksa,
e.g., 'the hill has smoke', and is called 'paksadharmatä*, 'hetuväkya' or simply 'hetu9. Paksadharmatä is the assertion of the
fact that the probans characterizes the paksa. These two propositions are the basis of inference. The conclusion that follows
from them is called (nigamana\ It states that the presence of
the probandum in the paksa is established. It is also called
'pratijnä\ There are two alternative ways of stating the conclusion. It may be stated in the beginning followed by the premises
that prove it, or, it may by stated in the end preceded by the
18.
19.

SV,Anu.95-9.
*FT <fl «KM1 *J W! H H M^fe^T^f^" cT^f ^TSPTfa<:<r°Q% I S D , p . 64.
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premises. In the former case it is called 'pratijnä' or the thesis to
be proved and in the latter case it is called 'nigamana' or the
conclusion that follows from the premises. Thus a sädhana has
the following alternative forms:
Whatever has smoke, has fire {vyäpti)',
The hill has smoke (paksadharmatä or hetu);
.-. The hill has fire (nigamana);
Or, The hill has fire (pratijnä);
• / I t has smoke (hetu);
And, whatever has smoke has fire (vyäpti).
According to the Nyäya-Vaisesika in inference there are five
propositions instead of three:
The hill has fire (pratijnä);
Since, it has smoke (hetu);
Whatever has smoke has fire, e.g., the hearth (udäharana);
The hill has smoke (upanaya);
.-. The hill has fire (nigamana).
Here we see that there is no difference between pratijnä and
nigamana and also between hetu and upanaya. The proposition
'the hill has fire' occurs twice—once in the beginning in the
form of what is to be proved and again in the end in the form
of that what has been proved. The proposition 'the hill has
smoke5 also occurs twice—once before udäharana and again
after it. Now, what is the.necessity of re-stating it after udäharana!.
Udäharana is the statement of vyäpti together with an example.
It is a memory judgment. We already know from past experience
that smoke is always accompanied by fire and it is remembered
at the time of inferring fire. Now, if the conclusion is stated
immediately after udäharana it would mean that it is derived
from memory, i.e., that memory is the instrument (karana) of
inference. But, since memory is not apprehension (anubhava), it
is held to be invalid knowledge in which case the conclusion
'the hill has fire' too would be invalid, because no valid knowledge can be derived from invalid knowledge. This is probably
the reason why the Naiyäyika feels the necessity of restating the
proposition 'the hill has smoke' after udäharana.
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The Mimämsaka rejects the Naiyäyika's five-membered
inference on the ground that it involves unnecessary repetition.
Restatement is a fault. To state too much is as much a fault as
to state too little. In an inference only three propositions are
needed, neither more nor less. That the five-membered inference
is unnecessary is admitted by the Naiyäyikas also who have
stated their arguments in the form of a three-membered inference. The conclusion is the result of vyäpti and he tu combined
together. It does not follow from vyäpti alone. It is a product
of memory and apprehension. Memory too is not invalid in the
sense of being false as the illusion of silver in shell is. It is true
if it reproduces the original experience faithfully, though it does
not have the status of pramäna, because it does not give new
knowledge. The conclusion of an inference is true because the
premises, though one of them is of the nature of memory, are
true, and it is a new knowledge, because one of the premises is
of the nature of apprehension. Therefore, only three propositions
should be stated in an inference.
The Buddhists maintain that pratijnä is unnecessary and that
only two propositions should be stated. For instance, when
someone wants to prove the non-eternality of sound he should
simply say that whatever is produced is non-eternal, like a jar
(udäharanä) and sound is produced (hetu). They hold that the
hearer will automatically come to realize that sound is noneternal after hearing the premises, so that the statement of it
becomes superfluous. What is essential in an argument is the
reason or ground of inference, not the conclusion which follows
from the premises.
This, according to the Mimämsaka, is stating too little. When
someone says "what is produced is non-eternal and sound is
produced" the hearer remains in a state of expectancy (säkänksa).
Therefore, the conclusion also must be stated. Though the
conclusion follows from the premises, yet it requires some intelligence to extract the correct conclusion from them. If the
conclusion is not stated in clear terms and the hearer does not
possess the required degree of intelligence he may suspect that
the speaker is speaking irrelevant things, or that what he is
speaking is too obvious to be stated, or he may draw a wrong
conclusion not intended by the speaker, e.g., that all produced
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things are non-eternal and of the nature of sound or that all noneternal things are sound. Therefore, it is undesirable to reduce
the three-membered inference to a two-membered one. 20
6.3.

The Probandum

Kumärila emphasizes that the probandum or object of inference is neither the lifigin alone nor the pak$a alone, but the paksa
qualified by the lifigin. What is inferred is neither the hill nor
fire, but the hill possessing fire, i.e., the fiery hill. Fire is already
known at the time of apprehending the vyäpti between smoke
and fire and the hill is known through perception. These by
themselves do not stand in need of a fresh pramäna, because
they are already known. The fiery hill, on the other hand, was
not previously known, but is known now through inference. The
ground of inference, likewise, is not the middle term by itself,
but the minor term qualified by the middle. We infer the fiery hill
from the smoky hill. The minor term has two forms and is the
gamaka in one form and the gamya in the other. It is the gamaka
insofar as it is the possessor of a known property and it is the
gamya insofar as it is the possessor of a previously unknown
property.
There are two optional ways of stating the object of inference
in a syllogism. The major term may be stated as related to the
minor by way of identity or difference. For example, in the
inference of fire we may put the conclusion in the form 'the hill
is fiery' or in 'there is fire on the hill'. In the inference of noneternality of sound the conclusion will be put either in the form
'sound is non-eternal' or in 'non-eternality exists in sound'.
The object of inference is neither the major term independently
of the minor, nor the minor term independently of the major,
nor the two together, nor the relation between them. The major
and minor terms in their respective independent forms are already known. If the existence of non-eternality by itself is to be
inferred, then the conclusion will be 'non-eternality exists'. But
then, there will be no ground for such a conclusion since the
character of being a product not being a property of non-eternality, cannot serve as the middle term. The minor premise is
20.

SD, p. 64 and KK on SV, AMI., 54.
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'sound is a product', while for the conclusion 'non-eternality
exists' the minor premise must be 'non-eternality is the character
of being a product' which is false. Similarly the existence of
sound by itself cannot be inferred, because we cannot point out
any instance of its relation with the character of being a product
in the form 'what is a product is sound'. The relation perceived
in a jar is between the character of being a product and noneternality, not between the character of being a product and
sound. Likewise, we cannot argue that 'fieriness exists, because it
is smoky and whatever is smoky is fiery' or that 'the hill exists,
because it is smoky and whatever is smoky is hill'. The aggregate
of the minor and major terms cannot be the object of inference.
For example, we cannot prove that sound and non-eternality
exist or that hill andfieriness exist, because the character of being
a product, the middle term, is not a property of both but of
sound alone, and smokiness is not a property of both the hill
and fieriness but of the hill alone. Lastly, the relation of the
minor and major terms is not the object of inference, because
such a relation is neither asserted byname, e.g.,'the relation
between the hill and fire exists', nor by the word 'of, e.g., 'there
exists fire of the hill'. The common mode of assertion is 'the
hill is fiery' or 'there is fire on the hill'. Moreover, we do not have
a vyäpti in the form 'wherever there is smoke, there is hill-fire
relation5, because in the hearth and other instances the vyäpti is
observed between smoke and fire only. There is no doubt that
the relation between hill and fire exists, because in the absence
of any relation we cannot assert that the hill is fiery. When it is
said that the hill-fire relation is not the object of inference, what
is intended is only that it has no place in the logical form of the
syllogism, though it is implied in the assertion 'the hill is fiery'.
Thus the direct object of the inference is the fiery hill, not the
relation between the hill and fire, just as the direct meaning of
the word 'dandiri* is a person characterized by a stick instead of
the relation between the person and the stick. Therefore, the
minor term qualified by the major (dharmavisisto dharmi) is the
probandum in inference.
Though it is certain that in inference a property (dharmd) of
some property-possessor (dharmiri) is known through another
property of it, yet some people assert that there is no restriction
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as to which of them is to be made the qualification and which the
qualified (visesanavisesyatva). They hold that the property may
be made the qualified thing and the property-possessor the
qualification or the property-possessor may be made the qualified
thing and the property the qualification. According to them both
the modes of statement, e.g., 'non-eternality exists in sound' and
'sound is non-eternal' are correct. But this is wrong. The former
mode of statement involves an unnecessary complication. If the
conclusion were of the form 'non-eternality exists in sound' then
sound would be a secondary element and as such its connection
with the middle term, 'the character of being a product' would
not be clear, so that in order to make it clear the simple minor
premise 'because it is a product' would have to be changed into
the form 'because the character of being a product belongs to
sound'. Therefore, the major term cannot be the qualified thing.
Another reason for it is the following: When the major term,
e.g., fire is made the qualified thing the possible alternatives are,
(1) fire in general is in space in general, (2) the fire that was seen
is wherever it has been seen, (3) the previously perceived fire is
in space in general, (4) fire is in this place, (5) the fire that was
previously seen is in this place, (6) this fire is in space in general,
(7) this fire is in the previously seen place, and (8) this fire is in
this place. Now, the first two alternatives state what is already
known and the other alternatives involve self-contradiction. To
take the third alternative, how can the previously perceived fire,
e.g., the fire in the hearth, be in all places? The fourth alternative
states that all fires are in this place and the sixth that this fire is in
all places, which are obviously wrong statements. The fifth and
the seventh too are wrong, because neither the previously experienced fire can be in this place, nor the present fire can be in
the previously experienced place. Lastly, to say that this fire is in
this place is a mere tautology, since the fire cannot be designated
by the word 'this' unless it is known that it exists in this place,
so that the statement 'this fire is in this place' is equivalent to the
statement'the fire that exists in this place is qualified by this
place.' Thus the only valid mode of stating the conclusion is 'the
hill is fiery' or 'the hill has fire' in which an unknown property,
the major term, is made the qualification of the property-possessor, i.e., the minor term.
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It is established that the minor term qualified by the major is
the object of inference. But there are some who hold that in the
inference of fire from smoke the object of the inference is the
smoke qualified by fire, i.e., the middle term qualified by the
major.
Pärthasärathi attributes this view to the Naiyäyikas. Vätsyäyana is not known to hold this view. He holds the view criticized
in the preceding paragraph as is evident from his assertion that
in the inference of the non-eternality of sound the object of the
inference is either sound qualified by non-eternality or noneternality qualified by sound.21 The view in question is of Uddyotakara who does not oppose the general rule that the object
of inference is the major term and the minor, anyone of the two
being the qualification of the other, but simply points out an
exception, viz., the case when the locus of fire is not definitely
seen. When the hill or any other place in which smoke exists is
not visible due to distance or a large volume of smoke, the inference that arises has this form: All smokes are accompanied by
fire; this is smoke; therefore, this is accompanied by fire. Here
fire is predicated of a particular visible smoke, not of the hill or
any other place.22
Sucaritamisra commenting on SV, Anu., 48, says that this view
also is correct (tadapi sädhvevä). Kumärila anticipates an objection against this view: If smoke qualified by fire be the object of
inference, then there will be only two terms in the inference
instead of three, viz., the middle and the major. The reply given
by Kumärila is that the number of the terms is still three—the
minor term is the particular visible smoke, the middle term is
general smoke and the major term is fire. From the syllogism,
however, it is obvious that the minor term is not smoke, particular or general, but 'this', though it does not refer to a place
like the hill. Thus in this case too the object of inference is not
the middle term qualified by the major as is held by Uddyotakara, but it is the minor term qualified by the major, which is in
perfect agreement with Kumärila's view. Dinnäga also says in
NP that the minor term qualified by the major is the object of
21. VB, 1.1.36.
22. Cp. A. B. Dhruva's Introduction to NP, pp. XXII-XXIII.
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inference. It appears that Uddyotakara, due to his hatred for the
Buddhist view, wanted to refute Dinnäga's view by pointing out
an exception, but, as we have just seen, the said case is not really
an exception.23
6.4.

The Ground of Inference: Vyäpti

Vyäpti and paksadharmatä are the grounds of inference. Paksadharmatä is usually a judgment of perception. Smoke is perceived
on the hill and fire is inferred. But the inference takes place only
when the universal relation between smoke and fire is already
known. This relation called 'vyäpti', between the middle and
major terms is a more important ground of inference, though the
conclusion that is drawn does not follow exclusively from vyäpti
but from vyäpti and paksadharmatä jointly. Kumärila says that
vyäpti is not a simple assertoric judgment but that it is a necessary judgment. 'Smoke is accompanied by fire' is an assertoric
judgment while 'smoke must be accompanied by fire' is a necessary judgment. Vyäpti is a necessary relation having the form
'this happening that must happen'. 24 The conclusion that is
drawn cannot be certain unless the relation between the middle
and major terms is necessary.25
The problem of ascertaining the necessity of a relation is the
problem of induction. How is vyäpti known? Kumärila says that
vyäpti is known through repeated observation (bhüyodartana).
When we experience smoke and fire together in a number of
cases, we connect smoke in general with fire in general {sämänyadharmayoh) after eliminating their non-recurrent features (bhedahänena) such as a particular shade of colour, a particular shape
or size etc. Vyäpti is a necessary relation generally between two
universals, but sometimes between two particulars also, e.g., between Krttikä and Rohinf.26 A frequent observation of two things
together is not the only means of knowing vyäpti. When two
things are known tobe associated together in some places (anvaya)
and there is no experience of their dissociation
(vyatireka),
23. SV, Ann., 24-51 & NR & KK on Ibid.
24.
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vyäpti is established.27 Smoke and fire were observed together in
the past and smoke was never observed without fire. From this it
is ascertained that there is vyäpti between smoke and fire. Thus
vyäpti, the universal major premise of inference, is known from
anvayavyatireka or the joint method of agreement and difference.
Vyäpti, according to Kumärila, is induction per simple enumeration. It is extracted from a limited number of observed cases
(mitadesa). In the past we perceived some positive instances of
smoke and fire and did not perceive any instance in which smoke
was present and fire absent. On the basis of such a limited
number of perceptions and non-perceptions we came to know
that smoke is invariably concomitant with ßre. Kumärila does
not explain how a necessary relation can be derived from a
limited number of experiences. This, as a matter of fact, is a
perpetual problem of induction.
Pärthasärathi, commenting on SV, Ami., 12, raises the problem
and gives his own solution thus:
Well, from a limited number of (perceptions and) non-perceptions it cannot be proved that (in all instances of the presence of smoke fire is present and) in all instances of absence
of fire smoke is absent. But who says that it is proved? We
simply say that only so much is proved as is experienced. From
the concomitance of smoke with fire in some observed places
and times together with its non-concomitance with non-fire in
as many instances as we have actually observed the law of
smoke-fire relationship is known, and this is enough for the
inference of fire from smoke. As regards, the cognition 'where
there is smoke there is fire', we say that it is inferential in
nature, since it is not a direct cognition and hence no perception.
From this it is evident that, according to Pärthasärathi, the
ground of the inference of fire from smoke is the premise 'all
observed cases of smoke are cases of fire' instead of the premise
'all the observed and non-observed cases of smoke are cases of
fire'. In other words, in inference we reason from particular to
particular rather than from universal to particular.
27.

SV, Arthäpatti, 42.
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We reserve a fuller criticism of Pärthasärathi's view for a later
occasion. Here we may say only that what Pärthasärathi says
cannot be Kumärila's view. Kumärila admits that vyäpti which is
the ground of inference is a necessary proposition. The necessary
relation of smoke with fire implies that not only the observed
cases of smoke are cases of fire, but that all the past, present and
future cases of smoke are cases of fire. Kumärila, no doubt, says
that vyäpti is known from some cases of concomitance, but this
is what everyone would say, because the observation of all the
past, present and future cases is humanly impossible. Now we
give in detail the various views about the nature and method of
vyäpti and their criticism from the Bhätta point of view.
6.4. L

The Nature of Vyäpti

According to the Vaisesika vyäpti is a relation between a cause
and its effect, between an effect and its cause, between two
things one of which is either conjoined to the other or inherent
in it, between two things inhering in the same thing or between
two things one of which is opposed to the other. 28
The Bhätta has reasons to disagree with this list of terms between which the relation of vyäpti can hold. The first reason is
that this list is not exhaustive. The astronomers infer the rise of
Rohinl following the rise of Krttikä. This cannot be possible unless the vyäpti between Krttikä and Rohini is recognized. The
relation, however, between them is none of those mentioned in
the Vaisesika list. It cannot be said that this sort of relation is
covered by the word 'sambandhV because only two sambandha-s
are recognized by the Vaisesika, viz., conjunction and inherence,
while the relation in the casein question is neither of them. If
the word 'sambandhV is intended to cover all sorts of relations,
then it is useless to mention causality etc. separately. The second
reason is that the sütra justifies the inference of smoke from fire,
because the former is the effect of the latter, and also of the
character of being a simsapä from the character of being a tree,
because the two characters inhere in the same substance. But this
is wrong. From fire smoke cannot be inferred, because a red-hot
iron ball has fire but no smoke. Similarly, we cannot say that a
28. ^T^^R^^R^F^SWr^-H^cll^fäTtfsT%fö<rtPl+HI VS, 9.2.1.

INFERENCE

221

particular tree is simsapä from its being a tree, because it may as
well be a mango tree. The Vaisesika may say that the reason why
these inferences are false is that the relation between fire and
smoke on the one hand and between tree-ness and fimsapä-ness
on the other is not invariable (niyata). This is true; but then the
Vaisesika should simply say that vyäpti is an invariable relation
between two things instead of enumerating the types of relations.
That which is essential for vyäpti is its invariability alone.29
According to the Buddhist vyäpti is an inseparable relation
(avinäbhäva) between two things and is of two forms, viz., the
concomitance (anvaya) of the middle term with the major and
the non-concomitance (yyatirekd) of the middle with the negation of the major. It is further said that such a relation can hold
between those things only which are related by way of causality
or of identity (tatsvabhavatadutpattx). Smoke and fire are related
by way of effect and cause. An effect cannot be separated from
its cause. It cannot exist without a cause. If an effect were independent of its cause it would either exist eternally or would not
exist at all. Contrarily an effect is neither eternally existent nor
non-existent, but has an occasional existence. Hence it stands in
need of a cause.30 Thus the relation between smoke and fire is
inseparable, because the former is the effect of the latter. Similarly the relation of identity also is inseparable. Simsapä is a tree.
Tree-ness is the essential nature of simsapä, because a sinisapä
cannot exist without being a tree, just as fire cannot exist without being hot. Simsapa-nQSs is identical with tree-ness. The relation of causality is one of succession and the relation of identity
is one of co-existence. There can be no other inseparable relation, and hence the ground of inference must be a relation
either of causality or of identity.
Against this Buddhist view the Bhätta objection is that the
inference of the rise of Rohini after that of Krttikä would be invalid because the former is neither the effect nor the essential
nature of the latter. Again, a man when it is dark could not
validly infer the green colour of a mango from its sour taste, if
29. N R M , p. 56.
30. cf. fat9 *Tr3TOr^ 3i !^iW<HM^§TürRr i
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the Buddhist view is accepted. The Buddhist says that in this case
we first infer from the sour taste its material cause which is also
the material cause of the green colour and then we infer from the
material cause of the green colour the colour itself. But this is
wrong for two reasons. People infer the green colour directly from
the sour taste, so that there is only one inference instead of two.
Secondly, the inference of a material cause from its effect, viz.,
sour taste is valid, but the inference of an effect, viz., green colour
from its material cause, according to the Buddhist, is invalid. If it
be accepted that an effect can be validly inferred from its cause,
then smoke too can be inferred from fire. But this latter inference
is really invalid. As regards identity, it may be said that there
remains nothing to be known (meyäbhäva) when a sirrisapa9 for
instance, has already been known. Tree-ness is the svabhäva of
simsapä. But when we perceive a particular simsapä tree we also
perceive its character of being a tree, so that there remains no
scope for inference.31
Pärthasärathi suggests some terminological reforms also. The
Buddhist terms the positive relation of smoke with fire as 'anvaya'
which literally means the action of following. But smoke which
rises upwards is not seen to follow fire which is on the ground.
We infer the position of the sun in the sky from the length of the
shadow cast by a stick; but the latter does not follow the former.
So 'anvaya is a misleading term. Similarly, the term (vyäpti9
generally used by the Naiyäyikas is misleading. It literally means
pervasion. But the fire on the ground does not pervade the
smoke in the sky. The right term for the invariable relation of
the middle term with the major suggested by the Mimämsaka is
'niyama'32. It was pointed out that the term vyäpti derives its
significance from the fact that the denotation of middle term is
included in the denotation of major term. From this point of
view the term vyäpti is not objectionable. However, the term
6
niyamd> (law or rule) is preferable, because the term vyäpti gives
undue importance to the denotative meaning of terms.
Niyamais the empirical law of invariable association of two
things on the basis of which the knowledge of one of the things
31. NRM, pp. 56-57 & KK on SV, Anu.9 4.
32. Ibid.
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leads to the knowledge of the other. This empirical law may
imply any kind of relation between two things and the inference
based on it is strictly in accordance with the past experience of
the relation. When in several instances a particular something
having a particular nature and particular spatio-temporal references has been ascertained directly or indirectly to possess a
specific invariable relation, say, samyoga, samaväya, etc. with a
second something having a different but equally particular
nature and spatio-temporal references, then, whenever the first
is seen subsequently in some new instance not previously
examined, it leads to the inference of the second as related to
the first in exactly the previously known way. Thus smoke
rising skywards is known to be related invariably with fire not
very far away from the place of smoke. The rise of the moon
is known to be related invariably with the rise of sea water
almost simultaneously and having a measure corresponding to
the height of the moon in the sky. Niyama, according to
Pärthasärathi, is a rule or principle derived from observed facts
and inference is an attempt to extend its application to unobserved
cases.33
Näräyana defines vyäpti as a natural relation. By 'natural' he
means that which is not dependent on eliminable conditions
{upädhi). The relation between smoke and fire is natural, i.e.,
devoid of any upädhi. 'UpädhV is defined as that which is
coextensive with the sädhya but less extensive than the sädhana
{sädhanävyäpakatve sati sädhyasamavyäptah). When it is said
that fire is always accompanied by smoke the relation of fire with
smoke is not vyäpti because it depends on an upädhi or extraneous condition, viz., the presence of wet fuel which always
accompanies smoke, the sädhya, but does not always accompany
fire, the sädhana. Similarly, there is no vyäpti between himsätva
(killing) and adharmatva (sin), because adharmatva depends not
necessarily upon himsätva but on an upädhi, viz., nisiddhatva.
The Mimämsaka believes that only that act can be called sinful
which is prohibited in the scriptures and hence killing as such
cannot be sinful, because only that form of killing is prohibited
which is committed for a purpose other than religious.34
33. Ibid.
34. MM, pp. 26-27.
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Upädhi literally means an extraneous condition. An extraneous
condition is always an unnecessary condition. We observe
many circumstances which precede the rise of smoke in a
washerman's house, but all the observed circumstances are not
necessary for the rise of smoke. There are some circumstances
which are irrelevant. For example, the washerman's ass is
irrelevant for the rise of smoke. Such irrelevant circumstances
are upädhis.
Now, is the presence of wet fuel or nisiddhatva an upädhi in
this usual sense of the term? Certainly not. Wet fuel is the most
relevant circumstance for the production of smoke and nisiddhatva is the most relevant circumstance for adharmatva. From
this it will be clear that Näräyana's use of the term upädhi in the
present context is misleading. The statement 'wherever there is
fire there is smoke' is wrong, not because wet fuel is an eliminable
circumstance but because an essential circumstance has been
left out in the statement. Similarly, the statement that killing is
a sin is wrong only because an essential qualification of 'killing'
has been left out. These statements are wrong because they are
incomplete. Contrarily, the statements 'where there is fire feeding
on wet fuel there is smoke' and £all killing prohibited by the
scriptures is sinful' are correct, not because an upädhi has been
eliminated but because an essential qualification which was left
out has been mentioned. Vyäpti is a nirupädhika or unconditional relation and a relation which is au ädhika or conditional,
i.e., which depends on an accidental condition, is not vyäpti. But
the examples of an aupädhika relation given above are wrong.
* Where there is white smoke there is fire'. This is a true example, because the white colour of smoke is an eliminable
condition or upädhi. It is true that there is no vyäpti between
fire and smoke, but it is not because of the presence of an
eliminable condition, but because of the non-inclusion of an
uneliminable antecedent of smoke.
Vyäpti is a necessary relation according to Kumärila and his
followers. But vyäpti as viewed by Pärthasärathi cannot be a
necessary relation. The vyäpti, according to him, between smoke
and fire amounts to the statement that all the observed cases of
smoke are cases of fire. It expresses a regular sequence between
observed smokes and observed fires. But how can this be a
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necessary relation so long as it restricts the relation to only such
places and times as have been actually observed in the past? A
necessary relation is not subject to spatio-temporal limitations.
If I saw many instances in which smoke and fire were found
together, I cannot say that smoke must be accompanied by fire
on merely this ground. And if there be any necessity in this
relation it can at most be only a psychological or subjective
necessity, in which case the person inferring fire in an unobserved
instance would be no better than Pavlov's dog secreting saliva
on hearing a bell after it has been conditioned to the bell-food
sequence. The psychologists of the associationist school, Hume,
Mill etc., also reduce the necessity involved in inference to a
mere psychological necessity. The necessity of the smoke-fire
relation is, accordingly, explained in terms of neural connections
in the brain. By the repeated experience of smoke and fire a
bond of association is created in the mind and a corresponding
bond is created in the nervous system, so that whenever in
future smoke is perceived the idea of fire is revived. Thus
inference, according to the associationists, is merely a conditioned
response and the mental state during inference is that of expecting a correlate. But if this is the whole account of inference, we
have no logical justification for inferring fire from smoke and
also for imposing our own conclusion on others. Why there
must be fire where smoke is visible, cannot be explained unless
there be a logical necessity in the smoke-fire relationship. If there
is no logical necessity the inference will be no better than an
argument from analogy and then the conclusion will be merely
a probable one.
The logical necessity involved in vyäpti is well accounted for
by the Buddhist who says that a vyäpti is based either on
causality or on identity. If two things are known to be related
by way of cause and effect or if one of them is an essential
nature of the other, the relation between them cannot but be
a necessary one. If one thing is the effect of another thing then
the former cannot come to be independently of the latter. If
something is the nature of some other thing, how can the latter
be without the former? Suppose A is the effect of B and C is its
nature. To say that A can be without B involves self-contradiction, because it is equivalent to saying that B is the cause of A
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and B is not the cause of A. Similarly, to say that A can be without C involves self-contradiction, because it is equivalent to saying that A is A as well as non-A.
Theoretically this explanation of logical necessity is quite
satisfactory. But practically it is very difficult to ascertain what
is the cause of what and what is the essential nature of what.
When the relation of cause and effect between two things is
known with perfect accuracy each of them can serve as the
lihga of the other, because strictly speaking, there can be only
one cause of one effect and one effect of one cause. In the
absence of exact knowledge of cause and effect it is not quite
safe to infer a cause from an effect or an effect from a cause,
because there is such a thing as plurality of causes and plurality
of effects, though this conception of plurality is contradictory to
the conception of causality. Sucaritamisra says that if one thing
is known to be a sinisapä it is useless to infer that it is a tree.
This criticism of the Buddhist is justified so far as the given
example is concerned. It is an instance of the fallacy called
petitio principii. When it is argued that 'all sinisapä-s are trees
and this is a sintsapa, therefore this is a tree', the conclusion is
already known through the minor premise, because to know a
thing as simsapä is to know it as a tree. In the words of Locke
tree-ness is the 'nominal essence' of sitpsapä. Similarly the
nominal essence of triangle is its character of being a three-sided
rectilinear figure, so that when we call a figure 'triangle' what
we mean is that it possesses this character, and then the inference
of this character becomes superfluous because it gives no new
information. The inference of essential nature, however, does
not always involve petitio principii. When the ascertainment of
essential nature is based on experience the inference is necessary
as well as new. We know that the character of having its three
angles equal to two right angles is the essential nature of a
triangle, not its nominal essence, i.e. not a character on the
ground of which we agree to call it by the name triangle. Then,
on knowing that a particular figure is a triangle we immediately
infer with logical necessity that its three angles are equal to two
right angles without committing the fallacy of petitio principii.
In conclusion we may say that the Buddhist view regarding the
nature of vyäpti is most satisfactory and it is to be regretted that

INFERENCE

227

other Indian philosophers due to their prejudice against
Buddhism, could not develop this fruitful line of thought.
6.4.2. The Ascertainment of Vyäpti
What is the means or method (pramäna) of knowing vyäpti?
6.4.2.1.

The Buddhist view

The Buddhist answer to this question is given in the following verse:
käryakäranabhävädvä svabhävädvä niyämakät /
avinäbhävaniyamo*darsanänna na darsanät //

Vyäpti is established neither by non-observation nor by observation. The mere observation of some positive instances of a
relation, e.g., between smoke and fire, is not enough to prove
that smoke and fire are invariably connected, because what is
observed proves only that they have been connected together in
the past, but this does not guarantee a universal and necessary
connection between the two. The mere non-observation of fire
and smoke together in a limited number of negative instances
too cannot ensure that there will be no instance in future of the
presence of smoke in the absence of fire. Therefore, vyäpti is
proved neither by perception, nor by non-perception, but by the
knowledge of causality or identity. When it is known that
smoke is produced when fire is produced and it is not produced
when fire is not produced, we conclude that smoke depends for
its existence on fire, i.e., it is the effect of the latter, and then,
since the relation of cause and effect is necessary, we know that
smoke is invariably concomitant with fire. Similarly, when it is
known that a thing A possesses a nature B the invariable
connection between A and B is proved, because it is inconceivable that a thing can ever exist without its nature.
The Buddhist view is rejected by the Bhätta on the ground
that causality is nothing but a law of regular sequence and
vyäpti also is a law, so that if a law is made the pramäna of
another law there will be the fault of self-dependence (ätmäsraya). What is the proof of the vyäpti that A is invariably
connected with B? The Buddhist says that the proof lies in
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their being related by way of causality. But causality between A
and B is nothing except the vyäpti that A is invariably succeeded
by B. And, then the question arises as to how it is known that
A will be always succeeded by B in future also as in the past.
There is no extra-empirical means of knowing that A is the
cause of B, and experience reveals nothing except that one has
been observed to succeed the other. Therefore, causality cannot
be the basis of the knowledge of vyäpti.
The law of identity also is equally without a proof. It is true
that simsapä is a tree. But sirnsapä-nQSS and tree-ness cannot be
bound together for ever. That which is the nature of one thing
inheres in that thing alone. But tree-ness does not inhere in
si/psapä alone, because there are trees other than a sirrisapä tree.
It is true that tree-ness has never been found to inhere in nontrees. But though it has not been found, yet the possibility that
it may be found in some other place or time cannot be excluded
altogether. To give another example, gold is found to be yellow.
But merely on this basis it cannot be asserted with certainty
that yellowness is the nature of gold, because there is no means
of ruling out the possibility of a piece of gold to be found in
future turning out to be black. Experience reveals merely that
goldness and yellowness coexist and that fire is succeeded by
smoke. But it does not reveal that the latter is the nature or
effect of the former. Therefore, causality and identity cannot be
the pramäna of vyäpti.*5
6.4.2.2. Mänasa-pratyaksa Theory
Some people say that vyäpti is known through mental perception (mänasapratyaksa). This view is rejected on the ground
that the object of mental perception is the self and its qualities,
e.g., pleasure, pain etc., Vyäpti is not a quality of the self, but a
relation between external things. If vyäpti can be known through
perception at all it can be only external perception which is the
source of knowing external things and their qualities and relations. Manas cannot function independently of the external
sense-organs in the case of external things. Manas is inside the
body while objects are outside. So, it cannot establish a direct
35. NRM, p. 58.
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contact with external objects. It may be urged that manas can
function in cooperation with repeated observation and then give
the knowledge of vyäpti. But this is wrong. In observation eyes
and other sense-organs as well as manas are involved. Eyes come
in contact with an external object on the one hand and with
manas on the other. But the contact of eyes with vyäpti is not
possible, because vyäpti is not a thing found in one particular
place or time like a tree. Repeated observation reveals only that
smoke is connected with fire, but this is not vyäpti. Vyäpti is a
universal connection and it implies a knowledge not only of the
present time and place, but also of past and future times and
places. Eyes, however, cannot come in contact with the past and
future times and places and manas, whose functioning is dependent on that of eyes and other senses, cannot come in contact
with them independently. Even those who hold that manas is
all-pervasive cannot say that it can function independently
of eyes etc., because then all persons would be omniscient. The
operations of manas are restricted to 'here and now' in perception, so that it is impossible for it to give the knowledge of a
universal relation. Even if it be accepted that observation can
give the knowledge of vyäpti9 it cannot be said that manas is the
source of such knowledge simply on the ground that it is involved in it. Manas is involved not only in perception but also in
inference and other pramäna-s. If by the mere presence of mental
functioning & pramäna can be called mental perception, then the
distinction of perception, inference etc. will vanish and there
will be only one pramäna. When manas functions with the help
of external sense-organs the pramäna is called perception, when
it functions with the help of lihgajnäna the pramäna is called
inference, and when it functions exclusively by itself as in the
case of pleasure etc. the pramäna is called mental perception. In
the case of vyäptijnäna manas cannot function with the help of
external senses, nor with the help of lihgajnäna, nor exclusively
by itself. Therefore, the pramäna of vyäpti is neither perception,
nor inference, nor mental perception, but different from them.36
6.4.2.3. The Präbhäkara View
Prabhäkara maintains that the knowledge of vyäpti is obtained
36. NRM, pp. 58-60.
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by a single act of sense-perception. The vyäpti between smoke
and fire is apprehended in the very first observation of the two
together and what subsequent observations do is merely to remove extraneous conditions (upädhi), if any, and thus to confirm
the vyäpti apprehended in the first observation. The vyäpti of
smoke with fire, which means a relation of the two free from
all spatio-temporal limitations (desakälänavacchinnä) is cognized
through perception. Ägnimattä, i.e., the property of being conjoined with fire, belongs to smoke, and it is perceived just as
the other properties, e.g., grey colour of smoke, are perceived.
Ägnimattä is as natural a property of smoke as its grey colour
is. It may be objected that the object of sense-perception is
something existing at the present time and place (sannihitadesakälavisayatva) while the vyäpti between smoke and fire expresses
their conjunction in all times and places, so that it is beyond the
comprehension of perception. The answer is that existence at
the present time and place is indicated by the use of the word
'this' (idantä), which applies to substances only, not to their
conjunction. The perceptual consciousness arises in the form
'this is smoke', not in the form 'this is the conjunction of smoke
and fire'. We always say 'smoke and fire are conjoined', but
never say 'this is the conjunction of smoke and fire'. Thus
experience itself reveals that spatio-temporal limitations are imposed on substances alone, while conjunction is free from these.
Therefore, the conjunction with fire that is independent of space
and time is ascertained by perception as belonging to smoke,
and then what is required to be known in other places and times
is the existence of smoke alone, not its conjunction with fire
which is already known. It may be remembered here that inference, according to Prabhäkara, is the apprehension of the
apprehended (grhitagrähi), though it is not of the nature of
memory. Now, if the conjunction of smoke with fire, which is
revealed by the first perception, can acquire the status of vyäpti,
why should the conjunction of fire with smoke, which too is
similarly revealed, not acquire the same status? Prabhäkara
answers that the conjunction of fire with smoke, though revealed
by the first perception, is known through subsequent perceptions
as depending on an extraneous condition, viz., wet fuel, and on
this ground dhümavattä of fire is determined not to be natural
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to fire, while agnimattä of smoke is determined to be natural to
smoke, for, no extraneous condition is observed in the latter
case. Though both the conjunctions, viz., that of smoke with fire
and that of fire with smoke are given by the first perception, yet
the former attains the status of vyäpti because it is never contradicted, while the latter loses it because it is found to be contradicted when subsequently fire is seen without smoke.37
Prabhakara's view is rejected on the following grounds38:
The view that substances are limited by space and time while
their conjunction is not, is not supported by experience. Such
common expressions as 'these were conjoined', 'these are conjoined' and 'these will be conjoined'clearly point out that it is the
conjunction that is determined by past, present and future times.
Time does not determine an agent (käraka) but the action of an
agent (kärakavyäpärä). When smoke is perceived to be conjoined with fire it is the action of its being conjoined that is
determined by the time when the perception takes place. Thus
the conjunction of smoke with fire cannot be proved to be
permanent by a single act of perception. Moreover, the view
that time is indicated by the word 'this' (idam) is wrong, because it is better indicated by different verbal forms called
tenses, such as 'is*, 'was' 'will be' etc. These verbal forms indicate the time-relations of actions, not of substance. Time determines a substance not independently of its qualities and actions
but with all the qualities and actions inhering in it. When smoke
is perceived now it is impossible that it should be apprehended
as existing at the present time while its qualities and actions
such as colour, conjunction etc. should be apprehended as existing at all times.
Let us even accept that conjunction is not apprehended as
having any spatio-temporal limitations. However, there is no
proof of its naturalness (sväbhävikatvä). Non-apprehension by
itself cannot prove that conjunction is not determined by place
and time, because there may be temporal and spatial determination though it is not apprehended. So long as this possibility is
not ruled out naturalness cannot be proved. Or, if the conjunc37. NRM, p. 60; Cf. PP, pp. 70-71.
38. NRM, pp. 60-63.
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tion of smoke with fire is proved to be natural, then its character
of belonging to the present time (yartamänakälatä) also is
equally well proved to be natural to smoke. If on the strength
of perception it is said that the conjunction with fire is natural
to smoke, then it can also be said that the present time also is
natural to smoke. Time is as much an attribute of the substance
of smoke as its conjunction with fire. Just as smoke cannot exist
apart from its conjunction with fire, so it cannot exist apart
from the present moment, which amounts to saying that smoke
is momentary. Thus instead of proving his own theory Prabhä«
kara proves an alien theory, viz., the Buddhist theory of momentariness. If in order to avoid this conclusion the relation of
smoke to the present moment is not admitted to be natural, then
there is no reason why its conjunction with fire should be admitted to be natural. If smoke can exist without its relation to the
present moment that is known to be natural on the evidence of
perception (according to Prabhäkara's reasoning), then its
existence without conjunction with fire can also be possible.
The result is that the vyäpti between smoke and fire cannot be
established by perception. It may be said that subsequent recognition of smoke proves that it is not momentary but exists
even after the present moment is gone, while the existence of
smoke without fire is never observed. Prabhäkara may, then,
be asked whether he holds the view that momentariness is apprehended by perception and is subsequently contradicted by
recognition. Certainly such a view is not accepted by him. Even
if it be accepted that previously perceived momentariness of
smoke is contradicted by the perception of its existence at
another time, it cannot be explained how the previously perceived momentariness of fire is contradicted when it is not actually
perceived but smoke alone is perceived and consequently how
we can infer the existence of fire having relation to another
time-moment. During the first observation smoke and fire were
perceived to have a momentary character. Now we perceive
smoke alone and recognize that it is not momentary. But we do
not perceive fire. So, how can we know that it is not momentary?
If it be urged that the momentariness of fire is contradicted by
inference which proves its relation to a moment different from
the first then the view that inference apprehends the apprehended
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Is to be given up, for the new moment was not apprehended by
perception.
Again, when it is seen that the previously apprehended relation of smoke to the moment of perception is subsequently
contradicted by recognition, then the possibility of the contradiction of its conjunction with fire can never be ruled out. It is
true that its conjunction with fire has not been contradicted even
after a deliberate search; but who can dispel the suspicion that
it may be contradicted in future? Perception is not competent
to do so, because its function is confined to the present time
and place. Inference also is powerless. Inference depends on the
ascertainment of vyäpti, but the point at issue is how to ascertain
vyäpti, and the pramänatva of inference depends on the settlement of this issue. It may be urged that what is natural cannot
be contradicted. It is true. But what is the proof that conjunction with fire is natural to smoke? That which is natural does
not depend on any extraneous conditions. But what is the
evidence to prove that the conjunction of smoke with fire does
not depend on any extraneous condition? There may be some
hidden extraneous condition without revealing itself to the
observer. It is not true to say that that which exists must
necessarily be open to observation. There are many things which
are real but are never observed. In spite of the fact that fire is
seen to have conjunction with smoke and smoke is seen to have
conjunction with fire, the former conjunction is later seen to be
inconstant. How can, then, it be guaranteed that the latter conjunction will never be found to be inconstant like the former?
The smoke and the fire whose conjunction was apprehended
by the first perception in the hearth are different from smokes
and fires existing at other times and places. How can, then
the smoke on the hill, which is perceived now and was not perceived before, be the linga of fire? It will be said that the
universal of smoke (dhümatva) is the linga in the inference, not
a particular smoke. But, then, there can be no inference unless
the relation of the universal of smoke with the universal of
fire is perceived. Place, time, relation and universal all qualify
substance. There is no direct relation between two universals.
Such a relation is possible only indirectly through the substances
of smoke and fire. But the smoke perceived on the hill now and
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the smoke perceived in the hearth do not possess an identical
substance. When the substance has changed, how can the relation mediated by it be the same? Thus the previously observed
conjunction cannot be the ground of the inference of fire on the
hill. The relation between two universals cannot be ascertained
by one single observation, because it depends on the elimination of non-recurrent particulars, for which repeated observation
is needed, and it is yet to be seen whether repeated observation
can conclusively prove a vyäpti.
6.4.2.4. Sucaritamisra's View
The next view criticized by Pärthasärathi is advocated by
Sucaritamisra. Though Pärthasärathi has not named him, yet
there is a complete agreement between the view he citicizes
and that defended by Sucaritamisra in his commentary on SV,
Anu., 12. Sucaritamisra says that by the first perception we
cannot acquire the knowledge of vyäpti. The knowledge of vyäpti
arises after several observations of two things together. We
know the invariable relation of smoke and fire in one perception,
but not in the first perception as Prabhäkara maintains. Before
the knowledge of the vyäpti arises in the mind there must have
been a series of experiences of smoke together with fire. On the
final experience helped by the revival of the memory-impressions
of previous experiences a person comes to know that smoke possesses the nature of being invariably accompanied by fire.39 When
a person has had several experiences of smoke-fire relationship,
these experiences are retained in the mind in the form of latent
impressions and on the final experience they are synthesized and
give rise to a single judgment such as 'all smoky things are fiery'.
After a uniform experience of two things together occurring simultaneously or in succession on several occasions the knowledge of
vyäpti between them arises in the mind like a flash of light just as
the knowledge of the true character of a jewel, though not obvious
at first sight, arises after it has been examined several times.
This is the first stage in the knowledge of vyäpti. In this stage a
vyäpti is merely suggested by a uniform positive experience.
39.
R I K K on SV, Anu., 12-
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In the second stage the vyäptih confirmed by a uniform negative
experience. We not only perceive that smoke is accompanied by
fire but also that there is no smoke when there is no fire. In
the third stage there is a process of reasoning. When a person
has uniformly observed smoke with fire and has not observed
smoke without fire, he thinks that there must be an invariable
concomitance of smoke with fire, since the fact that smoke follows
fire without any regard to the difference of places, times, fuel and
other conditions and that it is totally absent in the absence of
fire, cannot be explained otherwise than on the basis of an
essential or natural relation between smoke and fire. Thus a
firm conviction arises in the mind of the observer and is supported by the evidences offered by other observers. Then, if in
spite of there being no evidence to the contrary he entertains
any doubt it has no foundation. It does happen sometimes that
our firm beliefs are shaken by fresh evidence. For instance, a
person having once acquired the belief that snake-bite is fatal is
rather shocked to learn that a person bitten by snake did not
die. However, in such a case the vyäpti between snake-bite and
death is not actually disproved but is restricted in scope, for the
fresh evidence only shows that a particular species of snake is
poisonless. Thus vyäpti is known through perception and is
confirmed by the non-perception of any exception.
It may be objected that perception is confined to the present
time and place only, while a vyäpti implies the knowledge of
future times and places also, so that if vyäpti is held to be an
object of perception it would amount to saying that perception
can apprehend remote times and places, which is absurd. But
Sucaritamisra denies any such absurdity. Perception apprehends
such object-forms as are in contact with the senses. Conjunction
with fire is a form of smoke and hence it is perceptible. When
we say that there is a vyäpti between smoke and fire what we
mean is that the conjunction of smoke with fire is not transitory
but permanent. We perceive both the transitory and permanent
forms of things. When we perceive a solid wall we also perceive
that its form is stable or permanent and when we perceive the
form of lightning we also perceive its transitoriness. If a permanent form were not an object of perception there would be no
contradiction of such an experience as 'this is silver' subsequently
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by such an experience as 'this is not silver', because the objects
of the two experiences would then be as different as those of
'this is silver' and 'this is mango.' If the 'silver' were perceived
as transitory its form would not last till the appearance of the
consciousness 'this is not silver', and then there would be no
sublation (bädha) of the former consciousness of 'silver' by the
latter. But actually we do perceive the form of 'silver5 to be a
lasting one so that the perception of 'silver' has co-objectivity
with the non-perception of silver subsequently and thus the
sublation of the first by the second becomes perfectly intelligible.
Thus the vyäpti of smoke with fire is a permanent form of smoke
and it is an object of perception like the permanent form of a
wall.
Pärthasärathi criticizes this view as follows40:
Vyäpti cannot be an object of perception, because it implies
a knowledge of remote times and places, which cannot come in
contact with the senses. It may be granted that the vyäpti of
smoke with fire is a form (rüpa) of smoke; but even then there
can be no denial of the fact that it is a form which is never discrepant (avyabhicärätmaka), i.e., is inseparable from smoke. This
inseparability or non-discrepancy is nothing other than that in
whatever place and time smoke exists its association with fire
always continues. If this is supposed to bean object of perception
the absurdity of sense-contact with remote places and times becomes inevitable. If the vyäpti between smoke and fire is supposed to be a form of smoke, different from a universal relation
of smoke with fire, and similar to such other forms of smoke
as its grey colour etc., then let it be an object of perception, but
that will not help a person who wishes to know that smoke is
accompanied by fire in all places and times. Actually the invariable relation of smoke with fire is totally different from the grey
colour and other visible forms of smoke. The former is not apprehended like the latter, and one who wants to infer fire from
smoke stands in need of the former instead of the latter. Even if
the vyäpti were a perceptible form of smoke, by perception it
would be apprehended as confined to the present time and

40. NRM, pp. 64-67.
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place alone and as such it would be irrelevant for the purpose at
hand.
It has been said that just as we perceive a wall as having
stability (sthiratva), so we perceive the association of smoke
with fire as having stability or permanence and that this permanence of association is what is meant by the vyäpti between
smoke and fire. Now, it is true that the vyäpti of smoke with
fire means the permanence of their association, but that the
permanence is an object of perception is false. When a wall
is perceived its stability cannot be perceived, because stability
means existence extending over several moments of time, while
perception apprehends only existence at the present moment.
If perception could reveal the existence of a thing in a future
moment of time recognition would cease to have any use.
A man was perceived yesterday and again today when we recognize him to be the same man. By recognition we apprehend
his persistence during the interval, but the perception of yesterday
alone could not have revealed that the man would exist today
also. The stability of a thing can be apprehended only by the
continued perception of it over a long time. But when I perceive
a wall at this moment and apprehend its stability without actually
perceiving it over a long time my apprehension is really inferential. I think at the moment of perception that this wall is solid
and cannot easily be pierced by strong weapons and then I infer
that it will continue to exist for more than one moment. Thus
the stability of the wall is inferred from the strength of its structure. The sublation of the consciousness 'this is silver' by the
subsequent consciousness 'this is not silver' can be explained
thus: When 'silver' is perceived it is inferred that, because an
existing thing cannot disappear all of a sudden without any
cause or because a thing of one form cannot suddenly change
into a thing of a different form, the 'silver'will persist at least
for some more time. Then, when later on no silver is perceived
in that place it is inferred that it was not actually present, because if it were present its sudden disappearance would be inexplicable, and thus we conclude that the former perception of
its presence was illusory. When, however, there is a long gap
between the earlier perception of silver and the later non-perception of it and the observer has moved elsewhere during the gap,
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he cannot be sure that his earlier perception was illusory even
though it may be really so, because there is every possibility of
the real silver having been removed by someone. Thus persistence
or permanence is not an object of perception, and consequently,
vyäpti, which is a permanent relation between two things, cannot
be an object of perception.
6.4.2.5. Umhekds View
Umbeka, another commentator of Kumärila, holds the view
that vyäpti is known through arthäpatti*1 Arthäpatti is the
presumption of something to explain a known fact which remains
otherwise unexplained. When we observe smoke with fire a
hundred times and never observe it without fire, we cannot
explain this fact otherwise than by presuming that smoke must
be invariably concomitant with fire. If there were no such invariable concomitance we could have observed smoke without
fire at some time or some place. But, since we have never observed
such a thing we are led to believe that there is a vyäpti between
smoke and fire.
Pärthasärathi rejects this view. What, he asks, is that remains
inexplicable without presuming a vyäpti between smoke and fire?
The fact of non-observation of smoke without fire is quite explicable by the non-existence of smoke and the non-existence of
fire. By non-observation alone it is not proved that future cases
of the non-existence of fire will also be cases of the non-existence
of smoke. The fact of a hundred observations of smoke and fire
is explained by the existence of smoke and fire together in a
hundred instances. But this does not prove that smoke and fire
will exist together in future also. Thus arthäpatti cannot prove
vyäpti , 42

6.4.2.6. Pärthasärathfs View
Pärthasärathi's own view is as follows43: Vyäpti is known from
frequent experience (bhüyodarsana). The pramäna through
which we have a frequent experience of the relation of smoke
and fire cannot be specified. It may be any of the recognized
41. TT on SV, Anu., 12.
42. NRM, p. 67.
43. Ibid., pp. 67-70.
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pramäna-s. Whatever the pramäna may be it always works in
cooperation with the non-apprehension of contrary instances.
It is true that frequent experience proves the lihga-lihgin relationship only in a limited number of cases, not in all cases,
and non-observation of contrary instances proves the relationship between the absence of lingin and the absence of lihga
only to the extent to which non-observation has actually gone.
It is also true that one who wishes to establish on the basis
of experience a universal relation between lihga and lingin, say,
smoke and fire, can do so only after he has had an experience
of an infinite number of positive instances and an equally infinite number of negative instances, which is not possible during
the life-span of a person. But this presents an insurmountable
difficulty only to those who maintain that the ground of inference
is such a proposition as 'all cases of smoke are cases of fire.'
For those, on the other hand, who maintain that we can validly
infer the presence of fire from the proposition 'all observed cases
of smoke are cases of fire,' there is really no difficulty. People are
seen to infer fire correctly after this much alone that in all the
past observed cases smoke has been found to be accompanied
by fire and that no exception has ever been observed in which
smoke was present without fire. Thus the proposition which is
actually made the basis of inference is easily secured through
repeated experience and it does not stand in need of the knowledge of an infinite number of instances.
Pärthasärathi makes an observed rule the ground of inference. Now, the question may be asked as to how he can explain
such a cognition as 'all cases of smoke are cases of fire.' It
cannot be said that this cognition does not arise or that it is
doubtful or wrong, because people are seen to have such a
cognition and are sure of its truth. What kind of pramäna,
then, is the basis of this cognition? Pärthasärathi answers that
this cognition is inferential in nature, because it is derived as a
conclusion from an observed concomitance of smoke with fire.
To say that it is perceptual in nature is wrong. It cannot be
sensuous in origin, because it is not immediate or direct. The
inference which is the source of this cognition may be stated
thus:
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All the past, future and remote cases of smoke are cases of
fire, because they are cases of smoke like the cases which have
been actually observed, e.g., that of the smoke in the hearth.
6.4.2.7. The Later Bhätta View
Pärthasärathi's view that the major premise of syllogism is a
particular proposition and that which is called vyäpti by others
is really inferential in nature is not accepted by other Indian
philosophers, not even by the later Bhättas. The contribution
of the later Bhättas to the theory of vyäpti is not substantial.
They follow the Neo-Naiyäyikas and recommend that a more
vigorous search should be carried on to ascertain the vyäpti
between the middle and major terms in order that its unconditionality and the consequent validity of the conclusion may be
ensured. Over and above the method of agreement and difference
they add one more, viz., the method of tarka. The aim of this
method is a complete elimination of extraneous conditions and
the attainment of the unconditionality of a relation beyond a
reasonable degree of doubt. The joint method of agreement and
difference can eliminate visible extraneous conditions only while
tarka eliminates the suspicion of invisible extraneous conditions.44
It is assumed that where extraneous conditions are not visible
their suspicion is illegitimate. The method of tarka is illustrated
thus: If someone doubts the validity of the invariable concomitance between smoke and fire the doubt may be removed by the
following process of reasoning: If there were no fire there would
be no smoke, because, if there were smoke in the absence of fire,
then an effect would be produced even when its cause is absent.
Therefore, to avoid this absurdity it must be accepted that
smoke is invariably related with fire. From this example it is
clear that tarka is reductio ad absurdum.
Tarka is defined as a method of removing doubt regarding the
validity of a proposition by first assuming the truth of its
contradictory and then showing that such an assumption leads
to an absurd conclusion.45 In the given illustration the assump44.

^
^^iflMllsrröT5^€^"fH<^ci I! MM, p. 47.
45.
J
^
Ibid., p. 35.
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tion is made that there may be smoke in the absence of fire.
This is an O proposition ('some cases of smoke are not cases of
fire') and is the contradictory of the vyäpti 'all cases of smoke
are cases of fire' (an A proposition). The absurdity pointed out
in this assumption consists in its being contradictory to the law
of causation and thus the vyäpti is indirectly confirmed. The
reasoning, however, is fallacious, because it assumes the law of
causation. Sucaritamisra and Pärthasärathi hold that the law of
causation is an empirical law of regular sequence. But if this is
true then to prove the vyäpti between smoke and fire we have
to prove the law of causation, a task much more difficult than
the first. Even if the law of causation be an a priori law, though
the Bhätta who is an empiricist cannot believe in any a priori
law, the reasoning is vitiated by the defect of assuming what is
to be proved, because it assumes that there is a relation of cause
and effect between fire and smoke which is the very thing to be
proved. The Bhättas, equally with other philosophers, have
criticized the Buddhist view that vyäpti is based on the laws of
causation and identity and again they assume it in their method
of tarka. This is merely smuggling through the back door what
has been refused through the front door.
The real problem of induction is that of ascertaining specific
causal relations among observed phenomena and the method of
tarka does not make any real advance towards the solution of
the problem. A complete elimination of extraneous conditions
cannot be achieved by arguments in a debate. The only method
is isolating the observed antecedents of a phenomenon and
experimenting with them one by one. The joint method of
agreement and difference is a method of observation recognized
by all Indian philosophers. Kumärila suggests the method of
concomitant variation also. Heillustrates it as follows: When
dust is seen the question arises as to what its cause may be. Is
it produced by the movement of cows and other hard-bodied
animals or by the movement of ants? The latter alternative is
rejected because we observe that when the number of catties is
greater there is a correspondingly larger quantity of the dust
thrown above, while no such correspondence is observed between the number of ants in motion and the quantity of dust.46
46. SV, Väkya, 165-66.
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The Nyäya View

The Nyäya method of ascertaining vyäpti consists of four
steps, viz., anvaya, vyatireka, vyabhicärägraha and tarka. Anvaya
is a uniform experience of two things together, i.e., their copresence. Vyatireka is the uniform experience of their coabsence. Vyabhicärägraha is the non-observation of any contradictory instance. We always observe that whenever smoke is
present fire is also present and also that whenever fire is absent
smoke also is absent. We never observe a case in which there
may be smoke without fire. From the observed double agreement
of smoke and fire in their presence and absence together with the
non-observation of any exception the vyäpti between smoke and
fire is known. In this process such irrelevant circumstances as
may vitiate the vyäpti are eliminated, because when smoke and
fire are observed repeatedly under varying circumstances the
conditions which are inessential and hence non-recurrent are
gradually detected and left out. If even after this there remains
any doubt regarding the unconditionally of the vyäpti it is removed by tarka as shown above.47
From this it is obvious that the view of the later Bhättas about
the method [of ascertaining vyäpti closely follows that of the
Naiyäyikas, particularly of Gangesa and other Neo-Naiyäyikas.
There is, however, one difference between the two views. The
Naiyäyikas are aware of the fact that the above method is not
the proof of the absolute validity of a vyäpti, because in spite
of the most careful search of irrelevant conditions the possibility
of a contradictory instance making its appearance at some future
time cannot be completely ruled out. So, the Naiyäyikas assume
a kind of perception called sämänyalaksana in which, it is said,
we directly become aware of all the past, future and present
instances of a class through its universal. When we perceive fire
and smoke we also perceive the universals 'fireness' and 'smokeness', and through this latter perception we perceive all the actual
and possible instances of fire and smoke. Thus we have a direct
knowledge of the vyäpti between them in the form 'all cases of
smoke are cases of fire'. The Bhättas do not accept this method
47. • Cp. SM, 137.
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of guaranteeing the absolute validity of vyäpti and quite reasonably so. The sämänyalaksana form of perception is not a fact of
experience, but only an hypothesis, as is clear from the words of
Visvanätha:
How otherwise could we know all the instances of smoke
and fire than through the generality of smoke and the generality of fire? Therefore, the sämänyalaksana form of perception is accepted by us.48
This clearly shows that the Naiyäyika takes the absolute
validity of vyäpti as a fact and in order to explain this 'fact'
he proposes the hypothesis of sämänyalaksana pratyaksa.
But actually what the Naiyäyika takes for granted as a
fact is not a fact, but is the very problem of induction. The
problem of induction is: how to secure an absolutely valid
universal premise so that the conclusion based on it may
be true. The absolute validity of the proposition 'where there is
smoke there is fire' is to be proved. But the Naiyäyika, by
assuming sämänyalaksana, takes that which is to be proved as
the proof of what is not borne out by facts. Hence, the Bhätta
does not agree with the Naiyäyika in this respect and instead of
trying to secure the absolute validity of vyäpti he is satisfied with
its mere empirical validity.
6.4.2.9. Criticism of the Different Views
We shall conclude this discussion with some critical remarks.
Pärthasärathi's view of vyäpti is an exact parallel of Mill's.
He (Mill) held that the evidence for the conclusion is the
same as the evidence for the major premise, so that either
could be drawn immediately from the same data.49
Pärthasärathi also holds that from the uniform experience of
invariable concomitance between the observed cases of smoke
and the observed cases of fire you can draw the conclusion that
there is fire on the hill or that all the unobserved cases of smoke
are cases of fire. This view, however, is wrong. The evidence on
which an induction rests and that on which a deduction rests
49.

I SM, 65.
Stebbing, A Modern Introduction to Logic, p. 219.
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must be different. A uniform and uncontradicted experience by
itself is not the ground of induction. It is merely the material
ground of induction, while the laws of causation and uniformity
of nature are its formal grounds. From a mere observation of
uniform relation between particular smokes and particular fires
we are not justified in generalizing that smoke as such is related
with fire as such, unless we believe that the former is the effect
and the latter is the cause and that the course of nature is uniform, i.e., that the same phenomenon will recur in future when
exactly the same antecedent conditions are repeated. Similarly,
the ground of deduction is not a mere uniform experience. We
cannot validly infer the presence of fire in a place where smoke
alone is perceived unless we know that smoke must be accompanied by fire. The ground of deduction is a true universal proposition which is an assertion about all the known and unknown
instances of the middle term. It is not a mere summation of
past observations, because logically we have no right to expect
a thing to happen now in a way it was found to happen in the
past.
Pärthasärathi is, however, right insofar as he holds that the
induction 'all cases of smoke are cases of fire' is not directly
given and hence is non-perceptual. Now, the question arises regarding the pramäna or means of cognition from which it is
derived. In modern logic all indirect knowledge other than the
knowledge from the statements of others is called inference.
Induction thus is the inference of the general from the particular
and is different from deduction which is the inference of the
particular from the general. In Indian logic the name inference
is restricted to the subsumption of a particular case under a
general rule, so that inference cannot be the pramäna of vyäpti
or induction. Those Indian philosophers who believe in only
two or three pramäna-s, viz., perception, inference and verbal
testimony, have no alternative other than to say that vyäpti is
known through perception. The Naiyäyika too, who accepts a
fourth pramäna, viz., upamäna, had to invent the absurd hypothesis of sämänyalaksana pratyaksa in order to defend the perceptual character of vyäpti, because upamäna, which gives a
knowledge of similarity, is obviously of no help. Prabhäkara
who recognizes a fifth pramäna, arthäpatti, could not take its
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help, because arthäpatti according to him, depends on the knowledge of vyäpti like inference.50 The sixth pramäna, anupalabdhi^
recognized by Kumärila also is of no avail. The Bhätta view
of arthäpatti, however, is different from Prabhäkara's view. Thus
there are only three alternatives open to the Bhätta. Either a
seventh pramäna should be recognized, or the definition of
inference should be amended, or the knowledge of vyäpti should
be included in arthäpatti. Umbeka accepts the third alternative.
This view may be defended as follows: We have uniformly
observed in the past the copresence of smoke and fire and we
have never had a contradictory experience. From this we come
to think that probably there is a necessary relation between
smoke and fire. Now we perceive smoke alone from a distance
and in accordance with our past experience we think that if
there be a necessary relation between smoke and fire there
should be fire in the place where smoke is seen. Next we go
nearer and actually perceive fire. Thus a mere guess is verified
by perception. This cannot be called inference, because before
actual perception we were not confident of the presence of fire.
Our thinking so far is of the nature of trial-and-error. Next we
think that if the relation of smoke with fire be a mere accidental
one, why should our suspicion about the presence of fire when
only smoke is perceived, turn out to be true? This conflict is
resolved by presuming that smoke is necesarily related with fire.
Thus the vyäpti between smoke and fire is known through
arthäpatti, and then whenever we infer fire from smoke in future
our inference follows logically from the universal proposition
'all cases of smoke are cases of fire.' As for the proposition 'all
cases of fire are cases of smoke,' our guess about the presence of
smoke on the perception of fire is on many occasions not confirmed, and so we conclude that the concomitance of fire with
smoke is not necessary.
6.5.

The Charge of Petitio Principii in Inference

Mill adopted the view that inferential reasoning proceeds
from particular to particular, because he wanted to save inference from the charge of petitio principii. It is said that when
50.
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we argue from the mortality of all men to the mortality of
Socrates, the truth of the conclusion is already assumed in the
major premise, so that what is proved is not a real advance
from the known to the unknown. The Cärväka has levelled a
similar charge against inference. He says:
If the inference is of the particular, viz., hill-fire, then the
awareness of the relation of concomitance (which could be
the basis) is absent, because the known relation refers to the
universal; if the universal alone is to be inferred, then the
inference proves the proved.
Like Mill, Pärthasärathi tries to save inference from the
charge of siddhasädhyatä {petitio principii) by asserting that
the major premise from which the conclusion is drawn is not
a universal proposition like 'all that has smoke, has fire', but
that it is a particular proposition like 'all that has been observed
to have smoke has been observed to have fire.'
If it be that in all cases where the pervaded exists, the existence
of the pervader is also known, then the doubt might justly
arise that inference gives what is already known. But the fact
is not so. It is only in such familiar examples as the hearth
etc. that the coexistence of smoke with fire is observed before
the rise of the inferential knowledge but not everywhere.51
This answer, however, does not really set aside the charge of
petitio principii, because, as we have seen, the view that the
major premise is a particular proposition is mistaken. Fortunately, Pärthasärathi has met the charge from the view-point of
those also who maintain that the major premise is a real universal proposition. The charge of petitio principii would have
been true if the knowledge of the universal major premise were
dependent on the knowledge of the conclusion, i.e., if the universal major premise depended 'epistemically5 on the conclusion.
But such is not really the case. At the time when the vyäpti between smoke and fire was apprehended we were not at all aware
of the existence of the hill. And when the hill itself was not
known, how could we have known the fiery hill?52 It is impossible
that we could have known that all men are mortal after an
51. SD, p. 61.
52. Ibid., p. 62.
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examination of the whole class of human beings including even
those who are still living and those who are not as yet born.
Therefore, to say that the universal major premise is epistemically dependent on the conclusion is absurd. The universal
major premise is based not on perfect enumeration but on
simple enumeration. Therefore, there is no apprehension of the
apprehended in inference. Those who say that the existence of
fire on the hill is already known when the major premise 'all
that has smoke has fire' was known, forget the function of the
minor premise, 'the hill has smoke.' If the presence of fire on
the hill is a previously known fact the minor premise becomes
superfluous. In inference the conclusion is drawn from two premises. It is the joint result of two premises. The minor premise
is not superfluous. If it were superfluous, one who wanted fire
would go to the hill without caring to know whether the hill
possessed smoke which isthe mark of the presence of fire.
Prabhäkara, on the other hand, accepts the charge of petitio
principii, but at the same time he denies that inference is invalid.
He says that the existence of fire is already known when the invariable concomitance of smoke with fire is known, so that what
we require to know later on is merely the existence of smoke at
a particular place and time. But, though inference gives a knowledge of the known, it cannot be rejected as invalid on that
account, because the mark of validity is not novelty but experience (anubhüti) which excludes memory. Only memory is
invalid, because it arises solely from latent impressions. The
cause of inference is not purely the revival of latent impression,
because inference arises from the memory of the vyäpti together
with the perception of the mark, e.g., smoke. And it is not
obscured memory (smrtipramosa) like the illusion of silver
in shell, because in it the memory-element, viz., the vyäpti and
the element of experience, viz., smoke, are clearly distinguished,
while in the said illusion the remembered silver is confused with
the experienced 'this'.
Prabhäkara's view is wrong. If the existence of fire on the hill
is already known, then the existence of smoke on the hill too
must be already known, because the former cannot be known
to one who is ignorant of the latter. If it be said that smoke is
certainly known but not as a qualification of the hill, then, as
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fire too is known but not as a qualification of the hill, there
ceases to be any difference between the middle and major terms
in this respect, and thus Prabhäkara's assertion that in the inference of fire the existence of smoke alone requires to be known
in a new place and not fire, becomes a vain cry. Again, just as
by the knowledge of the vyäpti between smoke and fire the latter
is said to be an already known fact, so by the knowledge of the
vyäpti between fire feeding on wet fuel and smoke the latter too
becomes a known fact, so that both fire and smoke being past
cognitions, there remains nothing to be gained by the perception
of smoke on the hill.53
6 6. Kinds of Inference
6.6.1.

Svärthänumäna and Parärthänumäna

The most commonly recognized division of inference is one
into svärthänumäna or the inference for oneself and parärthänumäna or the inference for others. In earlier philosophical
literature this distinction was observed by Dinnaga, Prasastapäda and Siddhasenadiväkara. In the Sutras there is no mention
of these forms of inference. In the Nyäya Sütra, for example, this
division does not exist, but instead of it three other forms of
inference are clearly mentioned. Dinäga defines svärthänumäna
as the knowledge of a thing derived from the knowledge of the
mark having three characteristics; and parärthänumäna is defined
by him as the statement in words which communicates to others
what has been known through svärthänumäna.^ Prasastapäda
uses the term 'svaniscitärtham anumänam' instead of
*'svärthänumänam\ meaning inference for one's own conviction55
and defines parärhänumäna as the demonstration by one with
the help of the five-membered syllogism, of a thing that one is
convinced of, to others who are ignorant or have a doubtful or
wrong knowledge of it.56 Among the orthodox philosophers
53. SD, pp. 61-63.
54.
55. PDS, P. 206.
56. Ibid., P- 231.
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Prasastapäda is the first to observe this distinction. Siddhasenadiväkara is the first Jaina thinker to do the same in his Nyäyävatära. About the question as to who started this distinction
nothing can be said decisively except that the answer depends
mainly on the relative dates of these thinkers.
In the MImämsä literature Sabara is either unaware of these
two forms of inference or is opposed to them. Kumärila too
does not seem to favour the distinction, though he does say
that one who wishes to communicate to others what he knows
through inference should first mention the paksa, i.e., that which
is to be proved.57 Umbeka and Sucaritamisra are definitely
opposed to the division of inference into svärtha and parärtha58.
Sucaritamisra says that the Buddhists divide inference into
svärtha and parärtha, but this division is untenable. From this
remark it appears that the Buddhists, probably Dinnäga, were
the initiators of this division. Before giving Sucaritamisra's
criticism it may be pointed out that the author of Mänameyodaya
imports this division in the Bhätta system also.
Sucaritamisra says that a person wishing to communicate
a conclusion arrived at through inference to others makes a
verbal statement and the hearer remembering the meaning of the
words arrives at the conclusion by himself, so that the inference
on the part of the latter is as much svärtha as on the part of the
former. Both the speaker and the hearer infer for their own sake.
Where, then, is the inference for other's sake? It is true that the
statement is for other's sake, but the statement is not inference.
When someone learns something from statements made by others
the means of knowledge is verbal testimony and it is different
from perception, inference and other means. A reliable person is
at liberty to communicate to others what he knows from personal
experience with or without mentioning the reason why what he
knows is as he knows and not otherwise. He may preach that
sacrifice leads to heaven with or without saying why it must be
so. In case he supports it by an argument his statement will be
more convincing, but then it cannot lose its character of being
verbal testimony and acquire the character of being a different
57.
58.

SV, Anu., 53.
TT & KK on Ibid.
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pramäna, say inference. Inference is defined by the Buddhist as
the knowledge of something through a mark having three
characteristics. But a statement is neither knowledge, nor does it
follow from a mark. How can, then, it be said to be inference?
If an inference is called iparärthä> in a secondary sense (upacärd)
simply because the statement which expresses it is meant for the
information of others, then a perception too which is communicated to others in words should be called 6parärtha\ Thus like the
two forms of inference perception too must have two forms, viz.,
svärthapratyaksa and parärthaprcityaksa. But neither the Buddhist
nor others who uphold the twofold division of inference have
recognized this twofold division of perception. The Buddhist
may say that perception cannot be parärtha because the object
of perception is svalaksana which is incommunicable. But this is
wrong. If the Buddhist view of perception is correct, then a
person making a statement contradictory to what he actually
perceives cannot be opposed or corrected. But actually when a
person touching a burning coal says that fire is cool, we do oppose
him by saying that fire is hot. If the object of perception be inexpressible in words, then this latter statement cannot be explained.
6.6.2.

Visesatodrsta and Sämänyatodrsta

Sabara recognizes only two other kinds of inference which he
calls ipratyaksatodrstasambandhai and(sämänyatodrstasambandhd'.
He does not define these terms. He illustrates them thus: When
the form of fire is inferred from the form of smoke the inference
is of the first kind. When, seeing that Devadatta's change of
position is preceded by his movement, we infer the sun's movement from its change of position in the sky, the inference is of
the second kind.59 The term 'pratyaksatodrstasambandha''literally
means inference based on a directly seen relation and the term
'sämänyatodrstasambandha' means inference based on a generally
seen or generalized relation.
Kumärila does not approve this terminology and the illustrations given by Sahara. There is no mutual exclusiveness between these two classes of inference. Just as the relation of smoke
59. SB, pp. 100-101
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with fire is directly seen, so the relation between change of
position and movement also is directly seen. It is true that the
relation between the sun's change of position and its movement
is not directly seen, but then in a similar way the relation between the hill-smoke and the hill-fire too is not directly seen.
If we could observe this latter relation directly, there would be
no scope for inference. If it be said that though the relation
between smoke and fire on the hill is not directly seen, yet it
has been directly seen in such familiar instances as the hearth
etc., then it can also be said that the relation between change of
position and movement, though not perceived in the case of the
sun, is certainly perceived in the case of Devadatta. We directly
see the movement of Devadatta. Movement is not always an
object of inference. If movement were always imperceptible its
inference would be impossible.
Now,just as the term 'pratyaksatodrsta* is applicable to both
the illustrations given by Sabara, so the word 'sämanyatodrstcf
also is applicable to both. The sun's movement is imperceptible.
We have never observed the sun's movement followed by its
change of position. We observe the visible movement of moving
things, e.g., a man, a cow, a stone etc., and on the basis of this
observation we generalize the relation between change of position
and movement in the form 'where there is change of position
there is movement.' Then we perceive that the sun changes its
position in the sky and on the basis of the generalized relation
we infer that the sun moves. But the same thing happens in the
case of the inference of fire also. We observe the relation of
smoke and fire in many instances and generalize it in the form
'where there is smoke there is fire'. Just as the basis of the inference of the sun's movement is the vyäpti between change of
position in general and movement in general, so the basis of
the inference of fire on the hill is the vyäpti between smoke in
general and fire in general. Thus we see that there is no difference
of kind between the two examples given by Sabara.60
There must be mutual exclusion (pratipaksatva) among the
sub-classes into which a class is divided. But we do not find any
such thing between <pratyaksatodrstd> and 'sämänyatodrsta.' The
60. SV, Ann., 138-40.
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opposite of the term 'sämänyd* is 'visesa.' It will be shown (in
Chap. XIII) that sämänya or general and visesa or particular are
equally perceptible and the relation between two general things
is as much perceptible as one between two particular things.
Hence Kumärila rejects the term ipratyaksatodrstd> and adopts
the term 'visesatodrstd in its place. Thus the two kinds of inference according to Kumärila are 'visesatodrsta' or specifically
seen and *sämänyatodrsta' or generally seen. The first kind is
illustrated thus: A person perceives a particular fire. e,g., the fire
produced from dried cow-dung and also its particular effect, the
smoke, slightly different in colour and other aspects from other
smokes. Next he goes away from the place and returning
again after some interval infers the same particular fire from the
same particular smoke. This inference is based on an invariable
relation between two particulars and hence it is visesatodrsta.
It may be objected that though inference may take place in the
manner, yet, since the fire is inferred in the same old place in
which it was perceived, there is no novelty in it, and hence the
inference is not valid. Kumärila answers that though the place
of the inference is not new, yet the time is new and hence the
inference is valid.61 Other examples of visesatodrsta are the inference by a father of the presence of his son from his voice and
the inference of rise of Rohim from the the rise of Krttikä. The
first example is given by Cidananda 62 and the second by Kumärila
himself. Venkataramiah gives one more example in a footnote
on page 95 of his translation of SD. The example is the inference
of sandal-fire from sandal-scent smoke. This, however, is wrong
because 'sandal-fire' and 'sandal-scent smoke' are general terms
like 'fire' and 'smoke,' though the particulars denoted by the
former two terms are less in number in comparison to those
denoted by the latter two terms. The inference of fire from
smoke and that of sandal-fire from sandal-scent smoke are both
based on a generalized relation. The example of ' sämänyatodrsttf
is the familiar inference of fire from smoke on the hill.63
Kumärila quotes the authority of Vindhyaväsin in support
of his use of the term 'visesatodrsta' The identity of Vindhya61.
62.
63.

Ibid., 140-143.
NTV, p. 140.
SV, Anu., 145.
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väsin is not certain. Some try to identify him with Isvarakrsna,
the author of Sähkhyakärikä.^ Isvarakrsna, however, mentions
three kinds of inference instead of two, without naming them.65
Gaudapäda in his Bhäsya on SK informs that the three kinds of
inference are "purvavat" "sesavaf and 'sämänyatodrsta.' The
examples of the first two are the inference of the coming rain
from clouds and the inference that the remaining sea-water is
salty from the fact that a few drops of it have been found to be
salty. The third kind is illustrated by two examples, viz., the
inference that all the mango trees are in blossom, and the inference that the moon and stars which are seen to reach from one
place to anothermove like Caitra who is known to reach from one
place to another after moving. From the first of these latter two
examples it appears that sämänyatodrsta inference is induction
based on simpleenumeration, i.e., it is an empirical generalization.
The second example shows that sämänyatodrsta is inference based
on analogy. It seems more probable that Sahara's sämänyatodrsta also is inference from analogy. He says:
As an example of pratyaksatodrsta we have the cognition of
fire following from the cognition of smoke; as an example of
sämänyatodrsta we have the case where finding Devadatta's
reaching another place to be preceded by his movement we
remember movement on the part of the sun also.
In the example of pratyaksatodrsta he does not add any qualification like 'finding smoke to be accompanied by fire in the
hearth' though in the example of sämänyatodrsta a qualification
like this has been added and the difference is significant. The
latter example may be put in logical form thus:
Devadatta changes his position and moves;
The sun resembles Devadatta in changing its position;
.-. It resembles Devadatta in having movement.
This is obviously an argument from analogy. We may now
conclude that Sahara divided inference into deductive and
64. See Ramaswami Sastri's Introduction toKK, p. 33.
65. SK,5.
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analogical, and that Kumärila did not accept any inference
which is not deductive.
Gautama66 also divides inference into the above three kinds
and this division seems to be the oldest. Vätsyäyana defines
pürvavat as the inference of an effect from its cause, e.g., the
inference of future rain from clouds. Sesavat is defined as
the inference of a cause from its effect, e.g., the inference of past
rain from a swelling river. Sämänyatodrsta has not been defined
by him, but the example given is the same as given by Sabara.
According to a second interpretation the first kind of inference
is defined as that in which the middle and the major terms have
been perceived in the past, e.g., the inference of fire from smoke.
The second is defined as the inference based on elimination, e.g.,
the inference that sound is a quality because it cannot be a
substance, an action etc. The third is defined as that in which
the relation of the middle and the major terms is imperceptible
and the imperceptible major is inferred from the generic unity
(sämänyät) of the middle with some other thing. When we infer
the existence of an invisible substance called soul from desire etc.
on the ground that desire etc. are qualities and qualities inhere
in a substance, it is the inference of this kind. The later commentators offer many oter interpretations in addition. In NS,
2.1.38-39, three examples of inference are given, viz., the
inference of past rain from a swelling river, the inference of future
rain from the carrying off of eggs by ants, and the inference of
the presence of a peacock from its sound. If these examples are
intended to correspond to the three kinds of inference mentioned
earlier, then pürvavat and sesavat are inferences based on the
relation of succession and sämänyatodrsta on that of co-existence. The cause-effect relation is a relation of succession and
conjunction, inherence and the rest are relations between coexisting things.
Prasastapäda67 divides inference into two kinds, viz., drsta
and sämänyatodrsta. He explains their difference in quite
unambiguous terms. That inference is called drsta in which
the character of the familiar instances and the character that is
66.
67.

NS, 1.1.5.
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inferred possess specific unity (jatyabheda), i.e., in which the
two characters belong to the same species. For example, when
from the perception of dewlap alone we infer the presence of a
cow the inferred character, viz., cowness is specifically the same
as cowness characterising cows seen in the past. Sämänyatodrsta
is defined as that in which the perceived character and the
inferred character have generic unity, i.e., they belong to one
genus though their species are entirely different (atyantajätibheda).
For example, when seeing that the actions of a farmer, a
merchant etc. lead to some result, we infer tLat such actions of
the four castes as sacrifice etc. must lead to some result, then the
result that is inferred, viz., the attainment of heaven, which is
non-secular, is of a species totally different from the former
result, which is secular.
Prabhäkara explains Sahara's division of inference into
pratyaksatodrsta and sämänyatodrsta differently. He says that
this twofold division is based on a twofold division of the
objects of inference. The probandum is sometimes one whose
specific individuality is perceptible and sometimes one whose
specific individuality (svalaksana) is imperceptible. For example,
the specific individuality of fire is perceptible whereas that of
action or movement and potency (saktl) is imperceptible. Accordingly, inference is of two kinds, viz. drstasvalaksanavisaya
and adrstasvalaksanavisaya. But the difficulty is as to how the
relation of that, whose specific individuality cannot be observed,
with the probans, i.e., the vyäpti, can be established. Prabhäkara
says that in such cases the vyäpti is generally seen, not specifically. For example, we know in a general way that that which
has an occasional existence must have some cause. Then, when
we observe a thing having conjunction and disjunction (samyogavibhäga) occasionally we infer that there must be some cause
which produces them. The substance of the thing cannot be the
required cause, since it is present in the presence as well as
absence of conjunction and disjunction. Conjunction and disjunction cannot be explained by supposing a change of substance,
because we recognize that the same substance persists throughout. Therefore, the cause, which is different from these, must be
movement (karma). Prabhäkara advocates the view that movement cannot be perceived and that what we actually perceive
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when a thing is in motion is the conjunction and disjunction of
the thing with some other thing, e.g., the ground. Potency is
inferred in the following way: Fire burns things, but sometimes
under the influence of a mantra or some herb it does not burn
things. Now, the visible form of fire cannot be the cause of
burning, because, though it is present when it burns a thing, it
is not absent when it does not burn things. Therefore, it is
inferred that the cause of burning must be some invisible
property of fire, which is present when fire burns things. This
invisible property is the potency or burning capacity of fire.68
Prabhäkara's view that movement is supersensuous is not
accepted by other schools, not even by other Mimämsakas. It is
true that in some cases movement is not observed, for instance,
when it inheres in an invisible thing or when it is too subtle
though inhering in a gross, sensible thing, or when it is so
slow that it falls below the threshold of sensibility. But it is not
always imperceptible. When a stone is hurled into the sky or
when Devadatta walks the movement is directly perceived.
Prabhäkara wrongly thinks that conjunction and disjunction of
a thing are perceived and movement which is supposed to be
their cause is inferred. A cause is different from its effect. But
movement is not different from conjunction and disjunction.
The former is identical with the latter. What is inferred is the
effort (prayatna) on the part of Devadatta, which initiates movement in his legs, and this inference is based on the experience
of a relation between movement and effort in one's own case.
If movement is inferred from the perception of successive
conjunction and disjunction, then we cannot infer the movement
inhering in the sun, because we do not perceive conjunction and
disjunction of the sun as we perceive them in Devadatta's case.
The sun is always seen to be fixed. We see the sun on the eastern
horizon in the morning and on the western in the evening, and
from this observed change of position we infer that it must have
moved from east to west during the interval. Again, if movement
is always inferred, Devadatta's movement too is an object of
inference just as the sun's movement is, so that it cannot be
cited as a known example in corroboration of the latter. If
68. PP, pp. 78 & 81.
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discrete conjunction and disjunction are the marks of inferring
movement, the present tense in 'this is moving' cannot be
explained. When conjunction has already come to an end before
disjunction takes place, it has become a thing of the past, so
that the inferred movement too must be a thing of the past and
its cognition must arise in the form 'this has moved' instead of
'this is moving.' Again, movement should be inferred in the
case of a fish also, because, though it be in a fixed position, it
has conjunction and disjunction with water constantly flowing
to and away from it. In the case of a fixed post also there should
be the inference of movement, because it has disjunction from
a hawk (when the hawk flies away) as much as the hawk has
disjunction from it. If it be said that movement is inferred not
from disjunction alone but from conjunction preceded by disjunction, then, when the post has disjoined from one hawk and
is conjoined with another hawk, we should infer that the post
moves. Again, when Devadatta disjoins from a point of space
and conjoins with another point, we must apprehend that he is
still moving though actually he has stopped. It will be said that
the hawk which has disjoined from the post is seen to come in
conjunction with another place and that this fact cannot be
explained by movement inhering in th i post. This is true, and
then let movement be presumed in the hawk too, but so far as
the movement of the post is concerned nothing can debar us
from inferring it, because the alleged marks of the inference,
viz., conjunction and disjunction are present in the post. It is
again said by Prabhäkara that movement is inferred only when
conjunction and disjunction are seen to arise in the place of the
moving object, while the hawk is not the piace of the post, so
that movement of the post cannot be inferred. Let, then, there
be no inference of movement in the post, yet this does not affect
the case of the fish quoted above, because water is its own place.
Prabhäkara holds that the sky is invisible, and hence the conjunction and disjunction of a hawk flying in the sky with parts
of the sky will also be invisible, so that we cannot infer that the
hawk moves. We certainly apprehend the movement of the
hawk in the sky, but this cannot be explained by its conjunction
and disjunction with parts of light scattered in the sky (if such
be the alternative explanation), because when it is dark no such
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thing can happen. The supposition of conjunction and disjunction with parts of darkness cannot be of any avail, because
darkness, according to Prabhäkara, is not a positive entity but
a mere negation of light and hence it is not capable of having
conjunction and disjunction with anything. Potency is imperceptible unlike movement, but it is known through presumption
as will be shown later on. Therefore, there being no imperceptible thing to be known through the inference called adrstasvalaksana, the twofold division of inference suggested by Prabhäkara falls to the ground. Really speaking, inference always
proceeds from an observed relationship, which cannot be possible
unless both the terms of the relationship are perceptible.69
6.6.3. Kevalänvayin, Kevalavyatirekin and Anvaya-vyatirekin
Uddyotakara 70 mentions three more kinds of inference, viz.,
kevalänvayin, kevalavyatirekin and anvayavyatirekin according
as the vyäpti is derived respectively from uniform agreement in
presence alone, or uniform agreement in absence alone, or uniform agreement in presence and absence both. In the first case
the vyäpti is purely an affirmative proposition, e.g., 'all knowable
things arenameable; the pot is a knowable thing; therefore, it
is nameable.' In the second case the vyäpti is a purely negative
proposition, e.g., 'what is not different from the other elements
has no smell; the earth has smell, therefore, the earth is different
from the other elements'. In the third case the vyäpti can be
stated in affirmative as well as negative forms. The inference of
fire from smoke is of this kind. This inference can be put in
two forms, viz., 'all cases of smoke are cases of fire; the hill is a
case of smoke; therefore, it is a case of fire'and 'no case of
non-fire is a case of smoke; the hill is a case of smoke; therefore, it is a case of fire'. In the inference of the first kind no
negative instance can be observed; in that of the second kind no
positive instance can be observed; and in that of the third both
positive and negative instances are observed.
In the Bhätta system the second kind is not recognized because it is based on a negative vyäpti, while negation, according
69.
70.
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to Kumärila is the object of an independent pramäna called
'anupalabdhi.' The second form of the third kind of inference
also is not recognized for the same reason. Though in the inference of fire from smoke the vyäpti is derived from the observation of both positive and negative instances, yet logically the
conclusion follows from the affirmative form of the vyäpti alone.
Kumärila's view seems to be correct. One of the general rules of
syllogism is that when the conclusion is affirmative both the
premises must be affirmative. Accordingly, the conclusion 'the
hill has fire' must follow from the affirmative premises, viz.,
'whatever has smoke has fire' and 'the hill has smoke'. Thus
the Bhätta recognizes only one form of inference, viz., the
mood Barbara in the first figure.71
6.7. Conditions of a Valid Inference: Fallacies
The validity of an inference depends on the validity of its
constituent propositions. If any of the constituent propositions
is fallacious the whole inference is vitiated. Kumärila classifies
the fallacies of inference into the fallacies of conclusion (pratijnäbhäsa), those of the minor premise (hetväbhäsa), and those of the
major premise (drstäntäbhäsa).
6.7.1. Pr a tijnäbhäsa- s72
An inference proceeds from what is already known to what
is inferred. All pramäna-s are characterized by novelty. Hence a
valid conclusion should be one which is not previously known
in the form in which it is stated {tädrüpyena grhltatvam) or in a
contradictory form (tadviparyayato'pi vä). That is, the conclusion
must not already be known to be true or false. That which is
already known so does not require any proof. When a conclusion is known to be true the inference appearing to prove it
becomes superfluous and when it is known to be false the inference has no scope, since it is contradicted as soon as it
appears by a quicker (sighrabhävi) and more convincing
pramäna.
Now, the question arises as to how one pramäna can contradict
another pramäna. If one pramäna can contradict another, how
71. MM, p. 56.
72. SV, Anu., 55-75; NR & KK on ibid.
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can we have faith in the pramäna! The answer is that a pramäna
is never contradicted and that which is contradicted is not a
pramäna, but a pramänäbhäsa, i.e., that which bears the deceptive
appearance of a pramäna. A pramäna is a true and definite
knowledge. When a thing is truly and definitely known to have
a character it contradicts and resists the appearance of a knowledge pointing to an opposite character. When there is a conflict
between two means of knowledge, one which is stronger prevails
over the other which is weaker. Though usually perception is
seen to be stronger, yet it cannot be generalized that it is always
stronger. The strength of a pramäna lies in its stronger appeal
to the intellect, its indubitable character and the ease and quickness with which it arises. Contrarily, a weak pramäna is slow in
its birth and intellectual appeal and is less convincing. Among
these characteristics quickness or slowness is not so important
as the power of conviction. Perception always arises more
quickly than other pramäna^, yet sometimes due to distance and
other factors it remains doubtful. In such a case it is liable to be
contradicted by a more convincing pramäna, e.g., inference. It is
not a rule that a false inference should always be contradicted by
preception. It may be contradicted by any of the six recognized
pramäna-s.
The conditions of a valid inference mentioned above are
psychological rather than logical. The logical conditions are
that the premises must be true and that they must imply the
conclusion. They are called by Stebbing the ' constitutive* conditions of inference. From their violation arise the fallacies
called 'hetväbhäsa-s' and 'drstäntäbhäsa-s*. Here we are concened
with the fallacies of pratijhä or conclusion which arise from the
violation of the psychological conditions. The psychological
conditions relate to the knowledge of the person who infers.
Their non-fulfilment cannot be declared to be a positive disproof of the conclusion. Yet, it is their fulfilment on which
depends the value of the conclusion for the inferrer. Stebbing
calls them 'epistemic' conditions.
Since, inference is a process in which a thinker passes from
something known to something inferred, it is clear that we
could not say we had inferred 'q5 if we had already asserted
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<q\ It is, therefore, obvious that 'q' must not be known to be
true, and equally obvious that 'q' must not be known to be
false. We must also know that 'p' implies ' q \ These conditions are 'epistemic'; they relate to what the thinker who is
inferring knows. These conditions depend upon the relation
of the thinker to the propositions involved in the process of
inference.73
The following are the fallacies of conclusion:
6.7.1.1. Siddhavisesana
When the conclusion is already well known independently of
the inference which seeks to prove it, the fallacy is called
'siddhavisesana', i.e., conclusion having a well known predicate. For example, when an elephant is directly perceived, the
inference of its presence from its trunk involves this fallacy.
Another example is the inference proving the conclusion that fire
is hot which everybody knows directly through perception.
6.7.1.2. Bädhita (Sublated)
This fallacy occurs when a conclusion is sublated by another
stronger pramäna. It is primarily of six kinds according as the
sublating pramäna is perception, a more convincing inference,
sabda, upamäna, arthäpatti or anupalabdhi. Sublation by perception (pratyaksabädha) is exemplified in proving the conclusion
that fire is not hot or that sound is imperceptible. We directly
perceive through touch that fire is hot and we actually perceive
sound.
Sublation by inference {anumänabädha) is illustrated in proving
that sound is not audible. Dinnäga cited this example as a case of
sublation by perception. But this is wrong. What we mean by audibility is that sound is apprehended by the ear. But we do not perceive this fact, though we have a director perceptual knowledge of
sound. Audibility is really an object of inference. The perception
of sound must have some cause and the cause must be something
other than utterance, because in spite of the utterance by the
speaker we sometimes fail to apprehend sound. We observe that
when the ears are closed or they suffer from some disease, as in
the case of a deaf person, there is no perception of sound and
73. A Modem Introduction to Logic, p. 215.
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that when the ears are not closed or diseased, though the other
sense-organs may be diseased, as in the case of a blind man,
there is a perception of sound. Thus from this agreement between the ears and the perception of sound in presence as well
as absence (anvayavyatireka) it is inferred that the ears are the
cause of the perception of sound, i.e., that sound is audible. The
inference may be put in the following logical form: 'That on
whose presence a second thing occurs and in whose absence it
does not occur, is the cause of the latter; the ears are the thing
in whose presence the perception of sound occurs and in whose
absence it does not occur; therefore, the ears are the cause of
the perception of sound'. This inference sublates the inference
of a person who argues that sound is not audible because it is a
quality like colour.
Sublation by sabda is of three kinds, viz., sublation by one's
words {pratijnäbädha), sublation by one's previous statement
(pürvasafijalpabädha) and sublation by what is generally accepted by peaple (lokaviruddhd). When a person says, 'I have been
silent throughout my life', the statement is contradicted by the
mere utterance of it, because as soon as he utters this sentence
he gives up his silence. If a person says, 'all statements are false',
the predicate 'false5 applies to this statement also. If all statements are really false, then the statement embodying this assertion also being a statement must be false. And if this statement
is not false, then it cannot be asserted that all statements are
false, because then at least one statement will be true. When
someone says, 'my mother who gave birth to me is barren', the
statement is sublated by the subject 'my mother' which implies
that she is not barren. All these statements are self-contradictory.
When the Buddhist tries to prove that sound is eternal or indestructible it is contradictory to his own accepted tenet that everything is momentary. Actually which of the two inferences, one
proving the eternality of sound and the other its non-eternality,
is the sublator and which the sublated depends on the comparative strength of them. However, the accepted theories of a schoo
of thought must form a self-consistent system and if there is any
inner conflict it is a serious weakness in the logic of the school.
Sublation by what is generally accepted is exemplified in the
statement of one who says that 'sasV is not a name of the moon.
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Sucaritamisra says that these are not really the examples of
sublation by sabda. A statement is really sublated by sabdapramäna when it is opposed to the scripture. Pärthasärathi says
that this fallacy occurs in the following examples: 'The human
skull is sacred, because it is a part of body like shell'; 'Sacrifice
is not a means of acquiring heaven, because it is an action like
the action of eating'; 'Animal sacrifice is a sin, because it is killing like killing a brähmana'.
Sucaritamisra says that the above threefold division of the
fallacies called sabdabädha is in accordance with the view of
other logicians. The words of a speaker are not pramäna.
Similarly, lokaprasiddhi or tradition is neither sabda-pramäna,
nor any independent pramäna, but is only one among perception? inference etc., so that opposition to it does not mean
opposition to sabda. It is, however, difficult to find who the
other logicians are, whose view Kumärila has given. The other
logicians who enumerate the fallacies of conclusion separately
are Prasastapäda and Dinnäga. Prasastapäda mentions the
fallacies called ägamavirodha, svasästravirodha and svavacanavirodha separately without including them under one head, viz.,
sabdavirodha.™ Dinnäga also mentions ägamaviruddha, lokaviruddha and svavacanaviruddha separately.75 It seems more
probable that Kumärila has given his own view. And there is no
inconsistency in ity because Kumärila does not restrict
pramänatva to scriptural statements alone as Prabhäkara does.
According to him both kinds of statement, scriptural as well as
secular, are included in sabdapramäna.
Sublation by upamäna (upamänabädha) is exemplified in the
statement of a person that cow does not resemble gavaya when
he tries to prove it to another person who, having perceived the
forms of both a cow and agavaya knows beyond doubt through
upamäna that cow resembles gavaya.
When some reliable person reports that Devadatta is fat and
does not eat during the day, we presume that he eats at night.
Now, if someone states that Devadatta does not eat at all, his
statement is sublated by the above arthäpatti. If we know that
74.
75.

PDS, p. 234.
NP, p. 2.
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Caitra is alive and we do not find him in his house, then we
presume that he must be outside. To state that he is not outside
would be another example of sublation by arthäpatti. Sublation
by arthäpatti is of six kinds according to the six kinds of arthäpatti. The various kinds of arthäpatti will be described later.
An example of sublation by anupalabdhi is the statement that
a hare has horns or that fire is cold, since by anupalabdhi or
non-apprehension we definitely know that a hare has no horns
and that fire is not cold.
The fallacies called bädhita are classified from another point
of view into dharmadharmisambandhabädha, dharmasvarüpabädha, dharmavisesabädha, dharmisvarüpabädha, and dharmivisesabadha.
The first of these is so called because in it the relation of the
subject of the conclusion to the predicate is sublated by a
stronger pramäna. In it the subject and predicate are real by
themselves, but their relation is unreal. The examples given
above are mostly of this kind.
When a person seeing burnt straws in ice infers that ice contains fire, the conclusion is sublated by perception. In this
example the subject 'ice' and the predicate 'fire' both are real,
but their relation is sublated. This is, however, cited as an
example of dharmasvarüpabädha, i.e., one in which the existence
of the predicate is sublated. When it is said that ice contains fire
it is implied that ice contains heat, though it is not directly
stated, and this is cited as an example of dharmavisesabädha,
i.e., one in which a particular property of the predicate is sublated.
When it is said that a prescribed sin, e.g., animal sacrifice
causes pain to the performer, the subject is unreal because it is
self-contradictory. That which is prescribed by the scripture
cannot be a sin and that which is a sin cannot be prescribed.
This is an example of the fallacy called dharmisvarüpabädhai i.e.,
one in which the existence of the subject is sublated. The statement also implies that a prescribed duty causes pain to the performer, and this is cited as an example of dharmivisesabadha or
one in which a particular property of the subject is sublated.
There may also be a statement in which the existence and
some particular properties of both the subject and predicate are
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sublated. This fallacy is called ubhayasvarüpavisesabädha. When
it is said by the Buddhist that all cognitions are false, it involves
this fallacy. The particular property of the subject sublated is
momentariness and the particular property of the predicate sublated is absolute falsehood. The Buddhist equates existence with
cognition. Accordingly, cognition = cognition of cognition;
falsehood = cognition of falsehood; mementariness = cognition
of momentariness; and absolute falsehood = cognition of absolute falsehood. Now, if the statement 'all cognitions are false'
is accepted, then all the right-hand members of these equations
are false, which is equivalent to the negation of all the left-hand
members.
We have noted that some of the given examples are put in
wrong classes. If we examine these examples we shall find that
they are cases either of contradiction by one's own words or of
contradiction by one's previous statements. This classification
of the fallacies of conclusion based on the sublation of its subject and predicate is not found in the works of Dinnäga,
Prasastapäda and Dharmakirti. It appears that Kumärila
suggested it as an improvement on older classifications. But
actually this classification presents unnecessary complications
and seems to be superfluous. This is why the later Bhättas76
gave it up.
6.7.2.

Hetväbhäsa-s

Kumärila's treatment of this class of fallacies is primarily
based on the rules of debate. One of such rules is that the premises must be accepted by both the parties in the debate. This
is again complicated by the observation that some party may
accept a premise doubtfully while the other party may be perfectly convinced of it, and some party, though believing in the
truth of a premise, may not give its assent to it in explicit terms.
Now a classification based on these considerations is quite
possible, but it has little logical value. Probably for this reason
Pärthasärathi gives another improved classification. Here we
76. Cp. MM, pp. 67-68.
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follow Pärthasärathi's account77 of the hetväbhäsa-s or the
fallacies of the minor premise, referring to Kumärila only
on controversial issues.
The fallacies are mainly three in number, viz., asiddha, anaikäntika and viruddha, and each is subdivided as follows:
6.7.2.1.

Asiddha or the Non-Established Middle Term

It is of five kinds: (\) Svarupäsiddha or non-established existence.
'Buddha is the knower of dharma, because he is omniscient'.
Here the middle term 'omniscient' is non-established, because
omniscience is not found anywere. Omniscience is an imaginary
character, not an actual one. (ii) Sambandhäsiddha or ncn-established relation: 'Fire does not burn, because it is cold.' Here the
middle term 'cold' is a real character found in other things, but
its relation to the minor term 'fire' is unreal, (iii) Vyatirekäsiddha
or non-establishment elsewhere: 'Cow is an animal having
dewlap etc., because it is denoted by the word 'cow'.' Here the
middle term 'denoted by the word cow' has no existence apart
from the paksa or minor term. The middle term should be capable of residing in things other than the paksa. This fallacy is
also called 'asädhärana' or the uncommon middle. According to
some it is a variety of the doubtful middle, (iv) Äsrayäsiddha or
non-established substrate: 'Space is eternal, because it is a substance without parts.'The Sauträntika denies the reality of space.
So, from his point of view the minor term of the inference, which
is the substrate of the middle term, is imaginary, (v) Vyäptyasiddha
or partly non-established: It is also named 'Bhägäsiddhcf and
'Paksaikadesahetväsiddha? This fallacy occurs when the middle
term resides only in a part of the minor term: 'Air and space are
non-eternal, because they are tangible.' Here the middle term
resides only in air, not in space, because space is not tangible.
6.7.2.2

Anäikäntika or Non-Conclusive or Doubtful Middle

It is of two kinds: (i) Savyabhicära or irregular middle:
'Sound is eternal, because it is intangible.' Here intangibility
does not regularly accompany eternality. Intangibility is found
to characterize eternal things, e.g., soul, as well as non-eternal
77. SD, pp. 64-67.
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things, e.g., action. Thus the relation of the middle term with
the major as well as its contradictory is a source of doubt, so
that the inference of eternality becomes non-conclusive. This
fallacy is also called sädhärana or the common middle, because
it is commonly found in the major and its absence, (ii) Sapratisädhana or satpratipaksa: Kumärila calls it lviruddhävyabhicärV.78
It occurs when there are two middle terms leading to conflicting
inferences and there is no decision as to which of the two is the
real oneo 'Air is perceptible, because it possesses finite magnitude
and is tangible.' Again, 'air is imperceptible, because it is a
substance without colour.' Here there are two middle terms
'having a finite magnitude and tangibility' and 'being a substance without colour,' both leading to conflicting inferences.
They appear to be equally cogent and it is difficult to determine
whether air is perceptible or imperceptible. Hence it gives rise to
doubt.
Prabhäkara rejects the second variety of anaikäntika. He
argues that two contradictory middle terms cannot be equally
powerful and cannot be predicated of the minor term simultaneously. If it were not so the resultant doubt could never be removed. In the above examples, Prabhäkara says, the first middle
term is more powerful and leads to the perceptibility of air.
Pärthasärathi's answer to this objection is that cases of sapratisädhana are of a frequent occurrence and the doubt in such
cases is removed by some stronger pramäna. What is said is not
that two equally powerful but contradictory middle terms can
reside in the some paksa, but that, though one of them is
really stronger than the other, yet it is not discovered at the
time as to which one is stronger and which weaker. The result is
that doubt arises and continues till a decision is not arrived at
by appealing to a stronger pramäna later on. We have many such
instances of doubt in common experience, for example, when a
man seeing a branchless tree from a distance doubts whether it
is a man or a post. Such a doubt is seen to be temporary. It
disappears as soon as the thing is observed closely, and similarly,
the doubt produced by a sapratiscidhanahetti disappears with the
help of a stronger pramäna.
78. SV, Anu., 92.
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Kumärila mentions three varieties of anaikäntika. In addition
to the above two the third is asädhärana or the uncommon middle.
When someone argues that 'earth is eternal, because it has smell',
the middle term 'smell' is a unique property of earth, i.e., it is not
found in other elements. Since it is not found in anything which is
established to be eternal or non-eternal, except in earth, and since
the eternality ornon-eternality of earth is yet unknown, the middle
term 'smell' cannot lead to any inference.
Now, it is true that this uncommon middle is a source of
fallacy, but can it be a source of doubt? The sädhärana middle
is common to the probandum as well as the absence of the
probandum and it is rightly a source of doubt, because it leads
to two contradictory cognitions, viz., the cognition of the probandum and that of its absence. But an asädhärana middle being
found neither in the probandum nor in its absence does not
lead to any cognition. How, then, can it be a source of doubt?
Kumärila answers that a sädhärana middle is concomitant with
the probandum, but is not non-concomitant with the absence of
the probandum. Intangibility, for instance, is present in eternal
things, but is not absent from non-eternal things. Invariable concomitance, which is the ground of inference, depends on anvaya
and vyatireka both while in the case of a sädhärana middle there
is only anvaya but no vyatireka. A sädhärana middle fulfills only
one condition of validity and hence it is a source of doubt.
Similarly, an asädhärana middle also fulfills only one condition
and, hence it too is a source of doubt. To explain, the asädhärana
middle 'smell5 is absent from non-eternal things, e.g , action, cognition etc., and so far it has vyatireka, but it being absent even
from eternal things, e.g., soul etc. there is no anvaya. The point
may be explained in a different way thus: A sädhärana middle
produces doubt not simply because it produces two cognitions
but because it produces two contradictory cognitions which cannot be reconciled. The same thing happens in the case of an
asädhärana middle also. An asädhärana middle is found to be
absent from the probandum as well as the negation of it and
thus leads to two irreconcilable cognitions., viz., the cognition of
the absence of the probandum and that of the absence of the
negation of it. Smell is not found in eternal things and hence its
presence in earth produces the cognition that earth is not eternal.
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Again, smell is not found in non-eternal things and hence its
presence in earth produces the cognition that earth is not noneternal. These two cognitions are contradictory and so they give
rise to doubt.79
Umbeka does not say anything on this point.80 But Pärthasärathi and Sucaritamisra say that the above view is not
Kumärila's own81. Dinnäga, who precedes Kumärila by some
centuries, holds that asädhärana middle is a source of doubt.82
He cites the inference 'sound is eternal because it is audible'
as an example of this fallacy. Prasastapäda makes asädhärana
an independent kind of hetväbhäsa and calls it anadhyavasita.8*
Sucaritamisra says that doubt is a mental state in which the mind
swings between two extremes and that there are no extremes in
the case of an asädhärana middle, because such a middle term is
not found to be concomitant with anything. Moreover, doubt
occurs only when there is a limited number of alternatives, not
when the number is infinite. In the case of 'smell', however, there
is an infinite number of alternatives, because it is absent from
everything other than earth. We cannot restrict the number to two,
viz., eternality and non-eternality alone. We can do so only onthe
basis of the following inference: Things having an uncommon property are seen to be either eternal or non-eternal; earth is a thing
having an uncommon property 'smelP; therefore, it is either
eternal or non-eternal. Thus if there is a doubt as to whether earth
is eternal or non-eternal, the source of it is not 'smell' which is
asädhärana, but it is asädhäranatva or the character of possessing a
unique property, which is common to earth and other things of a
doubtful character. Therefore, an asädhärana middle cannot be
a source of doubt. Sucaritamisra rejects Prasastapäda's view on
the ground that anadhyavasäya is nothing but an absence of
cognition84 and concludes that an asädhärana middle is not a
source of doubt but is merely a means of stimulating curiosity
(jijnäsämätrahetu). We have already given Pärthasärathi's view,
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.

SV, Anu., 86-9.
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who includes this fallacy in asiddha under the name vyatirekäsiddha, though, it should be noted, this name seems to be improper, because in the case of asädhärana not only vyatireka but
anvaya also is non-established. Sucaritamisra's view seems to be
correct, but it is difficult to say that Kumärila has given not his
own view but that of his adversary. It is unlikely that one
should propound a view which he does not accept and even defend
it without expressing his own disapproval.
Kumärila mentions that some logicians try to reduce sapratisädhana to one or the other of the two fallacies known as
sädhärana and asädhärana. But his own view is that it is different
from both. In sapratisädhana there are two inferences proposed
by two different parties in a debate and doubt arises in the mind
of a third party, viz., the audience. But in sädhärana and asädhärana each there is only one inference proposed by one party
and the doubt arises in the mind of the opposite party, while
the audience may not have the doubt. Thus sapratisädhana is
fundamentally different from sädhärana and asädhärana.85
6.7.2.3 Viruddha or Contradictory Middle
It is called bädhaka also. A contradictory middle term establishesjust the opposite of the desired major term and it is of
one kind only. If, however, it be necessary to mention subsidiary
divisions, then two only need be mentioned, viz., (i) dharmasvarüpabädha or the middle that proves the non-existence of the
desired major, and (ii) dharmavisesabädha or the middle that
proves the non-existence of a particular property of the major.
Some mention six varieties adding four more to the above two,
(iii) dharmisvarüpabädha or the middle that proves the nonexistence of the minor, (iv) dharmivisesabädha or one that proves
the non-existence of a particular property of the minor, (v)
ubhayasvarüpabädha or one that proves the non-existence of the
major and minor both, and (vi) ubhayavisesabädha which is the
combination of (ii) and (iv). Others exclude (v) and (vi).
'Sound is eternal because it is a product.' In this inference the
middle term'being a product' is invariably concomitant with noneternality and hence it really proves the non-existence of eternality
85. SV, Anu., 92-93 & KK.
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which is desired to be proved. 'Body and sprouts have a sentient
being as their creator, because they are products like a pot'. In
this inference the middle term rules out the disembodied character of the creator, because the creator in the case of a pot etc.
is always seen to be an embodied being. This is an example of the
second variety of viruddha, since it proves the non-existence of a
desired particular property 'disembodiedness' of the major
'creator'. Though this property is not clearly stated, yet it is
implied.
6.7.3.

Drstäntäbhäsa-s86

These are the fallacies of example. Example is of two kinds,
viz., similar example (sädharmya) and dissimilar example
(yaidharmya). When a similar example is stated the middle term
should be the subject and the major term the predicate. But when
a dissimilar example is stated the negation of the major should
be the subject and the negation of the middle the predicate. For
example, in the case of the inference of fire from smoke the
similar example should be accompanied by the statement 'where
there is smoke there is fire', and the dissimilar example should
be accompanied by the statement 'where there is no fire there is
no smoke'. This should happen when the middle and major terms
are of an unequal extension. But when tney are of an equal extension there is no harm in making the negation of the middle
the subject and the negation of the major the predicate. The
fallacies of similar example are : sädhyasünya, hetusünya, ubhayasünya and vyäptisünya which arise when the example is devoid
respectively of the probandum, the probans, the both and
invariable concomitance. 'Sound is eternal because it is
formless.' If the example in this inference is 'action', it is devoid
of theprobandum 'eternal'; if it is 'atom', it is devoid of the
probans 'formless'; if it is'jar', it is devoid of both; and if it is
'ether' it is devoid of vyäpti or invariable concomitance, though
it is not devoid of the co-existence of the probans and the probandum. It should be noted that vyäpti is not a mere co-existence
of the middle and major terms. Some people do not believe in
the reality of ether. For them the example of ether is an imag86. SV,Ami., 108-137.
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inary one and thus one more fallacy may be added to the
above four: Kumärila calls it dharmyasiddha and Näräyana calls
it äsrayahina or devoid of the base.87
The dissimilar example is not necessarily to be stated. But
when it is stated the following fallacies are to be avoided:
'Whatever is non-eternal has form, like an atom' involves the
fallacy called sädhyäbhävasünya, because an atom is devoid of
the negation of eternality. When the example is'cognition'instead
of atom the fallacy is hetväbhävasünya, because it is devoid of
'form' which is the negation of'formlessness'. When the example
is 'ether' the fallacy is ubhayäbhävasünya, because it is devoid of
the negations of both eternality and formlessness. It also involves
the fallacy of äsrayahina or imaginary example from the
Buddhist point of view. When the example is 'jar', the fallacy is
vyäptisünya, because, though there is a co-existence of noneternality and form in a jar, it cannot be universalized.

87. MM, p. 89.

C H A P T E R VII

VERBAL T E S T I M O N Y (SABDA)

Testimony is an important source of knowledge. A major
portion of a person's stock of knowledge about the world is
acquired from the oral or written testimony of other persons.
The importance of testimony becomes obvious when we imagine
a person deprived of all contact with other persons and books
in which case he would simply be reduced to the level of a brute.
Compared with what we know from testimony, the amount of
what we know through perception and inference is extremely
meagre. Testimony has been recognized as an independent
source of knowledge by all Indian philosophers except the
Cärväka, the Buddhists and the Vaisesika. The Cärväka rejects
testimony in general, because, according to him, it does not give
valid knowledge, and scriptural testimony in particular, because
Vedic knowledge in his opinion is "all fraud, a device of the
cunning priests to earn their living by cheating the ignorant
masses". The Buddhist and the Vaisesika recognize testimony,
but not as an independent means of knowledge. They reduce
testimony to inference.
7.1. The Nature of Verbal Testimony
Testimony may be verbal or non-verbal. Non-verbal testimony
consists of gestures. But it is not important, because it lacks
precision. Verbal testimony consists of verbal statements of
people intended to express certain facts. Gautama defines verbal
testimony as the statement of a reliable person.1 The reliability
of a person making a statement is a condition ensuring the
validity of the knowledge derived in this way. This definition is
quite acceptable. Kumärila and other Mimämsakas, however^
1.

5MlkflMS¥l:9rss: I N S , 1.1.7.
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do not accept it for the following reasons: The Nyäya definition
presupposes that all verbal statements are made by persons.
But the Mimämsaka has reasons to disagree with it. At least in
one case, viz., the case of Vedic statements, he holds, there are
statements which are not made by any person. According to the
Nyäya Vedic statements are statements of God who is a supernatural person. But according to the MImämsaka there is no
God, and hence Vedic statements are impersonal. The Nyäya
definition thus is too narrow. Therefore, following Sahara,
Kumärila 2 defines verbal testimony as a statement which produces in the mind of the hearer, who knows the meaning of
words, a knowledge of facts that lie beyond the range of his
perception.3 Explaining this definition Pärthasärathi says that a
verbal statement gives the knowledge of a fact through an understanding of the statement depending on the meaning of words
which the statement is composed of and that it is an independent
means of valid knowledge in so far as the assertion contained
therein is not already known by other means to be true or false.4
This latter qualification is added because whatever is a pranwna
must give a new knowledge.
Knowledge based on testimony is of two kinds, one arising
from the words of a person and the other arising from the
words of impersonal origin {pauruseyamapauruseyarri va) according as the testimony is secular or scriptural.5 Secular testimony
is the statement of a trustworthy person, and scriptural testimony is the statement of the Veda. Scriptural sentences are
eternal, having no human or divine authorship. A sentence
uttered by a trustworthy person issues from a faultless source.
There being no defect in the source, both the kinds of sentences
are valid. Words are not created by any agency. A pramäna is
invalidated by the defects of its source. The Veda, as it has no
author, has no cause or source. Therefore, there is no possibility
of its being invalidated by defects of the source.

5.

^
SV, Sabda, 51.
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^
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A sentence either is of two kinds, one which expresses some
existing thing (sfddhärthaväkyä) and the other which expresses
something to be done (yidhäyakaväkyd). The former is the statement of a fact and the latter is that of a command. The former
refers to such facts as "this is a man' and the latter to commands
such as 'do this', 'avoid this' etc. We divide factual statements
into affirmative, negative, hypothetical, disjunctive etc.
According to Kumärila a word directly denotes a universal or
class concept. When a word is not used in a sentence, it means
the universal for which it stands, and it does not refer to the
existence of the universal, for, a universal is eternal and no
question of its existence or non-existence arises. An affirmative
factual statement, which contains the verb 'is's refers to the
existence of something. But this something is not the universal
directly denoted by the subject-word. It rather is the individual
qualified by the universal.
Regarding negative factual sentences Kumärila says that they
refer to non-existence which also is a fact like existence. The
word 'not' occurring in a factual sentence sometimes serves the
purpose of differentiating one existing thing from another existing thing. 'A cow is not a horse' means 'a cow is different from
a horse'. The function of the word 'not' occurring in a factual
statement is to remove ignorance or doubt or to reject a false
idea (ajnätasandigdhaviparitärthaväranam). When a person is
ignorant of something, a negative statement removes his ignorance by pointing out that something does not exist. When a
person is in doubt about something, as when one is not sure
whether a thing is a man or a post, his doubt is removed on
hearing a statement negating one of the alternatives. When a
person falsely perceives a snake and another person who perceives correctly makes the statement 'this is not a snake', then
the falsehood of the former's perception is exposed by the
latter's statement. It may be pointed out here that the first two
functions of a negative statement are not peculiar to it, since an
affirmative statement also removes ignorance and doubt. The
third function alone seems to be peculiar. When I make the
statement 'this is not P', it may be taken as exposing the falsehood of an actual or possible assertion in the form'this is P'.
Thus my statement is equivalent to the assertion that the asser-
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tiön 'this is P' is false. There is no need of another person even.
I myself might have made the assertion 'this is P' on some
earlier occasion and now discover its falsehood. In this case my
statement 'this is not P' rejects my own previous cognition as
false {pürvajnätopamardanam). In case I or anyone else has
never made the assertion 'this is P5, even then the negative statement 'this is not P' may be taken as rejecting a mere supposition.
Regarding a disjunctive statement Kumärila says that it refers
to a subjective attitude of doubt towards some fact. Reality is
not disjunctive. When our knowledge of reality is not definite,
we make disjunctive statements like 'this is a man or a post',
'this is moving or stationary'6 etc.
7.2. Criticism of the Buddhist and Vaisesika Views
The Buddhist and the Vaisesika do not accord the status of
an independent pramäna to verbal testimony. The Buddhist
maintains that the intention of a speaker finds expression in his
statement. The intention is the cause and the statement its effect.
When a speaker utters a word, the hearer infers his intention as
he infers the presence of fire from its effect, viz., smoke. In this
inferential process the speaker is the minor term, his intention
is the major term and the word is the middle term.7 Sridhara
also remarks:
Just as the inferential process functions through invariable concomitance, so do words also.... As a matter of fact, we know
that a word never denotes anything until it is known for certain
that it never fails in its concomitance with such denotation;
and when it does denote an object after the unfailing concomitance has been ascertained, it becomes an inferential sign
pure and simple.8
The Buddhist maintains that when a word is heard the hearer
infers the intention of the speaker. But how can one infer the
said intention unless he has already understood what the word
6. SV, Väkya, 301-21.
7. TH, 1512-22.
8. NK, pp. 213-14.
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means? Whatever the intention of the speaker may be, the
meaning of the uttered word has already been cognized by the
hearer without the help of syllogistic reasoning. The Vaisesika
holds that the meaning of a word is cognized through inference,
because just as the cognition of fire from smoke depends on a
positive and negative experience of smoke-fire relationship, so
the cognition of the meaning of a word too depends on the
experience of a positive and negative experience of word-object
relationship. This experience we have in childhood when adults
utter the word 'cow' and a cow is present and when they do not
utter this word and the cow is absent.
Kumärila says that when we have already learnt the meaning
of a word in the said manner and then afterwards hear that
word, the cognition of its meaning arises in our mind through
memory and not through inference. Thus the understanding of
the word being of the nature of recollection, it is not a, pramäna
at all. The Buddhist and Vaisesika attempt to reduce our cognition of meaning on hearing a word to inference is futile, because
what constitutes the pramäna called verbal testimony is not a word
but a sentence. Even if the meaning of a word be cognized
through inference, the knowledge of a fact on hearing a sentence
is not inferential and hence the Buddhist and Vaisesika arguments
are irrelevant.9
The knowledge of the meaning of a sentence arises through
the meaning of words whose relation was not apprehended before. Therefore, even the suspicion that the meaning of a
sentence is known through inference is illegitimate. An inference
presupposes a knowledge of the invariable relation between
the probans and the probandum. In the cognition of sentencemeaning the constituent words may be said to serve as the probans, but there is no vyäpti. The relations between words are
infinite. It is not possible to know in advance the infinite relations between words. It is an indubitable fact that when somebody talks of distant countries, the particular meaning of the
sentences uttered by him are comprehended through word-meaning even though they refer to entirely new and strange things. It
shows that sentence-meaning does not depend on a previously
9. SV, Sabda, 60 and 104-108.
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known relation between the utterance of a sentence and a fact.
Therefore, our knowledge of a fact from a sentence is not
inferential.10
Some people argue that verbal testimony is of the nature of
inference, because the validity of a sentence is inferred from the
trustworthy character of the speaker. It may be true, but it does
not make the knowledge of a fact on hearing a sentence inferential, because the inference of validity takes place only after
the meaning of the sentence has already been comprehended.
The meaning of a sentence is grasped exactly after it is heard,
for which no knowledge of the trustworthy or untrustworthy
character of the speaker is needed. Even when the speaker of a
sentence is not known at all, the meaning of the sentence is
immediately grasped and it is only later that we have a recourse
to inference when the validity of his assertion is doubted. Thus
verbal testimony is independent of inference.11
7.3. Refutation ofPrabhäkaras View
Prabhäkara is unwilling to accord the status of pramäna to
human statements, though he recognizes scriptural statement as
an independent source of knowledge. He maintains that human
statements are apt to be falsified by the inherent defects of men.
They are frequently found to be invalid, so that no reliance can
be placed on them. They simply convey what the speaker knows
through other means of knowledge, and depend for their validity
on verification by other means. So they are not recognized as
an independent pramäna in the world too. When a person utters
a sentence the hearer infers his intention from the words that
are heard. So, because human words lead to the inference of the
intention of the speaker, whatever inconsistency there may be it
belongs to inference only and not to the words. But if this inconsistency is held to pertain to the words only and not to inference,
as is the opinion of the Bhätta, then words will be intrinsically
invalid. The defects of a person, however, cannot contaminate
words, since the function of a person is only to manifest words
which are eternally there.
10. SD, p. 73.
11. SV, Väkya, 243-46.
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This view is criticized by Pärthasärathi12 as follows: If secular
statements are not pramäna in their own capacity, then, how
can scriptural statements be so? Both are words; and if one is
accepted to be pramäna, then the other too has to be accepted
to be pramäna. The charge that if inconsistency is held to belong
to human statements words will be intrinsically invalid has no
foundation. It would be a real charge if it were accepted that a
speaker merely gives manifestation to eternally existing words.
But such is not the case. Letters and words are eternally there,
but, as regards sentences, they are constructed by human beings:
they are not eternal. If it be supposed that sentences too are
eternal and speakers only manifest them by their speech, then
they will become impersonal like scriptural sentences. In that
case the intentions behind the sentences will not properly belong
to the speaker, just as the intentions behind scriptural sentences
do not belong to the chanter of Vedic hymns. As the intentions
are not of the speaker's own, their inference from the words will
then not be legitimate. It is generally seen that the construction
of a sentence is at variance with the intention of the speaker.
An individual often fails to express his intentions in language
correctly, so that the inference of his intentions from his speech
is generally found to be invalid. The conclusion is that if sabda
is not recognized to be a pramäna in the empirical sphere on
the ground of its proneness to doubts or incoherence, then it
will equally apply to the inference of the speaker's intentions
too. If secular statements are not pramäna, then inference of
intention too cannot be so. Moreover, the eyes etc. often reveal
things not as they actually are, yet they do not cease to yield
valid knowledge. Perception sometimes gives wrong knowledge,
but it is not discarded on that ground. Similarly, words sometimes are vitiated by the faults of the speaker, but their power to
give knowledge cannot be denied for this reason. Therefore,
human statements are a means of knowledge as much as perception and inference are. We know the facts of the world as
much from statements made by other persons as from the perceptual and inferential processes going on in our minds. It is no
doubt true that sometimes the knowledge of facts derived from
12. SD,p. 24.
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statements of other persons is not found to be true; but this
can be no reason to deny pramänatva to human statements,
because this defect is common to perception and inference also.
7.4.

Conclusion

The Bhätta arguments are sound and convincing and hence
it has to be recognized that verbal testimony is an independent
means of knowledge. The Buddhist wrongly denies the independence of verbal testimony. The argument that verbal testimony
is reducible to inference because the hearer infers the intention
of the speaker from the latter's words is irrelevant. We can
infer anything about the mental state of the speaker or about
nis personal life from his speech. But this is not verbal testimony. When someone says that 'flying saucers' come from
Mars, the statement is primarily intended to convey the information about the objective fact that there are 'flying saucers' and
they come from Mars. I may personally see the fact or infer it
from some other knowledge about Mars; and in such a case the
source of my knowledge of the fact will be perception or inference. But when I know this fact from the statement of another
person the source of my knowledge is quite different. Though
my hearing of the statement is auditory perception, yet my
knowledge of the fact is not perception, since perceiving the
words 'flying saucers come from Mars' is not the same thing as
perceiving the objective fact expressed by these words. So far as
the objective fact is concerned, my belief, if there be any, in it
depends on my suggestibility and not on the intellectual processes involved in deduction, and for this reason my knowledge
is non-syllogistic. From this statement I may infer that the
speaker knows this fact or that he has seen 'flying saucers' or
that he is insane; but these are only secondary things with which
the statement is not directly concerned. Again, verbal testimony
is reduced to inference on the ground that the validity of human
statements is ascertained inferentially. But this is wrong. Sometimes the validity of perception too is ascertained inferentially,
but this does not reduce perception to inference. Knowledge of
fact and knowledge of validity are two different things. We
acquire knowledge of facts from verbal testimony more frequently than by the sense-organs and inference. We acquire
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from verbal testimony not only a knowledge of facts but also
of validity. I preceive something and if I have any doubt about
it I judge the validity of my perception by the statements of
other perceivers. But this does not reduce perception to verbal
testimony. Hence verbal testimony is an independent source of
knowledge. It may be said that verbal testimony is not independent, because the speaker's statement depends on his perception
or inference. This is true so far as the speaker is concerned. But
so far the as hearer is concerned, the speaker's statement is an independent source of knowledge, because the knowledge that he
acquires from it is independent of his own perception and inference.
The speaker's statement is intended not for his own information,
but for the information of others who do not know a fact.
Let us conclude this section with some remarks on the
Vaisesika view. The Vaisesika holds that the meaning of a heard
word is known inferentially as fire is known from smoke. This is
wrong. We have learnt that smoke is always accompanied by
fire; then we perceive smoke and infer fire. We have learnt that
the word 'cow' means the animal 'cow'; then hear the word
'cow'; but we do not infer the meaning of the heard word. All
smokes are particular smokes belonging to a single class 'smoke'.
The particular smokes that I have seen and from which I have
learnt that smoke is always accompanied by fire, are different
from the particular smoke that I see now. But the words 'cow'
do not form a class. The words 'cow' that different people utter
at different times cannot be called members belonging to a class.
When I hear the word 'cow' now I do not perceive a new member of a class as I perceive a new member of the class 'smoke'.
I hear the same word 'cow' that I heard in the past for the first
time and I already know its meaning. Therefore, my knowledge
of its meaning now again is not inference but memory as
Kumärila rightly says. Kumärila is again right when he says
that a word is not verbal testimony. A fact is stated not in a
word but in a sentence. Thus the Bhätta view of verbal testimony is quite correct. Of course, the view that words are eternal
and language does not depend on convention needs to be
examined linguistically and should be restated in more acceptable modern terms—a subject by itself enough to deserve
independent research.

CHAPTER

VIII

UPAMÄNA (COMPARISON)

SA.

The Nature of Upamäna

Upamäna as an independent source of valid knowledge has
been recognized by Mimämsä, Nyäya and Advaita Vedänta.
The Mimämsä and Nyäya views on the nature of upamäna,
however, are fundamentally different. Between the Präbhäkara
and Bhätta schools of Mimämsä there is a minor difference,
viz., that sädrsya or similarity, which is the object of upamäna}
is an independent category, not reducible to substance, quality
action, universal etc., according to Prabhäkara, while, according
to Kumärila, it is nothing but an assemblage of common
features. The Advaita Vedänta view1 is identical with the Bhätta
one.
According to Sahara, "upamäna is resemblance which brings
about the cognition of an object not in contact with the senses".2
The subject of this definition is obviously upamäna, the means,
though in the cases of pratyaksa, anumäna, sabda, arthapatti and
anupalabdhi Sabara has defined the result. In the Nyäya system
the means is always clearly distinguished from the result.
Accordingly, there is a difference between upamäna and upamiti,
the former being the means of cognition (pramäna) and the latter
the result (pramiti). Sabara, on the other hand, might have been
aware of this difference, yet he uses the same term for the means
as well as the result. Consequently, we observe that in his definitions of the pramäna-s the subject is sometimes the means and
sometimes the result. In the present case the subject is the producer of a cognition (cf. buddhim utpädayati), i.e., the means.
We have already remarked that the Mimämsä view of upamäna
is fundamentally different from the Nyäya view. If, however, we
take into consideration only the above-quoted part of Sahara's
1. VP, pp. 86-87.
2.

^H+IM+ift *11^^*1*1^P'lt»^ S$J<s|Hs+KHK*lfa I SB, p. 107.
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statement and leave aside the example of upamäna given by him
we find that Sabara's definition of upamäna is not inconsistent
with the Nyäya definition, since, according to the latter too the
means of cognition in upamäna is a well known resemblance
(prasiddhasädharmya). A man goes to the forest and perceives an
animal resembling the cow. This observed resemblance is the
means of knowing something not given by perception, inference
and verbal testimony, but by upamäna. But, what is the result of
upamäna! According to Nyäya the result is the cognition of the
relation of a name with the named, e.g., in the given case, the
cognition that the animal which is found to resemble cow is called
6

gavaya".

According to Prabhäkara, Kumärila and Vedänta the result
is the cognition that a cow resembles a gavaya. From Sahara's
statement 3 it is not clear whether he means the same thing as is
meant by Prabhäkara and Kumärila, though it is clear that he
does not contribute to the Nyäya view. Upamäna is isädrsyä>
and in the given example 'gavayadarsana? is upamäna. From
this we conclude that the perception of a gavaya qualified by
its similarity to a cow (gosädrsyavisistagavayadarsanam) is the
means, and not the perception of a gavaya in its unrelated
character, as the compound 'gavayadarsana' would literally mean.
The result of this means in Sabara's words is 'gosmarana' which
literally means the remembrance of a cow. Now, if the cognition
that results from upamäna is of the nature of remembrance, then,
it is nothing but the revival of a past impression through association, the observation of a similar thing being the stimulus for
the revival, in which case upamäna ceases to be & pramäna. Kumärila rejects this interpretation of Sabara's statement, saying that
the cognition of a thing observed in the past, resulting
from the perception of a thing similar to it is memory exactly
like the memory of a thing arising from concentration without
any external stimulus.
and that
it is not ei pramäna because unlike recognition the remembered
thing in this case has the same old spatio-temporal context.4
3. Ibid.
4. SV, Upamäna, 4-5.
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Probably the word 'smarancf used by Sahara is not intended to
mean an exact reproduction of a past cognition. In giving the
example of 'sämänyatodrsta' inference also Sahara uses the
word 'smarancf {ädityepi gatismaranam); but the movement of
the sun there cannot be an object of remembrance, because it
has never been experienced in the past. Hence, it should be
concluded that Sabara uses the word 'smarancf in the sense of a
cognition which is partly memory and partly fresh experience.
Now, in the case in question the cognition of a cow on perceiving a gavaya definitely involves an element of memory, but it is
not as yet certain what the element of experience is.
According to Rumania's interpretation the result of upamäna is the cognition of a remembered thing qualified by its
similarity to a perceived thing {sädrsyayuktärtha). A man who
has never seen a gavaya but has seen a cow goes to the forest
and sees a gavaya there for the first time. Then he observes that
the gavaya is similar to a cow. 'The gavaya is similar to a cow'
is a judgment of perception, because it arises immediately after
perceiving the gavaya. From this judgment the cognition that
next arises in the observer's mind is that the remembered cow is
similar to the gavaya. This cognition is the result of upamäna?
Pärthasärathi defines upamäna as the cognition that a formerly
perceived object, which is now recollected, bears resemblance to
the object which is now perceived.6 Unlike Sabara, Pärthasärathi
here defines upamiti, i.e., the result of upamäna. Thus upamäna is
a knowledge of similarity, and upamiti too is a knowledge of
similarity; but the difference between the two similarities is that
the former is a perceptible similarity while the latter is not. In
the given example the perceptible similarity to the cow existing
in the gavaya is the means {upamäna) and the similarity to the
gavaya existing in the cow is the resultant cognition {upamiti).
The gavaya is the subject and cow is the counter-correlate
{pratiyogin) of the similarity existing in the gavaya.
Sucaritamisra7 defines upamäna as the cognition, arising from
an observed similarity, of the counter-correlate, which is not
perceived, as qualified by similarity to the object which is per5.

Ibid v 15 %
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7. KK, onSV, Upamäna, 1.
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ceived. What is perceived is that the gavaya is similar to the
cow and this leads to the cognition that the cow is similar to
the gavaya. In the judgment of perception the gavaya is the
subject and its similarity to the cow is the predicate, while in the
judgment of upamiti the cow is the subject and its similarity to
the gavaya is the predicate. The latter judgment is neither recollective nor perceptual in nature. It is not recollective because, though
the cow is recollected, its similarity to the gavaya is not recollected. Recollection presupposes experience; but as the gavaya is
perceived for the first time now, the similarity of the cow to it
could not possibly be experienced prior to the perception of the
gavaya. It is not perceptual, because the cow which is now
known to be similar to the gavaya is not actually in contact
with the eyes. Hence, upamiti cannot be reduced to memory or
perception. Though the cow is recollected and similarity is perceived, yet the knowledge of the cow qualified by the similarity
is not given either by memory or by perception. Thus upamiti
is different from them and is a pramäna like the inference of fire
on the hill, in which too the hill is perceived and fire is remembered, but the knowledge of the hill qualified by fire is not
given either by perception alone or memory alone.8
Sälikanätha's interpretation of Sabara's view is identical with
Rumania's. He says that upamäna is the cognition of similarity
brought about by the perception of similarity and exemplified in
the cognition of a cow as being similar to a gavaya, arising in
the mind of a person who has already perceived a cow in the
past and observes now the similarity of the gavaya to it.9 This is
exactly what he says in the following verse of Rjuvimalä, a commentary on Prabhäkara's Brhati:
sädrsyät drsyamänäd yat pratiyogini jäyate/
sädrsyavisayam jnänam upamänam taducyatejj

(RV, p. 109)

Dr. Jha, however, has a different opinion. He remarks that
according to Rjuvimalä, the meaning of the sentence (i.e.,
Sabara's statement) is 'the sight of the gavaya' brings about
the analogical cognition that 'the animal seen is called gavaya',
to the man who has remembered the cow.
8. SV, Upamäna, 37-39.
9. PP, p. 110.
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He further remarks that
this is the same as the Nyäya view which has been controverted by the Slokavärtika.10
Dr. Jha's view will be found to be entirely mistaken by one who
reads the Rjuvimalä. In the whole section of the Rjuvimalä dealing with upamana there is not a single word which can directly
or indirectly be interpreted as favouring the Nyäya view. On
the contrary, Sälikanätha reduces the Naiyäyika's upamäna: to
inference:
The knowledge that the animal observed to be similar to a
cow is called gavaya is not upamäna but anumäna.11
Sälikanätha certainly criticizes Sabara on the point that he
has used the word 'smarana.'12 But this criticism does not
imply that Sahara accepts the Nyäya view, because in the
Nyäya view what is remembered is the name 'gavayd*
instead of the name 'go' Really the critic is not Sälikanätha
himself but some opponent, because Sälikanätha further
says that the compound 'gosmaranasyd* does not mean 'of
the remembrance of cow' but it means 'of the person who has
already seen a cow and remembers it now',13 thus interpreting
it as a Bahuvrihi rather than a tatpurusa compound.
Here it should also be pointed out that Dr. Jha's rendering
of the term 'upamäna'' as 'analogy' is quite misleading. Analogy
is a form of argument in which from a resemblance between two
things in some known respect, a further resemblance in some
unknown respect is inferred. For instance, when we infer from
the known resemblance between the Earth and Mars in such respects as the presence of atmosphere etc., that there is life on Mars
as it is there on the Earth, the argument is analogical. But such
is not the nature of upamäna in the Mlmämsä or the Nyäya
system. In Mimämsa upamäna is a form of immediate inference
in which from the similarity of A to B we infer the similarity of
B to A. In Nyäya upamäna is the means of knowing the denotation of an unfamiliar name and is thus allied to the process of
identification.
10. SB, Trans., p. 16.
11. *Tr^rFPI<^l«<c||^d|cHlfcsn^
I pp, p. 112.
12. *n*+Kyi*3fd ^Ti^-H^dT; ^•ff[*+Kyi'W «tHs<KM^ I RV> P- 107.
13. Ibid.
" "
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The Nyäya View of Upamäna

According to NS, 1.1.6. "upamäna is the knowledge of what
is to be known from a well known similarity" (prasiddhasädharmyät sädhyasädhanam upamänam). What is to be known through
upamäna, i.e. the result of upamäna, is according to Vätsyäyana
the relation of a name with the named {samjnäsamjhisambandha).
There is a difference of opinion about the exact means (karana)
in upamäna between the older and later Naiyäyikas. The older
Naiyäyikas define upamäna, the karana, as the statement (atidesaväkya) of a reliable person asserting similarity between a known
and an unknown thing and resulting in the cognition of the relation
between a name and the named. A citizen, having a desire to
know what a gavaya is, but having not ever seen a gavaya, asks
a forest-dweller as to what a gavaya is like, and the latter informs
him that a gavaya is like a cow. This statement of the forestdweller declares that the unknown animal is similar to the well
known cow. This is upamäna, and it results in the cognition,
when the citizen goes to the forest and perceives an animal similar
to a cow, that the animal is called 'gavaya.'
The reason why the statement of the forest-dweller is a different
pramäna instead of verbal testimony in which the statements
of reliable persons are generally included, is that the reliable
person in the present case points out the means of knowing
something and that the hearer does not solely depend on his
statement for the required knowledge. In parärthänumäna a
person having already known the presence of fire on the hill
makes the statement that 'the hill is fiery because it is smoky.'
The hearer does not cognize the presence of fire on the hill
from the mere statement of the speaker but from the presence
of smoke which is the lihga or mark of the fire and occurs in the
statement. The speaker by drawing the attention of the hearer
to the lihga, points out the means of knowing the presence of
fire, and the hearer, on hearing the statement, infers for himself. Thus the statement of the speaker is a different pramäna,
viz., inference, though it is a statement like the statements included in verbal testimony, because in it a new principle becomes operative. Similar is the case of upamäna. Had the forestdweller not stated the means of knowing a gavaya, his statement
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would not have been different from verbal testimony. But just
as in paräthänumäna the speaker states the means of knowing
the presence of fire, viz., the lihga 'smoke', so here too the forestdweller states the means of knowing a gavaya, viz., similarity.
Hence, upamäna is an independent pramäna like parärthänumäna
and is different from the latter because similarity is not a
lihga.
The later Naiyäyikas define upamäna, the means, as the sensuous cognition of a person, who has heard the statement of
similarity, that an unfamiliar object bears similarity to a familiar object, which results in the cognition that the unfamiliar
object is called by the name mentioned in the statement. Accordingly, the citizen's perception of an animal resembling a
cow is upamäna. Like the perception of smoke, which is the
lihga of fire, the perception of similarity also is & pramäna different from perception, because both are the means of knowing a
thing not revealed by perception, viz., the fire in the case of inference and the relation of the name 'gavaya" to the animal perceived in the case of upamäna. The mere perception of an animal
having similarity to a cow does not lead to the cognition that
the animal is called gavaya unless the perceiver remembers the
statement that a gavaya is similar to a cow.
Combining both these views we may say that upamäna, i.e., the
means of üpamiti, in Nyäya is the perception of similarity together with the remembrance of atidesaväkya or the statement of
similarity. But, it may be asked, is not the relation of a name
with the named, which is said to be the result of upamäna,
known from the atidesaväkyal If it is not, then the atidesaväkya
serves no purpose; and if it is, then upamäna cannot be different
from verbal testimony. The Naiyäyika escapes from this dilemma
by asserting that, though from the atidesaväkya the said knowledge is gained, yet the knowledge is not definite for the reason
that the gavaya is not perceived at the time of hearing the atidesaväkya. The atidesaväkya declares that a gavaya is similar to a
cow, yet, the term gavaya being unfamiliar, the meaning of the
statement cannot be fully comprehended unless a gavaya is
directly seen. The statement gives only a general notion of what
a gavaya is, and the notion becomes well defined only when the
hearer actually perceives a gavaya in the forest. The hearer
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receives a second-hand information from the atidesaväkya
and when he actually sees an animal similar to a cow, he
directly knows what the denotation of the word (gavayai is. In
other words, what we gain from the atidesaväkya is the knowledge through description and what we gain from the perception of similarity is the knowledge through acquaintance.
Thus upamäna is different from perception and verbal testimony
like inference. In inference the perception oilihga is aided by the
memory of vyäpti, while in upamäna the perception of sädharmya
is aided by the memory of atideSaväkya. Upamäna is different
from inference, because a person recognizes the animal similarto
a cow as having the name gavaya independently of the knowledge of vyäpti between that animal and the name gavaya. The
knowledge of vyäpti depends on the knowledge of anvaya-vyatireka9 i.e., agreement in presence and agreement in absence, while
in the case of upamäna there is no knowledge of anvaya-vyatU

reka.u

Now, if the result of upamäna is a first-hand knowledge of the
relation between a name and its denotation, then the application
of the term 'upamäna" should not be restricted to the perception
of similarity alone, because we recognize the denotation of a name
by other means also. For instance, when a person, not knowing
what a horse is, is told that a horse, unlike a cow, hasno cloven
hoofs and later, perceiving such an animal, he comes to know
that this is what is called a horse, we have a case in which the
means of knowing the denotation of an unfamiliar name is the
perception of dissimilarity. Sometimes we recognize an unknown
object neither from its similarity nor from dissimilarity to another well known object but from its own peculiar characteristics.
For instance, one who does not know what a camel is, is told
that a camel is an animal having a long neck and drooping lips
and feeding on thorns, and later when he comes across an animal
of this description he immediately recognizes it as a camel. Thus
we see that a statement may contain the description of an unknown object not only in terms of its similarity to a well known
object but also in terms of its dissimilarity or peculiar properties
and that in all these cases the person who has heard the state14. NM, pp. 41-44.
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ment. later recognizes the object on finding that it tallies with the
given description. Varadaräja, a Naiyäyika belonging to a still
later period, unlike his predecessors, includes all the above cases
in upamäna and accordingly gives a wider definition of upamäna.
He says that upamäna is the recognition through perception, of
an object denoted by a name occurring in the statement of an
authoritative person, by a person who does not know the meaning of the name.15 Upamäna, then, in this wider sense, is the
identification of a previously unknown object from its description given by a reliable person.
8.3.

The Bhätta Criticism of the Nyäya View

Kumärila rejects the Nyäya view of upamäna. According to
him, upamäna as viewed by the older Naiyäyikas is not different
from verbal testimony. The Naiyäyika defines verbal testimony as
the statement of a reliable person (äptopadesa). Upamäna too is a
statement of a reliable person. A man does not know what a
gavaya is, but when he is informed that a gavaya is an animal
similar to a cow, he knows what he did not know previously,
believing that the information is correct, just as an ignorant
person comes to know what dharma is from scriptural statements,
or a thirsty person, not knowing where he would get water,
knows from another person that he would get it down in the
valley.16 Jayanta says that upamäna is different from verbal
testimony like parärthänumäna, because the reliable person in his
statement merely shows the method by which the hearer can
discover a thing for himself. This, however, is a weak argument.
A person may tell an ignorant person that in order to know a
gavaya the latter should go to the forest and carefully look out
for an animal closely resembling a cow. The ignorant person
certainly knows the method of knowing & gavaya in this way, yet
whatever he knows is based entirely on the statement of a reliable person, so that it cannot be apramäna different from sabda.
The definition of sabdapramäna does not exclude those cases in
which the aim of a statement is to inform about a way or method
15. ^^H^H^aqmi^W^^ftrfa" I
^^^R^fcrr^M^IHrH^V-M^ II TR, p. 85.
16.

SV, Upamäna, 1-3.
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instead of an object. A thirsty person is told that he should go
ahead, take a right-turn and then he will get water at a distance
of half a mile. Can we say that it is a pramäna different from
sabda simply because a method has been pointed out here?
Parärthänumäna has been cited as a parallel case. But, as has
been shown in the previous chapter, parärthänumäna is not really
inference but verbal testimony, differing from ordinary dogmatic
statements of authoritative persons insofar as it appeals to
suggestibility as well as reason.
According to later Naiyäyikas upamäna consists in the perception of similarity by one who has heard an atidesaväkya. This
view also is wrong, because in the given illustration the gavaya
is known through perception and similarity is remembered. It
may be said that, though the gavaya and its similarity to a cow
are separately known through perception and memory, yet their
combination, viz., the gavaya qualified by similarity is known
neither by perception nor by memory alone but by a different pramäna, viz., upamäna. It may be true. But the Naiyäyika
may be asked whether the cognition of similarity does or does
not contain some novel feature not contained in the atidesaväkya.
If there is no novelty in it, it cannot be different from memory
and, hence, is not a pramäna. Just as the knowledge of meaning
from a word is not ?L pramäna because there is no novelty in
such a knowledge, so here too the cognition of similarity is not a
pramäna for the same reason. A gavaya is perceived as similar to
a cow; but this is already known from the atidesaväkya. If it be
said that the novelty in the cognition of similarity consists in its
being a specific cognition while from the atidesaväkya we have
only a general cognition, then the novelty can be explained as
due to perception alone, so that upamäna becomes unnecessary.lt
may be said that the gavaya qualified by its similarity to a cow
cannot be an object of perception because a cow is not perceived
at the time. But this is wrong. Perception is a cognition which
appears when the sense-organs become active and which disappears with the cessation of sense-activity. We know that the
present animal is similar to a cow when the eyes are open and we
cease to know when the eyes are closed. Therefore, the cognition
of the animal qualified by similarity is perceptual. The similarity
of the gavaya to a cow does not reside partly in the gavaya and
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partly in the cow, and hence the non-perception of the cow cannot be an obstacle to perceiving the similarity. The gavaya is
perceived, and the similarity, which resides in it in its entirety,
also is perceived.
Again, the hearing of the atidesaväkya is useless, because even
those who have not heard it apprehend that the animal which
they perceive in the forest resembles the cow which has been
perceived in the city. Of course, such persons cannot know that
the animal is called gavaya unless they have already heard the
atidesaväkya. Yet, there is no harm because upamäna in common
parlance means similarity and similarity is perceived even without the atidesaväkya. Let 'upamäna'' be used in the sense of
knowledge of the relation between a name and the named, yet the
relation is already known from the atidesaväkya, so that there is
no necessity of a new pramäna. The subsequent cognition arising
from the perception of a gavaya in the form 'this is called gavaya'
cannot be different from perception, since, though it is mixed
with the use of a word, it has been shown in the chapter on perception that such verbalized cognition is a form of determinate
perception.17
Some critics reduce the Naiyäyika upamäna to anumäna. Upamäna can be reduced to inference thus:
All animals similar to a cow are gavayas;
This is an animal similar to a cow;
Therefore, this is a gavaya.
This inference differs from the inference of fire from smoke in
one respect: The vyäpti 'all smoky things ary fiery', which is the
ground of the latter inference, is derived from the experience of
agreement in presence and agreement in absence (anvaya-vyatireka), while the vyäpti 'all animals similar to a cowaregavoya-s 3 ,
which is the ground of the former inference, is derived from
verbal testimony, viz., the statement of the forest-dweller. We
have mentioned that Jayanta refuses to reduce upamäna to anumäna on the ground of merely this difference. But this is a very
weak ground. There is no rule that all vyäpti-s must be derived by
the person who infers, from his personal experience of anvaya17. Ibid., 6-15 and KK.
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vyatireka. When I see a cobra I cognize that it is poisonous. The
vyäpti 'all cobras are poisonous' is not the result of my personal
investigation. This is a knowledge gained by me from the statements of others. Can, then, it be said that my cognition 'this is
poisonous' is not inferential? Pärthasärathi's view (mentioned in
a previous chapter) that a vyäpti may be derived from any pramäna and that the evidence on which it rests may be perceptual
or non-perceptual is correct. In inference the major premise
must be a universal and necessary proposition. This condition is
fulfilled in the present case too. Hence, the Naiyäyika's upamäna
is not different from inference.
8.4.

Can the Bhätta Upamäna Be Reduced to Anumänal

The term 'anumäna' means inference in a narrower sense, viz.,
that of syllogistic reosoning only and hence the question asked
above means not whether the Bhätta upamäna can be reduced to
any form of inference, but whether it can be reduced to the
syllogistic form. Kumärila strongly opposes an attempt to reduce
upamäna to anumänal In the given example of upamäna the
resultant cognition is in the form of the judgment that the cow
which has been observed in the city is similar to the gavaya which
is observed in the forest. Now, if upamäna is not different from
anumäna this cognition should be the conclusion following from
two premises, viz., a vyäpti and a paksadharmatä or a major and
a minor premise. The major premise should state a universal
relation between some middle' term and the predicate of the conclusion in the form 'whatever is so and so is similar to gavaya\
and the minor premise should state a relation between the subject of the conclusion and the middle term in the form 'a cow is
so and so'. But what can be the middle term here? The ground
of upamiti, i.e., the cognition arising from upamäna, is the observed similarity of a gavaya to a cow and this could likely be
made the middle term in the corresponding syllogism. But we
cannot do so, because it cannot be predicated of the minor term
c
cow\ The observed similarity to a cow resides in the gavaya
and hence it is a property of the gavaya, while what is required
here must be a property of the cow. The similarity to a gavaya is
18. SV, Upamäna, 43-51.
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certainly a property of the cow, but it cannot be made the middle
term, since it would otherwise be identical with the major term.
The gavaya too cannot be the middle term, because it cannot be
predicated of the cow, nor can there be an invariable concomitance between the gavaya and the probandum, viz., the cow
qualified with its similarity to the gavaya. Even if there were any
invariable concomitance, it could not be known prior to the inference, because the gavaya is observed for the first time while the
knowledge of invariable concomitance presupposes a frequent
observation of the middle and major terms in the past. The property of having horns etc. too cannot be the middle term, because, though we know that a cow possesses this property, its
function in the present case ceases with giving rise to the knowledge of the gavaya alone. We observe the horns etc. as belonging to the animal in contact with the eyes and not to the cow
which is absent. Even if there be the cognition of a cow from the
perception of horns etc., it would be a cognition devoid of
similarity, i.e. it would simply be a case of memory. We have
seen cows with horns frequently in the past, so that the idea of
horns and that of a cow have been linked together in our mind
and then whenever the idea of horns is revived in the mind the
idea of a cow also is revived. In the case in question the cognition of the cow qualified by its similarity to the gavaya is not the
direct result of the observation of horns etc. From the observation of horns etc. there arises the cognition that the gavaya is
similar to the cow and then arises the cognition that the cow is
similar to the gavaya. Thus unlike a middle term which is the
immediate cause of inferential cognition 'hornedness' is a remote
cause of the cognition of the cow qualified by similarity, so that
it cannot be the middle term. Moreover, the observed hornedness
is a property of the gavaya and not of the cow which is the minor
term, while in inference the middle term should be a property of
the minor term. Therefore, upamäna cannot be reduced to
anumäna.
Jayanta19 reduces upamäna to the following syllogism:
Whatever has some points in common with something is similar to that thing;
19. NM, p. 148.
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The remembered cow has some points in common with the
perceived gavaya]
Therefore, the remembered cow is similar to the perceived
gavaya.
Pärthasärathi puts it in a slightly different form: 20
Whatever is the pratiyogin (counter-correlate) of similarity
observed in something is similar to that thing;
The cow is the pratiyogin of similarity observed in the gavaya;
Therefore, the cow is similar to the gavaya.
In both of these syllogisms we have four terms instead of three.
In the second syllogism the term 'the pratiyogin of similarity observed in something' occurring in the major premise is different
from the term 'the pratiyogin of similarity observed in the
gavaya'' occurring in the minor premise. The same is the case in
the first syllogism. Hence, there being no middle term, the conclusion is fallacious. The conclusion would have been correct if
the major premise were in the form 'whatever is the pratiyogin of
similarity observed in the gavaya is similar to the gavaya'. But
this is not known to the person who has never previously seen a
gavaya. Nor is it essentially the ground of the knowledge that a
cow is similar to a gavaya, because a person who has never seen a
cow and a gavaya together, also has such a knowledge on the first
perception of a gavaya. Thus the inference becomes superfluous.
Pärthasärathi rejects the inference for this reason. He remarks:
yo hi dvävarthau mithah sädrsau yugapanna drstavän ekämeva
tu gämupalabhya nagare vane gavayam pasyati so'pigämgavayasädrsya-visistäm upaminotyeva, tasmännänwnänam /21
Mr. Venkataramiah, however, gives a wrong interpretation
of this remark. He says in a footnote:
The point is that the man in whom the upamiti arises is not
perceiving at the time the paksa, viz., cow, which is essential
for inferential cognition.22
As has been shown in a previous chapter, the perception of
the minor term is not an essential condition of inference. So, the
20. SD, p. 75.
21. Ibid.,p, 76.
22. SD, Trans., p. 99.
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difference of upamäna from anumäna cannot be justified merely
on the ground that the cow is not perceived.
The major premise in the syllogism given above, is really the
principle according to which the conclusion is drawn. We infer
that a cow is similar to a gavaya in accordance with the principle
that 'whatever is the pratiyogin of similarity observed in something is similar to that thing', but not from this as a premise.
The difference between a principle and a premise may be illustrated thus: In the mathematical reasoning 'B is equal to C,
and A is equal to B; therefore, A is equal to C the principle
that is involved is that 'two things which are equal to the same
third thing are equal to each other', while the premises from
which the conclusion 'A is equal to C follows are 'B is equal
to C and 'A is equal to B'. The principle is not one of the
premises. The conclusion follows not from the principle but in
accordance with it. Thus the conclusion 'the cow is similar to
the gavaya' follows from a single premise, viz., 'the gavaya is
similar to the cow' in accordance with the principle pointed out
above and hence it cannot be reduced to a syllogistic form.
8.5. The Bhätta View of Upamäna Criticized
Säntarksita, Jayanta and Sridhara are unanimous in their
opinion that the Mimämsaka's upamäna is nothing butmemory. 23
Though we have already referred to Kumärila's remark that the
similarity to gavaya existing in cow was not previously experienced, since the gavaya which is the counter-correlate of similarity
existing in the cow is perceived now for the first time and that
for this reason upamäna is different from memory, yet we will
reconsider here the question whether upamäna is indistinguishable from memory.
Kumärila has said that "similarity resides in its entirety, like
the universal, in each of the correlates" and that "for this
reason it is perceived in a correlate even though the other correlate is not perceived".24 All the three critics of Kumärila have
quoted this remark in favour of their criticism that upamäna is
nothing but memory. It is true, they say, that the gavaya was
not perceived when the cow was perceived in the city, but, since
23.
24.

VideTH, 1551-53; MM, p. 221.
SV, Upamäna, 35.
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the similarity to gavaya existed in the cow in its entirety even
when the cow alone was perceived, it must have been perceived
at the time along with the cow, so that the present cognition
that the cow is similar to the gavaya cannot be different from
memory. This criticism appears to be justified, but when we
examine Kumärila's remark it loses all its force.
Similarity has been defined by Kumärila as the existence in
two things of a plurality of common properties or parts. When
we say that A and B are similar to each other, what we mean is
that there are some properties or parts which exist commonly in
A as well as B. The objective basis of our notion of similarity
between A and B is the presence in A and B of x, y, z and other
common features. The feature x does not reside partly in A and
partly B, but resides in its entirety in each of them When
Kumärila says that similarity resides in its entirety in each correlate, he means that the objective basis of similarity resides in its
entirety in each correlate. Thus the common features x, y, z etc.,
which we observe in the gavaya now, must have been present in
the cow when the cow alone was perceived, though there was
no idea of the gavaya. The awareness, however, that the cow is
similar to the gavaya could not have appeared prior to the perception of x, y, z etc. in the gavaya. Memory is a reproduction
of some former experience. But when formerly there has been
no awareness of the similarity of cow to gayay the question of
its reproduction does not arise. Though x, y, z etc. were perceived in the cow, yet the awareness that they exist in the gavaya
too cannot be possible unless the gavaya is perceived, and hence
the cognition that the cow is similar to the gavaya is not a
revival of a past experience, but is a new experience.
The second part of Kumärila's remark, viz., that similarity can
be perceived even when the counter-correlate is not perceived,
simply means that when the gavaya is perceived its similarity to
the cow also is perceived, though the counter-correlate, cow, is
not physically present along with the gavaya. The perception of
the counter-correlate is not essential for the appearance of the
notion of similarity. But this does not imply that the memory
of the counter-correlate also is inessential. The critics, on the
other hand, wrongly interpret Kumärila's remark as implying
this. What Kumärila intends is merely that a present object can
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be compared to an absent object provided that the latter is
present in the mind, while his critics wrongly interpret him as
intending that a present object can be compared to an object
whose existence we are absolutely ignorant of.
The second point on which Kumärila is criticized is as follows:
If for the cognition that a cow is similar to a gavaya we require
an independent pramäna, then in a like manner we require an
independent pramäna for each of the cognitions 'this is dissimilar to that', 'this is larger than that', 'this is posterior to
that' etc., so that the total number of pramäna-s cannot be limited to six only. We see that 'A is dissimilar to B', 'A is shorter
than B', 'A is prior to B' etc., and from these we know that 'B
is dissimilar to A5, 'B is larger than A*, 'B is posterior to A*
etc. Just as the cognition CB is similar to A' arising from the
perception 'A is similar to B' cannot be reduced to perception,
memory, or inference, so these latter cognitions too cannot, and
thus the number of pramäna-s becomes more than six.25 To the
above list we can add such cognitions also as 'B is the father of
A', 'B is north of A' etc. arising from such cognitions as 'A is
the son of B' etc.
This criticism is quite justified. Kumärila and his commentators have not anticipated it. Näräyana, who is comparatively
a recent author, anticipates the objection that if the cognition
of similarity requires an independent pramäna then the cognition of dissimilarity should require another independent
pramäna; and the answer that he gives is that dissimilarity, being the negation of similarity, is cognized by anupalabdhi, the
sixth pramäna.26 This answer has been anticipated and criticised
by Säntaraksita who precedes Näräyana by several centuries.
If dissimilarity is equated to the negation of similarity, then
similarity can also be equated to the negation of identity. Two
things are identical when all the features of one are common
to the other, and they are similar when some of the features of
one are common to the other though the rest are uncommon.
Thus if dissimilarity is cognized by anupalabdhi for the reason
that it involves negation, then similarity too should be cognised
25. TH, vv. 1557-58.
26. MM, p. 111.
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by anupalabdhi for the same reason, so that upamäna becomes
superfluous,27
The argument offered by Säntaraksita is quite valid. The fact
that Näräyana repeats a reasoning which was refuted several
centuries ago, is the sign of stagnation in the Mlmämsä system.
We can generalize this remark and say that by the time when
the later commentators flourished practically every Indian
philosophical system had lost its vitality and ceased to be a
living and growing one. To return to Säntaraksita's criticism, if
we include all the above cases of immediate inference in
upamäna it would not conflict with Kumärila's position, because
in all of them we compare a physically absent but ideally present
thing to another thing which is physically present.
The third target of the opponent's criticism is the practical
utility of upamäna mentioned by Kumärila. In the Saurya
sacrifice the details of performance are not described. Kumärila
says that the required details are known through upamäna. The
Saurya sacrifice is similar to the Ägneya sacrifice in the respect that both have a common deity. The details of the performance of the latter are known and on the basis of the similarity
they are transferred to the former. Again, when vrihi, which
is preserved for oblation, is spoilt or stolen we can use nivära
as its substitute, believing that the result will be similar. This
also, according to Kumärila, is a practical utility of upamäna,
because nivära becomes a substitute by virtue of its similarity
to vrihi.28

Criticizing Kumärila's view Jayanta says that there is no
agreement between the Bhätta definition of upamäna and the
said utility.29 Through upamäna we judge an object to be
similar to another object on the basis that the latter is similar
to the former. Now, from the cognition that the Saurya
sacrifice is similar to the Ägneya sacrifice what we know
through upamäna is simply that the Ägneya sacrifice is similar
to the Saurya sacrifice. But this much alone cannot justify the
transference of the details of the former to the latter. In the
second example too upamäna helps us in knowing only that
27. TH,vv. 1559-62.
28. SV, Upamäna, 52-53.
29. NM, p. 147.
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vrlhi is similar to nivära. But this does not justify us in treating the latter as a substitute of the former.
Jayanta's criticism is right. I see a woman who looks very
much like my wife and then I conclude that my wife is similar
to her. On the basis of this knowledge I cannot treat her as my
wife's substitute. On a closer examination we find that the said
practical utility presupposes analogy rather than upamäna.
The first example of the said utility presupposes the following
reasoning:
The Saurya sacrifice resembles the Ägneya sacrifice;
The Ägneya sacrifice has such and such details of performance;
Therefore, the Saurya sacrifice also has the same details.
The second example presupposes the following:
Nivära resembles vrihi;

Vrlhi is used for oblation;
Therefore, nivära also is used for oblation.
These are really instances of analogy rather than of upamäna,
because in them similarity in some unknown respect is inferred
from similarity in some known respect.
8.6.

What Is Similarity!

Kumärila defines similarity as the presence in one class of
objects of the universals inhering in a number of parts of the
individuals belonging to a different class.30 The similarity of an
individual belonging to the cow class to an individual belonging to the gavaya class consists in the presence in the former
of the universals inhering in a number of such parts of the latter
as horns, ears etc. In other words, by the similarity of a cow
to a gavaya we mean the presence in a cow of a number of
features common to a gavaya. The word universal' in the definition simply refers to the fact that the parts of one thing in their
particular character cannot compose another thing, i.e., that
what is common to things cannot be particular but universal.
The notion of similarity, e.g., 'A is similar toB', arises when the
perception of a number of features in A is accompanied by the
30.

^ i ^ ^ ^ t U H i ^ ^ i ^ n «iK^rd<t^ cRT I SV, Upamäna, 18.
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consciousness that they are present in the counter-correlate B
also. Sometimes similarity is observed not between two individual objects composed of parts (avayavin) but between their parts
(avayavd) as, for instance, between the petal of lotus flower and
the eye of a beautiful woman. The definition of similarity
applies here too, because the two parts that are compared are
wholes (avayavin) in relation to the parts that they are composed of. Thus the similarity between a lotus-petal and a
woman's eye also consists in their having a number of common
parts. Whenever similarity is perceived the things that are compared are always divisible into parts. We can go on comparing
two wholes, their parts, the parts of their parts and so on till we
arrive at the atoms which are not divisible into further parts
and at this stage there is no awareness of similarity but of the
universal atom-ness alone.31 We cannot say that the atoms of
one thing are similar to the atoms of another thing, because
they have no constituent parts. Similarity exists between two
composite things alone.
It should, however, be remembered that similarity is not
always described in terms of common parts but also in terms
of common qualities, relations etc. Sometimes the similarity
between two things consists in their common origin. A Brähmana is said to be similar to fire, because the two have a
common origin, viz., the mouth of Prajäpati. Sometimes
similarity consists in the possession by two objects of common
qualities. For example, the similarity between a drawing and
the thing which is represented in it consists in the presence in
the two of such common qualities as colour, shape etc. Sometimes similarity can also depend on some common action. An
aeroplane is similar to a bird, because the two possess the
common action of flying in the sky. In the case of the similarity
between a wrestler and Bhima the common feature is strength.
Thus similarity is not confined to those things alone which have
common parts. Any two things may be similar to each other in
any one or more of the respects enumerated above,32 but they
31. Ibid., 19, 27-28.
32. Ibid., 20.
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should always be complex entities analysable into constituent
parts, qualities etc.
From the definition it would appear that similarity can exist
between two classes only. But this is not Kumärila's intention.
He holds that sometimes similarity is observed between two individuals also, as, for example, in the case of twins. When we
say that a cow is similar to a gavaya the correlates on the two
sides of the comparison are classes, because any member of the
class cow is similar to any member of the class gavaya. In the
case of twins, however, the correlates are individuals, and,
though they belong to the same class, human beings, yet the
features common to them are more numerous than the features
common to any two human beings.
But if, the opponent may object, similarity between twins is
recognized, it would, according to the definition, mean that a
number of universals inhering in the one inheres in the other,
which implies that such universals would be destroyed with the
destruction of the twins and this would conflict with the Bhätta
view that universals are eternal. To this the answer is that
neither it is accepted as a rule that universals are eternal nor
that there is destruction of universals inhering in twins with the
destruction of the latter. Universals are held to be eternal in
sense that we cannot think of a time when all the individuals in
which a universal inheres are destroyed. There will be a time
when the present individual cows will be dead, yet then new
substrates of the universal cow-ness will be born and the process will continue for ever. Similarly, the universals inhering in
twins will not be destroyed when the twins are dead, but will
continue so long as the other substrates are there. But, it may
again be objected, if there are other substrates in which the
universals inhering in twins inhere, then how is it that they are
not observed to be similar to twins? The answer is that the
universals that explain the similarity existing in twins inhere in
them in groups, whereas in other substrates they inhere singly.
Let a, b, c etc. be such universals. In each of the twins, X and
Y, the set of a, b, c etc. inheres. These universals inhere in other
objects too, e.g., a inheres in A, b in B, c in C etc. But A is not
so similar to X as X is to Y, because A and X possess only a
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in common, while X and Y posses a, b, c etc. in common. 33
Similarity is a matter of degrees. The amount of similarity varies
with the number of common features. The greater the number
of points of comparison, the higher is the degree of similarity.
In Kumärila's language the degree of similarity corresponds to
the number of universals inhering commonly in the objects
compared.
The recognition of similarity between twins shows that it is
not necessary that the correlates of similarity should belong to
two different classes. But there occurs a verse which creates a
different impression. The verse runs as follows:
In a case where we have the recognition of a single class as
belonging to the principal objects themselves (and not to the
parts), there we have a notion (of identity) such as 'this is that
very thing': and where there is difference, there we have the
notion of similarity only.34
This verse explicitly says that the notion of similarity arises
only when the objects belong to different classes and that when
the objects belong to the same class then the notion that appears
is one of identity. Umbeka 35 also says that in this verse
Kumärila states what is to be excluded by the inclusion of the
word 'jätyantarcf in the definition (adhunä jätyantaragrahanasya
vyavacchedyam darsayati). But then we cannot say that twins
are similar to each other, because they belong to the same class,
human beings and for the same reason we cannot say that one
cow is similar to another cow. Extending this reasoning, we
cannot even say that a cow is similar to gavaya, since both
belong to the same higher class animal.
Kumärila's statement may be interpreted as meaning that the
consciousness of identity arises when the essential features of
two things are the same, though there may be superficial
differences, and that the consciousness of similatity arises when
33.

Ibid., 22-26.

34.

5T&IMM1 5U\HMi ^fa* SH
OT^sft: II Ibid., 29.
TT on Ibid.

35.
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the essential features are different though the superficial ones
may be the same. But in that case the consciousness of identity
or similarity will be relative to the attitude of the observer at
the moment, because our conception of what is essential and
what is inessential differs from time to time. Thus when we
need any horse to ride we do not distinguish between one of
Indian breed and one of Arabian breed; but when we are on
the polo ground we distinguish between them. In the former
case there is a consciousness of identity and in the latter there is
a consciousness of similarity.
The other commentators36 take this verse as an answer to
Prabhäkhara's objection. Prabhäkara says,
Some people have stated that the universal itself is similarity;
but this is wrong because a universal like cowness gives rise
to the notion of identity in the form 'this is the same thing'37
Pärthasärathi explains Kumärila's answer as follows:
We do not say that universal is similarity, nor that the presence in one thing of the universal inhering in another thing is
similarity. What we say is that the assemblage in one thing
of the universals inhering in the constituent parts of another
thing is similarity. Thus two things are similar not because the
principal universal in each is one and the same, but because
a number of universals which are different from the principal
universal resides in the constituent parts of one thing and
also of the other thing. If the principal universal, e.g., cowness, is the same it gives rise to the notion 'this is the same
thing3.38
This also shows that in two identical things the unity is in
essential respects and the difference is in inessential respects and
that in two similar things the unity is in inessential respects and
the difference is in essential respects. Thus Kumärila's view of
similarity appears to differ from the common-sense view that
similarity is partial identity.
36. Vide KK & NR on Ibid.
37. BR, p. 109.
38. NR on SV, Upamäna, 29.

CHAPTER IX

ARTHÄPATTI (PRESUMPTION)

9.1.

The Nature and Forms of Arthäpatti

Sabara defines arthäpatti as
the presumption of something not seen on the ground that a
fact already perceived or heard would not be possible without
that presumption; for instance, it is found that Devadatta
who is alive is not in the house, and this non-existence in the
house leads to the presumption that he is somewhere outside
the house.1
Kumärila elaborates Sahara's view. The element which distinguishes arthäpatti from the other pramäna-s is the presence of
inexplicability in some observed or well-ascertained fact.
Pärthasärathi says that when we observe that a well-ascertained
fact cannot be explained without another fact, we presume the
latter in order to account for the former and this presumption is
arthäpatti.2 We know with perfect certainty that a man is alive;
yet we do not find him in the house. The man exists, yet he does
not exist in the house. This fact appears to be conflicting. How
can a man exist and not exist at the same time? This conflict cannot be resolved unless it is presumed that he exists outside. The
supposition of his existence outside explains his non-existence
in the house. The means (karand) of such a supposition is the
consciousness of an inner contradiction (anupapatti); and the
result of the supposition is the reconciliation of this contradiction (upapatti).
Of course, the contradiction is not real but only apparent.
When there is a real contradiction in facts, there cannot be any
reconciliation. I perceive silver in a place from a distance and
when I come nearer and pick it up I find that there is no silver.

2.

T|T^w^»«^«T «rf^icK-Mi^ctq Hpw><rw*iT I SB, p. 110.
S D , p. 76.
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Between the cognitions 'there is silver' and 'there is no silver' there
is a real conflict and the conflict can be resolved only by assuming that one of the cognitions is false. Similarly when some person
says that there are fruits on the river bank and another one says
that there are no fruits on the river bank, the two statements
really contradict each other. We cannot accept both the statements. When there is a real conflict the only way of resolving it
is the rejection of one of the cognitions as false. But in arthäpatti
the cognitions are both true, though at first they appear to be
conflicting. In such a state there is produced a feeling of tension
in the mind, because neither anyone of the cognitions can be
accepted nor rejected, nor can they be synthesized together. This
tension leads to and is removed by presuming something.3 The
conflict which is the cause of presumption is always between
two pramäna-s. In the example given above the two pramäna-s
are inference and non-apprehension. By inference it is known
that a living man exists somewhere and by non-apprehension
it is known that Devadatta does not exist in the house where
he would be normally expected. What is known by the inference is that Devadatta exists somewhere. There is no specification as to the exact place where Devadatta exists, so that
he may also exist in the house. But by non-apprehension he is
known not to exist in the house. This conflict between inference
and non-apprehension leads to the presumption that Devadatta exists outside. This presumption of existence outside explains Devadatta's non-existence in the house and thus resolves
the conflict.4 The two pramäna-s which conflict with each other
and lead to arthäpatti cannot both of them be specific, because, if
they were specific, they could not be reconciled with each other,
for example, the pramäna-s 'there is silver5 and 'there is no silver'
both are specific and hence irreconcilable. Thus one of the conflicting pramäna-s, which lead to arthäpatti, must be general and
the other specfic.6
The words 'drsfah sruto va* in Sahara's statement do not appear
to refer to two different forms of arthäpatti, viz., drstärthäpatti
3. Ibid., p. 78.
4. KK on SV, Arthäpatti, 1.
5. 3T^" ^Frfarft UlfclKuiiui&iKuiftOgr: ' NTV, p. 158.
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or presumption from the seen and srutärthäpatti or presumption
from the heard. Sabara has given only one example of arthäpatti,
but in case he intended two forms of arthäpatti, he should have
given two instead of one. Kumärila, however, interprets Sahara's
words as referring to two main forms of arthäpatti. He again
sub-divides the first, viz., drstärthäpatti, into five forms and thus
we have six forms of arthäpatti in all. The example given above
is that of abhävapürvikä arthäpatti, i.e., presumption based on
non-apprehension. Devadatta's non-existence in the house is
ascertained by non-apprehension and this is a fact which remains inexplicable without the presumption of Devadatta's
existence outside. Here the inexplicability lies in a fact given by
non-apprehension. But this is not always the case, since the inexplicability may also lie in a fact given by perception or any
other pramäna. Thus arthäpatti is of six forms, viz., that based on
perception, based on inference, on verbal testimony, on comparison, on another presumption and on non-apprehension.6
The first form of arthäpatti, viz., pratyaksapürvikä arthäpatti,
is illustrated in the presumption of burning power In fire. In
this kind of arthäpatti the inconsistency lies in a perceived fact.
We perceive that fire burns things. This fact remains inexplicable
without the presumption of burning power in fire. Power is an
imperceptible entity and is considered to be a category different
from substance, quality, action and universal. Kumärila does not
clearly show in what the inexplicability consists that leads to the
presumption of burning power. Sucaritamisra says that the inexplicability consists in the inconsistency of the perceived fact
with another pramäna. By perception it is ascertained that fire
burns things. We perceive the form of fire, its conjunction with
a thing and then the fact that the thing is burnt. Thus perception
reveals that fire is the cause of burning things. But this is found to
be inconsistent with the experience that sometimes an object, e.g.,
a human body, is not burnt when some medicine is applied to it,
though at other times it is burnt. The visible form of fire or its conjunction with an object cannot be the cause of burning, because
a cause is always followed by an effect while the visible form of
fire or its conjunction with an object is not at times followed by the
6.

SV, Arthäpatti, 2.
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effect, viz., burning. Burning, however, being an occasional phenomenon cannot take place without a cause. Thus theinexplicability
of the fact of burning consists in the inconsistency between two
cognitions, viz., that an effect takes place and that its cause is
apparently absent, and this inexplicability leads to the presumption
that there is some invisible cause of burning, viz., the burning
power of fire. Then, why objects are sometimes burnt by fire and
sometimes not becomes fully intelligible on the ground that when
the burning power is present burning takes place and when it is
destroyed, though the visible form of fire is not destroyed, burning does not take place7 Here we need not dwell on the arguments for and against power as a distinct category.
In arthäpatti based on inference the inconsistency lies in an
inferred fact and it is illustrated in the presumption of moving
power in the sun. It is known by inference that the sun moves.
But how can it move unless it has some means? We generally see that living and moving things possess such limbs as
legs etc., but we do not find any such limbs in the case of the sun.
Thus there is a conflict between two pramäna-s, viz., that the sun
moves and that it possesses no means of motion. This conflict is
resolved by the presumption of moving power in the sun.8
Arthäpatti based on upamäna is illustrated thus: By upamäna
it is known that a cow is similar to a gavaya. But there
is some inexplicability involved in this cognition of similarity.
How can the cognition of the cow's similarity arise now on the
perception of the gavaya and not at the time when the cow was
actually perceived for the first time? The similarity of the cow
to the gavaya consists in the presence in the former of the universals of the limbs of the latter and these universals were present
in the cow even when it was perceived for the first time; but
the cow was not then cognized to be similar to gavaya. This
conflict is resolved by the presumption of some power in the
cow which is manifested by the perception of the countercorrelate and gives rise to the cognition of its similarity to the
gavaya.9
7. KK on SV, Arthäpatti, 3.
8. Ibid.
9. Ibid., 4.
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Arthäpatti based on arthäpatti is illustrated in the presumption of the eternality of words. A word is heard and then the
cognition of the object that is denoted by it arises in the mind.
From this it is concluded that the word is the cause of the cognition of the corresponding object. But there can be no causality
unless there is some action. Thus some action inhering in the
word is inferred and this action is known as abhidhä or denotation. This denotativeness that inheres in the word becomes
inexplicable on the ground that when the word was heard for
the first time it was not followed by the cognition of the object.
The meaning of a word is known only after its relation to the
corresponding object is comprehended. But the relation between
a word and an object is not found to be of the nature of such
usual relations as conjunction, inherence etc. Thus the inexplicability is resolved by the presumption of a peculiar power
residing in the word. The relation between a word and an object
is of the nature of a power and the meaning of a word is not
understood unless this power is apprehended. This is the denotative power (abhidhäsakti) of a word. Again the denotative power
of a word cannot be possible without the eternality of the word.
This impossibility leads to the presumption of eternality of words.
A person orders his servant using the words 'bring the cow' and
the servant brings the cow because he understands the meaning
of these words, and he understands because he has already comprehended the denotative powers of the words 'cow' and 'bring'.
The understanding of the meaning of the word 'cow' cannot be
explained otherwise than on the ground that the word 'cow' uttered
by the master and heard by the servant now is the same as was
heard by the servant on a past occasion when he comprehended
its power of denoting the animal cow. Thus it is known through
arthäpatti that the word 'cow' is eternal.10
Srutärthäpatti differs from the other kinds of arthäpatti in
the respect that it is based on verbal testimony. But the more
important difference is that in it words are presumed while in
others some fact is presumed. It is illustrated in the presumption of the sentence 'Caitra eats during the night' on hearing
the sentence 'Caitra who is fat does not eat during the day'. The
10.

Ibid., 5-7.
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sentence that is heard involves an inner incompatibility because
fatness is concomitant not with fasting but with feasting. From
Caitra's fatness it is gathered that he must be eating voraciously.
But contrarily to what is expected the other part of the sentence
says that he fasts during the day. The meaning of the sentence
appears to be self-cantradictory. Caitra's fatness cannot be explained unless it is presumed that he eats at night. Thus to remove
the inconsistency in the meaning of the heard sentence, the
sentence "he eats at night' is imported. Srutärthäpatti is the importation of a sentence or word to complete the sense of a
heard sentence. Some person utters 'water'. The word 'water'
does not give a complete meaning and the hearer knowing the
context in which the word is uttered completes the sentence by
importing the word 'bring'. This is another example of srutärthäpatti. The fact that Caitra eats during the night withoutwhich
Caitra's fatness remains inexplicable is not directly denoted by
the sentence that is heard, because the heard sentence does not
contain such words as 'night' etc. What is directly denoted by the
sentence is the fact that Caitra is fat and does not eat during
the day. A sentence gives out only one particular sense. Therefore, 'eats at night' is the meaning of a different sentence not
uttered by the speaker but presumed by the hearer,11
9.2. Arthäpatti According to Prabhäkara
Prabhäkara12 begins his discussion with the query as to what
anyathänupapatti is. The meaning of Sahara's statement is that
arthäpatti is the presumption of a fact explaining another fact
which is otherwise inexplicable. Prabhäkara asks as to what this
inexplicability is and the answer that he gives is that inexplicability means the impossibility of the existence of a thing without
another thing. But if this be the case, then arthäpatti is nothing
but the inference of a cause from its effect, because the existence
of an effect cannot be possible without its cause, and thus it
ceases to be a different pramäna. Prabhäkara tentatively says
that arthäpatti is different from inference on the ground that ia
interence the conclusion is drawn from a known relation between
11. SV, Arthäpatti, 51 & 57-58; SD, p. 80.
12. BR, pp. 110-15.
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the probans and the probandum, while in arthäpatti there is no
knowledge of such a relation, and again rejects this distinction
saying that the cognition of inexplicability, i.e., of the fact
that this is impossible without that, cannot arise unless we
already know a relation between what is not explained and
what explains it. Inexplicability is not perceptible. It is known
when we already know that one thing (effect) is invariably concomitant with another thing (cause), but actually see only one of
them (effect). Thus arthäpatti too would be based on the knowledge of a relation like inference. What then is the distinctive
element in arthäpatti^ Prabhäkara finally says that in the inference of a cause from its effect the probans, viz., the effect is
inexplicable and the cause which is the probandum is what
explains, while in arthäpatti the probans is that which explains
and the probandum is that which is inexplicable without the
former. In other words, in inference the movement of thought is
from the anupapanna to the upapädaka, while in arthäpatti the
movement of thought is from the upapädaka to the anupapanna.1* Thus the distinctive element in arthäpatti according to
Prabhäkara is the knowledge of that which is not explained from
the knowledge of that which explains it. Accordingly in the
given example of arthäpatti the fact of Devadatta's non-existence
in the house explains the fact of Devadatta's existence outside.
Prabhäkaras view is just the reverse of Rumania's view, because Kumärila says that the fact of Devadatta's non-existence
in the house is explained by the presumption of his existence
outside. Prabhäkara's view is not consistent with Sahara's view
even, because Prabhäkara says that that which is to be known
through arthäpatti is unexplained while Sahara says that a seen
or heard fact is unexplained and that this inexplicability is the
means of knowing what explains it, Prabhäkara tries to avoid
this inconsistency by changing the order of words in Sahara's
statement from "drstafy sruto värtho* nyathä nopapadyate ityarthakalpanä" to (idrstah sruto värtho' rthakalpanä anyathä nopapa-

dyate itV\ which means that in arthäpatti a seen or heard fact
is the means of knowing another fact which is inexplicable without the former.14
13. ^ f [ 5 ^ ^ ' ^ ^ fl^i^i+^n I BR, p. 112.
14. Ibid., p. 113.
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Prabhäkara's view is wrong, because there can be no cognition of the inexplicable from that of which explains. If such be
possible, the cognition of simsapa-ness from the perception of
tree-ness would be correct, because simsapä-ntss cannot be
explained without tree-ness: simsapä cannot be simsapä unless it
is a tree. But as a matter of fact, we cannot say that a tree is
simsapä because it is a tree. Therefore, in arthäpatti the upapädaka is known from the anupapanna. In the given example what
is known is Devadatta's existence outside and it explains his
non-existence in the house.15 Prabhakara says that the known
fact of Devadatta's non-existence in the house is not inexplicable. But then there should be no need of presuming his
existence outside, because the known fact is supposed to be
intelligible by itself. Prabhakara says that Devadatta's existence
outside is inexplicable. But the consciousness of the person who
does not see Devadatta in the house is really different. When he
is aware of Devadatta's absence what he cognizes is not that
Devadatta's presence outside is inexplicable but that Devadatta
is out.16
Sälikanätha tries to make Prabhäkara's position more acceptable in the following way: It is* not existence outside that
remains inexplicable without non-existence in the house, but it
is the existence of Devadatta that remains inexplicable without
presuming his stay outside when he is not found in the house.
Inexplicability arises when a fact is opposed to some pramäna.
Though Devadatta is known to be alive by some pramäna, yet
it is opposed by the knowledge that he is not present in the
house where he is generally seen. This opposition renders the
fact of his being alive doubtful. The person who does not find
Devadatta in the house doubts if Devadatta is really alive, and
the doubt is not dispelled unless it is presumed that Devadatta
is outside. There are three steps in the arthäpatti, viz., first, there
is cognition of non-existence in the house, second, this cognition
conflicts with the fact of Devadatta's being alive which is thus
rendered doubtful, and third, his existence outside is presumed
and this presumption removes the doubt. Thus the cause of in15.
16.

SD, p. 77.
KK on SV, Arthäpatti, 1.
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explicability is the cognition of non-existence; that which is inexplicable is the fact of Devadatta's being alive; and that which
results from the presumption of existence outside is the conviction of Devadatta's being alive.17 The element that distinguishes
arthäpatti from inference, according to Sälikanätha, is doubt
rather than apparent inconsistency. He says that in inference a
well-ascertained and indubitable thing is the producer of cognition, but in arthäpatti a doubtful thing is the producer of
cognition.18
Pärthasärathi criticizes Sälikanätha's view as follows: When
Devadatta's life itself has been rendered doubtful, it can never
be the ground of his existence outside. How can it be said that
since Devadatta is either dead or alive therefore he is outside?
When one is in doubt about Devadatta's life, the doubt cannot
be removed by presuming that he is outside. A doubt is removed only when its cause is removed or when either of the
alternatives is confirmed by a stronger pramäna. The cause of
doubt in the present case is non-existence in the house. Now,
when existence outside is presumed it will only confirm the
cause of doubt, viz., non-existence in the house, because the fact
of outside existence is merely a supposition and is not known
independently by a stronger pramäna like perception or
inference. This supposition cannot even confirm anyone of the
alternatives. The alternatives are stated in the form 'Devadatta
is either alive or dead'. Staying outside is one thing and life or
death is a different thing. Arthäpatti based on non-existence in
the house cannot remove the doubt. It is absurd to say that
because Devadatta is not present in the house, therefore he is
outside and alive. Devadatta's life, which was first known as
certain, was rendered doubtful because of his non-existence in
the house. How can the cause of doubt itself be the cause of
its removal? The fact is that Devadatta is already known to be
alive beyond any shade of doubt. But if for some reason a person
happens to entertain doubt about Devadatta's being alive and
wishes to dispel it, then he should first approach some reliable
person for the correct information. If he is able to ascertain in
17.
18.

RV, pp. 112-13.
PP,p. 115.
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this way that Devadatta is alive, then he can say that because
Devadatta is alive and not present in the house therefore he
must be out. Thus doubt cannot be the distinguishing factor of
arthäpattL19

According to Kumärila, the words 'drstah sruto v& in the
Bhäsya refer to two kinds of arthäpatti. But Prabhäkara interprets the words as meaning the same thing: Dfsta means well
known and 'sruta' is another word meaning the same thing in
common usage.20 Thus according to Prabhäkara there is no
srutarthäpatti or presumption of a sentence or word. Sälikanätha says that what is presumed on hearing the sentence 'Caitra
who is fat does not eat during the day' is the fact of eating at
night instead of the sentence che eats at night'. The inexplicability that is removed by the presumption consists in the conflict
between fatness and fasting, not between the words 'Caitra is
fat' and 'he does not eat in the day'. So the conflict between
two facts must be resolved by presuming another fact. Even
when the words 'eats at night' are uttered after uttering the
sentence 'Caitra who is fat does not eat during the day', the
conflict arising in the mind of the person on hearing the latter
sentence is not resolved if he does not know the meaning of the
word 'night'. Therefore, it should be admitted that the immediate
cause of resolving a conflict is the presumption of a fact, not of
words. It is true that in the case of all who know the use of
language determinate {savikalpaka) cognitions are always
accompanied by the memory of words; and accordingly when a
person cognizes the fact that Caitra eats at night his cognition
is verbalized, yet this is not an uncommon thing, because even
in drstarthäpatti the cognition of the presumed fact, e.g., Devadatta's existence outside, is verbalized.21
The only argument that Kumärila offers in favour of srutärthäpatti is the one refuted by Sälikanätha. Kumärila says that
all determinate cognitions {savikalpaka vijnänä) are accompanied
by the memory of words and the cognition resulting from a
verbal inconsistency is a determinate cognition.22 Sälikanätha
19.
20.
21.
22.

SD, p. 77.
BR,p. 115.
PP, p. 117.
SV, Arthäpatti, 78.
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has exposed the weakness of this argument and Rumania's
commentators admit the point raised by him. Sucaritamisra
offers another argument: It is true that the inconsistency in a
heard sentence is primarily an inconsistency in facts and that
which is presumed to remove this inconsistency is also primarily
a fact, yet the inconsistency of a sentence can be removed only
by the presumption of another sentence. An inconsistent
sentence is really an incomplete sentence and it can be completed
only by importing another appropriate sentence or word. When
someone utters the word 'pacatV (cooks) the hearer expects
another word, say, 'odanarrf (rice) and is not satisfied merely
with the perception of rice before him. The expectancy is relieved only when the speaker himself adds the word 'odanam' or
when, in case he does not add it, the hearer imports it. Similarly
when an incomplete sentence stands in need of another sentence
the expectancy thus created can be relieved only by importing
that sentence, not merely by presuming the corresponding fact.28
9.3. Arthäpatti According to the Advaita Vedänta
Dharmaräjädhvarindra defines arthäpatti as the presumption
of a fact to account for an inexplicable fact. In arthäpatti the
knowledge of an inexplicable fact is the instrumental cause and
the knowledge of the fact that explains is the result. The fact that
a person is fat, though he does not eat in the day, cannot be
intelligible unless he eats at night. The fatness of the person is
to be explained and eating at night explains it. The inexplicability of fatness in the absence of eating in the day is removed
by the presumption of eating at night.
Like Kumärila Dharmaräja also distinguishes between two
kinds of arthäpatti, viz., drstärthäpatti and srutärthäpatti. A man
observes that there is silver in front of him and immediately
afterwards he observes that there is no silver at all. The second
cognition denies the presence of silver. But this denial cannot
be explained if the first cognition 'there is silver' be true. Therefore, it is presumed that the first cognition was false. The perception of silver is a fact and the non-perception of it also is a
fact. The fact of non-perception becomes inexplicable if the
silver perceived at first be real. This inexplicability is removed
23. KK on ibid.
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when it is presumed that the silver was unreal or illusory. This
is an example of dj-stärthäpatti.
Srutärthäpatti is of two kinds, viz., one which is due to the
failure on the part of a speaker to make a grammatically complete statement {abhidhänänupapatti) and one which is due to
the unintelligibility of the meaning of a grammatically complete
statement (abhihitänupapatti). In the former only a part of a
sentence is spoken, which does not express the speaker's intention fully and the hearer presumes the missing word or words.
When the speaker utters merely the word 'dvärarri (door), it is
incomplete without a verb in the imperative mood and the
hearer cannot understand what to do with the door. The
speaker knows what the hearer should do, but since he has
missed to utter the appropriate word, the hearer cannot follow
his command unless he presumes the missing word, say,
'pidhehV (close). Similarly when one hears the scriptural
command 'visvajitä yajetcC ('should perform the visvajit sacrifice')
the sentence is found to be grammatically incomplete without a
subject and hence the word 'svargakämaW ('one who desires
heaven5) is presumed. In the second kind of srutärthäpatti the
inexplicability of the meaning of a sentence leads to the presumption of a fact. For example, the inexplicability of the
meaning of the sentence 'svargakämo jyotistomena yajetcC ('one
who desires heaven should perform the jyotistoma sacrifice') leads
to the presumption of apürva, a potency produced by the performance and abiding in the performer's soul till the attainment
of heaven. The performance of the sacrifice is a transitory event
while heaven can be attained only after death. If the performance of the said sacrifice is the cause of attaining heaven the
latter should follow immediately, since a cause is always followed immediately by its effect. Thus the meaning of the sentence
is unintelligible because jyotistoma is said to be the cause of
heaven, the effect, though the cause does not immediately produce the effect. This unintelligibility is removed by presuming
an intermediary in the form of apürva. Another example is the
presumption of the illusory nature of bondage on hearing the
scriptural statement cTarati sokam ätmavif ('the knower of self
transcends grief). Grief is another name of bondage and the
statement declares that knowledge is the means of freeing one-
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self from bondage. But if bondage is a real thing, how can
knowledge help? Therefore, in order to avoid this incongruity
it is presumed that bondage is not real but illusory. The illusion
of rope-snake can be dispelled only by the right knowledge of
the rope and similarly the illusion of bondage can be dispelled
only by the right knowledge of self.24
The Vedäntic account of arthäpatti differs from the Bhätta in
three main respects:
9.3.1. Difference as to the Cause of Inexplicability
Dharmaraja does not specify the cause of inexplicability
while according to the Bhätta apparent contradiction is the
cause. In most of the examples of arthäpatti given by
Dharmaraja we find that an element of contradiction is involved.
But in the example of the first kind of srutärthäpatti we do not
find any contradiction, though inexplicability or unintelligibility
is there. According to the Bhätta too, importation of a word in
order to complete a sentence is an instance of srutärthäpatti;
and hence according to the rule that apparent contradiction is
the instrumental cause of presumption, we should expect
apparent contradiction here also. But actually there is no contradiction of any sort here. There is contradiction when a
known fact conflicts with our past general experience, i.e., when
what happens is opposed to what we expect to happen according to our past experience. But when someone utters the word
'dväram' there is nothing which happens to conflict with our
past experience. What we expect is that the speaker should
speak something more while he does not speak more. It would
involve contradiction if we expected one additional word appropriate in the context and the speaker uttered a different word.
For example, if the speaker says 'close the door' when it is too
hot inside, the sentence gives rise to a conflict because the word
'close' cannot be expected in the situation. Of course, in a way
the utterance of the word idvärani> also produces conflict insofar as the hearer does not know for the time being whether he
should close the door or see it or break it. But this is not a conflict between two cognitions or facts, because it occurs between
two or more subjective responses of the hearer aroused by the
24. VP, Chapter V.
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word cdväram\ while the word itself is not one of the conflicting
parties. Therefore, the unintelligibility caused by the utterance
of the word 'dväram* is not due to its incompatibility with our
experience, but due to the failure on the part of the speaker to
express his intention fully. The presumption of the word
'pidhehV in this case is like framing an hypothesis, and the
situation that it seeks to explain is far more complex than the
mere utterance of the word 'dväram*. The hearer presumes the
appropriate word not merely on hearing the word 'dväranf but
also on perceiving the other details, e.g. the existing state of the
door, the weather etc.
9.3.2. Inconsistency: Psychological and Logical

The contradiction in the example of drstärthäpatti is
between two specific cognitions, viz., 'this is silver' and 'this is
not silver' and it is not apparent but real because the two cognitions cannot be simultaneously true. This seems to be inconsistent with the Bhätta view. According to the Bhätta view a
contradiction can be reconciled through presumption only when
one of the conflicting cognitions is general and the other specific,
in which case the contradiction is merely apparent. The Bhätta
view that a real contradiction cannot be reconciled seems to be
true, because the term 'reconciliation' implies that the claim of
the conflicting cognitions to be true is justified through presumption, while in the case of real contradiction one of the cognitions is really false and hence its claim to be true can never be
justified. Thus there can be no reconciliation in the proper sense
between the cognitions 'this is silver' and 'this is not silver'
through the presumption that the first one is false. However, it
is wrong to say that the contradiction which leads to presumption lies between two cognitions. The contradiction which is
reconcilable primarily lies not between two cognitions but between a fact and our general experience or between two facts
whose co-existence seems to be inexplicable. The fact that living
Caitra is not present in the house is inconsistent with my general
experience that he was found in the house whenever I went to
see him. This inconsistency is not logical but psychological. In
Dharmaräja's example of drstärthäpatti the contradiction lies
between the facts that silver is perceived from a distance and
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that on making a closer approach it is not found where it was
perceived; and this contradiction is reconciled by presuming that
what was perceived from a distance was not real but illusory
silver, because if it were real it could not have disappeared so
soon without any visible cause. The co-existence of silver and no
silver is inexplicable otherwise than on the presumption of the
illusory nature of silver.
9.3.3. Abhidhänänupapatti and Abhihitänupapatti

In srutärthäpatti, according to the Bhätta view, there is
always the presumption of a word or sentence, while according to the Vedänta view there is sometimes the presumption of a
word and sometimes the presumption of a fact. The Vedänta
view seems to be a compromise between the Bhätta and Präbhäkara views. When a person utters a grammatically incomplete
sentence, i.e., a sentence in which the subject or object or the
verb is missing, the hearer always presumes a word or words.
It is true that the incompleteness of the sentence is detected by
understanding the fact to which the sentence refers, for example,
one who hears the word 'dvaram' discovers that the speaker's
statement is incomplete only when he understands the situation
that the weather is cold and the door is open. But then the incompleteness is not removed simply by presuming the fact that
the door is to be closed. Suppose the speaker utters the word
'door' and makes a gesture to close it or utters the word 'close'
and points with his finger towards the door. Yet the expectancy
created in the mind of the hearer is not relieved unless the required word is supplied. We actually find that sometimes the
hearer himself utters involuntarily the word or words left unuttered by the speaker. This fact favours the Vedänta view. On
hearing the word 'dväram9 the hearer closes the door, but at the
same time he feels that the speaker ought to have spoken the
complete sentence 'dvärarri pidhehi\ and thus he himself supplies
the word 'pidhehV.

When, however, a sentence is grammatically complete but the
sense involves some inconsistency, it is not a word that is presumed but some fact. A man says that Devadatta is fat and does
not eat in the day. The statement is grammatically complete.
But the hearer who presumes that Devadatta eats at night does
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not feel that the speaker ought to have spoken the clause
'Devadatta eats at night' in addition. Devadatta's eating at
night is really a fact implied in his fatness in the absence of
eating in the day. The speaker himself may be ignorant of this
implication. How can then the hearer feel that the speaker has
missed to utter the said clause? Hence it is more reasonable to
say that the object of arthäpatti in the present case is a fact
rather than a clause. This type of arthäpatti is equivalent to
drawing the implication of a statement. Thus the Vedänta view
of srutärthäpatti is more reasonable than the Bhätta and
Präbhäkara views. Abhidhänänupapatti leads to the presumption
of the word which together with the actually uttered word forms
a complete statement; and abhihitänupapatti leads to the presumption of a fact which resolves the conflict in the sense of an
already complete statement.
9.4. Arthäpatti Is Different from Anumäna
Let us take the example of Caitra's presence outside his house
and see if it can be satisfactorily explained as a case of anumäna.
The given fact in this example is Caitra's absence in the house.
That which is to be known from this fact can be stated in two
forms, viz., 'Caitra is present in outside space' and 'outside space
is one in which Caitra is present'. Accordingly the minor term is
either Caitra or outside space. But what is the middle term?
The middle term is always the property of the minor term. In
the present case absence cannot be the middle term since it is
not a property either of Caitra or of outside space. Absence is
apprehended in the house. Therefore, it can reasonably be the
property of the house alone. Can then the house qualified by
the absence be the middle term? No, because the house can
never be a property of Caitra or of outside space. What is
apprehended is the absence and the house. Caitra and outside
space are not apprehended at the time. How can then absence
in the house be related to Caitra or outside space? However,
imperceptibility can be related to Caitra because when the
person goes to Caitra's house he does not perceive him there.
Can we then make the imperceptibility the middle term and say
that Caitra is present in the outside space because he is imperceptible inside the house? No, because imperceptibility is not
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directly related to the major term, viz., presence outside. From
the imperceptibility it is directly ascertained that Caitra is absent
from the house. It cannot have the double function of leading
simultaneously to two inferences, viz., that Caitra is not in the
house and that he is outside. Thus imperceptibility and absence
in the house both singly are useless for our purpose, because the
former is related to the minor term, Caitra, but is not related
to the major term 'presence outside the house', and the latter
may be related to the major term but is not related to the minor
term. There is another difficulty also. In anumäna the minor
term is apprehended prior to the major term. It seeks to prove
that a formerly unknown property (dharma) belongs to a well
known property-possessor {dharmin). But in the case in question the
property-possessor, viz., Caitra or outside space, is not apprehended. So, how can anything be proved about it through anumäna!
Here Kumärila anticipates the following objection. From the
rise in river-water rain in higher regions is known and this is
recognized by all as a case of inference. But according to the
above reasoning it cannot be so, since the minor term 'higher
regions' is not seen, so that there can be no paksadharmatä, i.e.,
the middle term 'rise in river-water' cannot be related to the
minor term. Kumärila's answer is that the minor term in the
said case is not 'higher regions' but it is the 'region in which the
rise in river-water is seen' and then the conclusion of the
syllogism will be 'this place is one whose higher regions have
rain5 instead of'the higher regions are such as have rain'. But
this answer does not seem satisfactory. It is a mere verbal manipulation. In spite of the change in statement the facts are not
altered because the rain occurs in the higher regions while the
rise in river-water is seen in this place. And if the change in
statement can make the syllogism flawless, then in the case of
Caitra's presence outside too we can make the house minor
term instead of Caitra. Anticipating this objection Kumärila
says that the knowledge of rain in the higher regions is not a
case of inference but of arthäpatti.25
Pärthasärathi says that Kumärila's answer is a sort of sophism
(jätyuttara). There is no lack of paksadharmatä, i.e., the relation
between the minor term 'Caitra' and the middle term 'absence in
25. SV, Arthäpatti, 10-18 & NRand KK on ibid.
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the house'. The relation is obvious when we go to Caitra's house
and find that he is absent. It is not a condition of inference that
the minor term should always be perceived. Though Caitra is
not perceived, yet he is remembered. Thus the syllogism 'Caitra
is present outside the house because he is absent in the house,
and whoever is absent in the house is present outside, like myself, is quite valid and similarly the syllogism which proves the
occurrence of rain in the higher regions also is valid. Therefore,
either arthäpatti is not different from anwnäna or if it is different
the proper reason should be stated.26
What follows is the proper argument for the non-inclusion of
arthäpatti in anumäna. Those who attempt to reduce arthäpatti
to syllogistic form cannot make Caitra's non-existence in the
house the middle term, since by itself it is non-conclusive—when
a man is not present in the house we cannot say that he is present
outside, because he may be dead. Non-existence in the house
devoid of Caitra's being alive is not a proof of Caitra's existence
outside. The fact of Caitra's being alive too cannot be made the
middle term, because it is as much concomitant with his existence
in the house as with his existence outside. Therefore, the
opponent should say that Caitra's non-existence in the house
together with the fact that he is alive is the middle term which
proves the major term 'Caitra's existence outside'. This, however, cannot be done. We cannot apprehend the togetherness of
the fact of Caitra's non-existence in the house and the fact of
his being alive without the knowledge of his existence outside.
In a syllogism the knowledge of the major term follows from
the knowledge of the middle term and the latter knowledge is
independent of the former. For example, the knowledge of the
smoke is independent of the knowledge of fire. Smoke is perceived independently of fire. Smoke is the middle term and fire
the major term. First we have the cognition of the middle term
and subsequently the cognition of the major term. But in the
present case we cannot have the cognition of the middle term
independently of the cognition of the major term; and as soon
as we cognize the middle term, viz, the togetherness of Caitra's
non-existence in the house and his being alive, we also cognize
simultaneously Caitra's existence outside. Caitra's existence
26.

NR on SV, Arthäpatti, 18.
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(being alive) and non-existence (in the house) cannot be combined together without dragging in or including difference of place.
There is an incompatibility between existence and non-existence,
so that they cannot be combined together. We cannot make
simultaneously the two assertions, viz, that 'Caitra exists' and
that 'he does not exist' without implying that he exists in one
place and does not exist in other place. Thus the cognition of
Caitra's existence in general and his non-existence in the house
itself is the cognition of his existence outside the house, so that
there remains nothing to be known after knowing the middle
term. The minor premise 'Caitra exists and does not exist in the
house' cannot be possible unless the fact of Caitra's existence
outside is introduced. Caitra's existence outside is presupposed
by the fact of his being alive and absent in the house. The former
does not follow from the latter. Hence if the former is made the
conclusion of a syllogism in which the latter is the minor premise, the syllogism will involve the fallacy of petitio principii.
Arthäpatti, however, is free from this fallacy because it is a
syllogistic fallacy, and arthäpatti is different from syllogistic
reasoning insofar as in the former we proceed from the awareness of a conflict between two well ascertained facts through the
presumption of some other fact to the resolution of the conflict,
while in the latter we proceed from the cognition of the middle
term through the remembrance of its invariable connection with
the major term to the cognition of the major term. Arthäpatti,
unlike syllogism to which it is proposed to be reduced, is not invalid, because the causes of invalidity, viz., doubt, illusion and
non-cognition, are absent and the cause of validity, viz., noncontradiction is pesent.27
Another reason why arthäpatti cannot be included in anumäna
is that it does not stand in need of the knowledge of vyäpti
while the latter cannot proceed without it. Vyäpti is a generalization based on a frequent and uncontradicted experience of two
things together and in anumäna vyäpti which constitutes the
major premise is known prior to the conclusion. ArthäpattU on
the other hand, is independent of the knowledge of vyäpti. It
is true that there is vyäpti between non-existence inside the
27. SV, Arthäpatti, 19-29 and KK & NR.
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house and existence outside, but it is not known prior to the
presumption of Caitra's existence outside, so that is cannot be
the cause of the cognition that Caitra is outside. Even one who
has never experienced the concomitance of non-existence inside
and existence outside presumes that a person who is not inside
is present outside. Moreover, the proof of the said concomitance
is none other than arthäpatti. From the inexplicability of the
fact that Caitra exists and does not exist in the house it is presumed that he exists outside and then we become aware of the
relation between non-existence inside and existence outside. The
conclusion of a syllogism is the result of applying a general
empirical rule to a particular case; but in the case in question
arthäpatti is the means of knowing the general rule. This establishes the distinctness of arthäpatti from anumäna.28
The opponent may object that arthäpatti is not the only means
of knowing the relation between non-existence in one place and
existence elsewhere, because it is just possible for one who stands
at the door and perceives Caitra in the garden to know the
relation. This is true and in this way there may be no need of
arthäpatti for knowing the vyäpti in the case of some person in
some instances. But we cannot do away with arthäpatti for ever,
because though in some cases arthäpatti is an alternative means
of knowing the vyäpti in others it is the only means. For
example, the vyäpti between existence in one place and nonexistence in all other places cannot be known otherwise than
through arthäpatti. The relation between existence in one place
and non-existence in all other places cannot be established by
experience, since, though one of the terms is directly known, the
second is not known—we can know Caitra's non-existence in
those places only where we actually go and do not find him, but
the number of such places is strictly limited. Non-apprehension
cannot be the means of knowing the second term, viz., Caitra's
non-existence in all places other than the place where he actually
exists. The person who perceives Caitra in one place knows
through non-apprehension his absence in those places only which
are visible to him. But non-apprehension cannot ascertain
Caitra's absence in distant places which are not in contact with
28.

Ibid., 30-33.
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his eyes. To ascertain Caitra's non-existence through nonapprehension the person must go to every place other than
where he exists, which, since the number of such places is unlimited, is impracticable. The opponent says that if non-existence
is ascertained not merely by non-apprehension but by nonapprehension in a place where one actually goes, then since it
is impossible for one to go to all the places where fire does not
exist, the proposition 'where there is no fire there is no smoke'
cannot be established. The answer is that this fact undermines
the position of only those who hold that the vyäpti from which
an inference is drawn, must be universal and negative in form.
It has, however, been already shown that vyäpti is affirmative in
form and that it is established by a uniform and uncontradicted
experience of the coexistence of the probans and the probandum
in a limited number of instances, so that there is no necessity of
knowing all the instances of the negation of the probandum and
the negation of the probans.
Now if, the opponent again objects, the universal relation between smoke and fire can be established through the experience
of a limited number of the places where they co-exist, then the
relation between existence in one place and non-existence in all
other places also can be established through the experience of
Caitra's presence in one place and his absence in the adjoining
place: We know from the co-existence of smoke and fire in a
few places that they co-exist everywhere and likewise we can
know from the absence in a few places of Caitra who is known
to be present in one particular place that he is absent everywhere else. To this the answer is that the two cases are not
parallel. In the case of the vyäpti between smoke and fire the
terms are of a limited extension and are found to be present in
their entirety in the few places in which they are observed together. But in the case of the vyäpti between existence in one
place and non-existence everywhere else, the latter term of the
relation is of an unlimited extension, so that it cannot be known
in its entirety in a few experiences, though the first term is
known in its entirety.
The opponent again says that we can know Caitra's nonexistence through inference as follows: All places are devoid of
Caitra, because they are places other than the one in which he
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is present, like the place in front. But this inference is inconclusive because it can be counter-balanced by the following
inference: All places are those which are not devoid of Caitra,
because they are places other than the one in front, like the place
where Caitra is present. Thus Caitra's non-existence everywhere
else can be known neither by non-apprehension nor by inference,
so that the vyäpti between existence in one place and non-existence
in all other places cannot be established in the above ways.29
How then is it known that Caitra who exists in one place does
not simultaneously exist in other places? Kumärila says that it
is known through arthäpatti:
The fact that the man as a whole is found in one place cannot
be established otherwise than through the fact that he does
not exist in other places, so that the knowledge of his nonexistence everywhere else is based on arthäpatti.20
Sucaritamisra explains the process of arthäpatti involved here
as follows: The fact that Caitra as a whole is apprehended in
one place would be inexplicable if Caitra existed in some other
place also. Existing things are of two kinds, viz., of thosehaving
a finite extension and those having an infinite extension. The
objects of the latter kind are in contact with every point of
space. But Caitra is not of this kind. He has a limited number
of parts joined together. If he were partly elsewhere we could
not perceive him here as a whole. Therefore, he has a finite
extension and thus when he is in one place, it is absurd to think
that he is in other places also. Now what is the inexplicability in
the fact of Caitra's presence in one place which leads to the
presumption of his absence everywhere else? The presence of
Caitra as a whole in one place does not appear to be inconsistent with anything, while the source of inexplicability is said to
be an apparent inconsistency. Sucaritamisra's answer is that the
presence of Caitra as a whole in one place is inconsistent with
the inference of his presence elsewhere and that the presumption
of Caitra's absence elsewhere confirms the inference of his
29. Ibid., 33-45.
30. Ibid., 46-47.
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absence elsewhere by sublating the inference of his presence
elsewhere.31
This answer is, however, not at all satisfactory. From Caitra's
presence in one place we know that he is absent everywhere else.
Caitra's presence in one place is the given fact. There is no inconsistency in it which may be removed by presuming his
absence elsewhere. There is an inconsistency between Caitra's
simultaneous presence and absence in the same place; but this
is not a given fact.
Pärthasärathi explains the process of arthäpatti in a different
way. It is known through inference that Caitra who has limited
dimensions cannot simultaneously reside in different places, and
it is known through perception that he resides in the place in
contact with the eyes. If Caitra is supposed to be present in
other places, then the inference that he cannot exist in two
places simultaneously is contradicted; and if he is supposed to
be non-existing here then the perception of his presence here is
contradicted. To avoid this contradiction it is presumed that
Caitra is absent everywhere else.32
Pärthasärathi's explanation too is unsatisfactory. The contradiction pointed out by him lies not between the inferred fact and
the perceived fact, but between the inferred fact and the perceived fact on the one hand and a mere supposition, viz., presence elsewhere, on the other. As a matter of fact, Caitra's
absence everywhere else is a deduction from 'a finite thing
existing in one place cannot exist in other places', as the major
premise and 'Caitra is a finite thing existing in this place' as the
minor premise. It follows not from any opposition between
these two, as it should have been if it were a case of arthäpatti,
but from a cooperation between them, as is the case in anumäna.
There is one important difference between the explanations
offered by Sucaritamisra and Pärthasärathi. According to the
former the relation between existence in one place and nonexistence in all other places is given by arthäpatti, while according to the latter it is a generalization from the experience of
one's own body which, everyone knows, is not in other places
when it is in one place.
31. KK on ibid.
32. NR on ibid.
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As a matter of fact, this is not a generalization from experiene
but is a necessary implication of the notion of finitude. That a
finite thing cannot exist in more than one place at a time is a
verbal or analytic proposition, i.e., the predicate here is a part
of the connotation of the subject. To say that a thing is finite is
to mean that it occupies a limited portion of space and that when
it is occupying one limited portion of space it cannot occupy
other portions, because a portion of space cannot be identical
with the whole of it. Thus the universal proposition 'no finite
thing can exist in different places at the same time' is not an
empirical generalization as Pärthasärathi thinks.
That it is a case of arthäpatti is not true, because, according to
the definition, there should be some inexplicability in a well ascertained fact, while there is no inexplicability in the perceived
fact of the presence of a person in one place, and this has been
admitted by Sucaritamisra also. The fact becomes inexplicable
only when Caitra, who is a finite being, is supposed to be present
simultaneously in other places also. But this sort of inexplicability
is different from the one which leads to arthäpatti, e.g., the inexplicability involved in Devadatta's fatness in spite of his fasting
during the day. The contradiction in the present case is not real
but hypothetical. The assertion that a thing can be present in
many places at the same time is inconsistent with the fact that it
is finite; therefore, we have to deny it. Thus the said instance is
not a case of arthäpatti. It is however a case of arthäpatti according to an earlier definition which is found in Vätsyäyana's Bhäsya
on NS. By arthäpatti Vätsyäyana means "apprehending from
opposition what is not directly stated in a proposition."33 From
the proposition that a finite thing is present in a particular place
at a particular time we apprehend that it is not present in other
places at the same time, because the denial of this latter fact is
opposed to the notion of finitude. Arthäpatti in this sense is implication rather than presumption.
9.5. Can Anumäna Be Reduced to Arthäpattil
Pärthasärathi raises the question whether anumäna could be
included in arthäpatti. Let us consider the case of the inference of
33. ^WI^^M^HHr^f$at<Mi2TFT J^^farsTRTCt^H^fHlri: I Bhäsya on
NS 2.2.2.
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fire on the hill. We know that where there is smoke there is fire
and we perceive smoke on the hill. Now if there were no fire on
the hill the proposition 'where there is smoke there is fire' would
be false or our perception of smoke would be false. This is the
element of conflict; and the inference of the presence of fire may
be taken as a means of resolving this conflict, in which case the
inference is arthäpatti only. Pärthasärathi's answer is that though
the cognition of fire on the hill arrived at in the aforesaid manner
may be arthäpatti, yet the cognition that where there is smoke
there is fire is not arrived at through arthäpatti. The vyäpti between smoke and fire is the result of amimäna based on the experience of particular instances of smoke and fire. Smoke and
fire are seen together in the hearth and this fact does not involve
any contradiction if the invariable concomitance between smoke
and fire is not recognized. The proposition 'some cases of smoke
are cases of fire' is true even though the proposition 'all cases of
smoke are cases of fire' be false. Thus there being no contradiction here there is no scope for arthäpatti. And as some cases at
least of anumäna cannot be brought under arthäpatti, the two
should be admitted to be distinct pramäna-s. The distinction between the two having been recognized there is no harm if the
same cognition arises through anumäna or arthäpatti. The knowledge of fire on the hill may be arrived at by anumäna or arthäpatti, yet this does not mean that anumäna and arthäpatti are not
distinct from each other. When the knowledge of fire on the hill
arises from the recollection of the vyäpti between smoke and fire
it is anumäna, and when it is preceded by the consciousness of
inconsistency it is arthäpatti. Thus the processes are different and
none can be reduced to the other.34
Pärthasärathi's answer, however, is not accepted by the later
Bhättas. It has been shown in the chapter on anumäna that
Pärthasärathi's view that the knowledge of vyäpti is based on
anumäna is not accepted by others. As a matter of fact, there is
no conflict between the knowledge that all cases of smoke are
cases of fire and that the hill has smoke. The presence of fire on
the hill is inferred from the perception of smoke on it consistently with the knowledge that where there is smoke there is fire.
34. SD, p. 79.
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There is no inconsistency here, so that it cannot be a case of
arthäpatti. Thus the presence of fire on the hill is known through
anumäna. But when the fire known in this way is not found in the
higher regions of the hill its presence in the lower region is presumed to remove the inexplicability of the fact that fire is present
though it is not present in the higher regions of the hill.35
9.6. Conclusion
In the course of our exposition we have also critically examined the various arguments for and against arthäpatti and there
is no need to repeat the criticisms here. We found the Bhätta
arguments partly confused and wrong. But in spite of this arthäpatti may be accepted as a distinct form of knowledge. In inference there is no element of conflict while in arthäpatti there is.
When the smoke is perceived on the hill there is not felt any
conflict between this perception and our previous experiences.
We infer the presence of fire in accordance with our past experience of the concomitance of smoke and fire. In inference an
unperceived thing is cognized with the help of alinga consistently
with the past knowledge of vyäpti. In presumption, on the other
hand, something is assumed to remove the conflict of a known
fact with our past experience. Thus the one difference between
inference and presumption is that while the former does not start
from the consciousness of contradiction the latter does. This is
because in the former something usual or familiar is apprehended
while in the latter something unusual or strange is apprehended:
In the former something is cognized which fits in well with the
other known facts, while in the latter something is cognized or
not cognized which does not fit in with the other known facts.
This is the difference between the two in their starting points.
There is a difference in their ends also. In inference the process
starts from the cognition of one thing and ends in the cognition
of an unknown second thing. But in presumption the process
starts from a fact as unexplained and ends in the same fact as
explained without stopping at the intermediary which is presumed. In the inference of fire on the hill the process starts from the
perception of the smoke and ends in the knowledge of fire. But
35. MM, p. 125.
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in the presumption of Devadatta's presence outside the house the
process starts from his absence in the house which is unaccounted for and through the presumption of his stay outside ends in
the absence in the house as fully accounted for. In inference the
beginning is different from the end, while in presumption the
beginning and the end co-incide with each other, and the process
is not complete until there is a return to the starting point. Thus
inference and presumption are fundamentally different processes.
However, we can test the validity of the presumption by putting
it in a syllogistic form. In the end it should be remarked that
presumption is not the same thing as disjunctive syllogism. Some
modern writers think that presumption is disjunctive syllogism.
This is untenable, because there is no element of contradiction in
a disjunctive syllogism. It is, however, easier to give presumption
the form of a disjunctive syllogism and then judge its validity by
the rules of disjunctive reasoning.

CHAPTER X

NEGATION

We frequently use sentences containing the word 'not'. In
logic the distinction of affirmative and negative judgments is well
known. A judgment may be true or false. It is said to be true or
false according as there is or is not a fact corresponding to it. A
fact is a thing or a thing having a property or a thing having a
certain relation with some other thing. It is a mode of existence.
Now so far as a true affirmative judgment is concerned there is
some positive fact corresponding to it. But a true negative judgment creates a problem. It would seem proper to assert that as in
the case of a true affirmative judgment so in the case of a true
negative judgment also there is some corresponding negative fact.
But the term 'negative fact' appears to be self-contradictory.
Negation is non-existence. 'There is no book on the table' means
the non-existence of a book on the table. But a fact is a form of
existence. Thus a negative fact would mean that non-existence is
a form of existence. The problem of negation has provoked much
thought in recent philosophy, and in view of the solutions so
far offered it seems to be a hard nut to crack. The problem may
be stated in the following forms: Are there negative facts? If there
are, what is the source of our knowledge of them? If there are
not, what is the explanation of negative judgments? An affirmative answer to the first question will give an objective view of
negation and a negative answer will give a subjective view. Contemporary philosophers are generally inclined to favour the subjective view. Bradley and Bergson are some of the important
names. Russell is another. According to Russell the word 'not'
can safely be eliminated from language. He says,
...the question whether there are negative facts...raise difficulties. These niceties, however, are largely linguistic.1
1. Human Knowledge, p. 159.
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The problem of negation was as alive in ancient India as it is
today and in the following pages we will see what solution the
Indian philosophers offer.
10.1.

Kumarila's View2

Kumärila holds an objective view of negation. Negative facts
are classified into four groups, viz., (1) prior negation (prägabhäva),
(2) posterior negation (pradhvamsäbhävä), (3) mutual negation
(anyonyäbhäva) and (4) absolute negation {atyantäbhäva). The
negation of an effect, e.g., curds, in its cause, viz., milk, prior to
its birth is an instance of prior negation. The child born in 1955
did not exist in 1954. The marks of ink on this paper were absent
some moments ago. These are negative facts of the first kind.
The negation of a cause in its effect after the production of the
latter is an instance of posterior negation. The non-existence of
a thing after its destruction is a negative fact. The non-existence
of a man after his death is a fact of the second kind. A cow is
not a horse and a horse is not a cow. The paper which is blue in
colour is not at the same time green, and another which is green
is not blue. These are cases of mutual negation. The non-existence of a sky-flower, the absence of horns on a donkey's skull
etc. are instances of absolute negation.
We frequently have such negative judgments as 'the soul does
not have a shape', 'there is no pot on the ground' etc., and they
are found to be valid. This is a sufficient ground for the reality
of negation. If there were no negative facts corresponding to our
valid negative judgments, the latter would always be false. The
falsity of a judgment implies the truth of its contradictory. If
negative facts are not recognized, the contradictories of 'there is
no milk in curds', 'a cow is not a horse', 'the soul has no form'
etc., viz., 'there is milk in the curds', 'a cow is a horse', 'the soul
has form' and so on would be true. To avoid such an absurdity
we are forced to recognize negative facts. Our discrimination
between cause and effect and the differences among things are
grounded on the reality of negation. There are four varieties of
negation. If negation were unreal it could not have varieties. A
sky-flower which is an unreal thing can have no varieties.
2. SV, Abhäva.
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The knowledge of a negative fact arises in the form of a negative judgment. When there is no jar before me, I judge that
'there is no jar'. This judgment is as primary as the judgment
that I make when there is ajar before me. Affirmative and negative judgments are equally primary psychologically as well as
logically. I am not conscious of any other judgment from which
the negative judgment 'there is no jar' is derived, nor does this
judgment stand in need of premises from which it can follow as
a conclusion. A thing has a double form, one positive and the
other negative. A jar is a jar because it is ajar, and because it
is not a cloth or some other thing. It is positive in its own form
and negative in the form of other things. Both the positive and
the negative forms of it constitute its being and hence they are
equally fundamental. Therefore, both the affirmative and negative judgments, which represent the positive and negative aspects
of a thing respectively, are equally fundamental. Though a thing
possesses a positive as well as a negative form, yet sometimes it
reveals one form to our consciousness and sometimes the other.
Sometimes we judge that a particular thing is blue and sometimes that it is not green. What determines our judgment is
largely our interest at the moment. The moment when we are
interested in the positive aspect of a thing that aspect is revealed
to us and the negative aspect in which we are not interested remains concealed. Some people hold that a negative judgment
presupposes an affirmative one, while an affirmative judgment
does not presuppose a negative one. When, for instance, we
judge that a thing is not blue our judgment implicitly refers to
the affirmative judgment that the thing is green, but when we
judge that the thing is green there is no implicit reference to its
not being blue. On this ground it is concluded that affirmative
judgments are primary and negative ones derivative. It is also
said that the positive form of a thing constitutes its being and
the negative form is super-imposed on it by thought. But this is
wrong. When we say 'this is the same thing', it is implied that it
is not some other thing. And when we say 'it is not that thing',
it is implied that it is something else. Position and negation are
thus complementary to each other. If we describe a thing in
terms of what it is our description would not be complete until
we describe it in terms of what it is not. Thus the function of the
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word 'not' is obviously very important and it cannot be eliminated.
Now what is the pramäna involved in our knowledge of negative facts? The pramäna, according to Kumärila, is non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) and it is a distinct means of cognition.
The source of our negative judgments is neither perception nor
syllogistic inference. Perception, inference etc. are the means of
knowing the positive aspect of things. In perception the object
is some positive entity. The sense-organs and manas act in some
positive way and there is a corresponding modal change in the
soul. But when the object concerned is negative, e.g., the absence
of a jar on the ground, there is no sense-activity and no corresponding modification of the soul. Whatever sense-activity or
modification of the soul there may be, it pertains not to the
absent object but to the object that is present instead of the
former. Absence of knowledge is thus the means of the knowledge of absence. In knowledge there is a subjective activity
corresponding to some objective fact. When the objective fact is
positive, the corresponding subjective activity also is positive,
and it takes the form of a positive pramäna, e.g., perception, inference etc. When the objective fact is negative, the corresponding subjective activity in a similar way should be negative. The
means of knowing negative facts cannot be perception or inference which are positive means. In perception there is a contact
of a sense-organ with an appropriate object. Contact is possible
only between two existing things. The eye of the perceiver, and
the jar on the ground both are existing things and from the eyejar contact the perception of the jar arises. But when the jar does
not exist on the ground, how can there be any sense-contact?
Hence the knowledge of the absence of the jar cannot be perceptual. There is no doubt that we make the judgment 'there is
no jar on the ground' validly with our eyes open and fixed on the
spot where the jar would he expected. But here the eye-functioning pertains to the ground which is a positive entity. There can
be no pure negation. Negation is always of some positive entity
in some positive locus. So far as the positive locus of the jar is
concerned, the cognition is perceptual and so far as the countercorrelate of negation, viz., the jar, is concerned the knowledge is
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memory, but the negation itself is known neither through perception nor through memory but purely through the manas.3
Here we should guard against some possible misinterpretations
of Kumärila's view. It is obvious that the words 'purely through
the manas" cannot mean that the negative judgment is an ideal or
intellectual construction, since, otherwise, negation would be
deprived of its objective character. The possibility of interpreting
the words as meaning that negation is mentally perceived also is
ruled out, since only the soul and its qualities such as pleasure,
pain etc. are the objects of mental perception. Mental perception
is what is generally called introspection. But negation which is
supposed to be an objective fact cannot be an object of introspection. The negation of the jar on the ground is a fact belonging to the outside world. How can it be known through introspection? Moreover, when Kumärila says that non-apprehension is
different from perception, it is clear that it is different from
introspection also which is a form of perception. Hence the remark made by Dr. P. T. Raju, viz.,
The Mimämsakas, for example, Kumärila, hold that it
(negation) is not perceived by our senses but by our mind,
though it is real. It is an object of Mänasapratyaksa, not of
indriya-pratyaksa.4*
is not correct.
The absence of sense-functioning in the cognition of negation
is proved by the following example. A man goes out in the
morning. In the evening somebody asks him if Caitra was in his
house in the morning, and he answers that Caitra was not there.
Now there is no sense-functioning in this case. And hence it cannot be a case of perception but is a case of non-apprehension.
Sucaritamisra points out that it is not a case of memory even. It
cannot be a case of the memory of an earlier perception. In the
morning when the man was in his house, the idea of Caitra did
not occur to him and so he could not be aware of the absence of
Caitra at that time. He becomes aware of Caitra's absence in the
evening only. So it cannot be said that he perceived Caitra's
absence in the morning and remembers it in the evening.
3.
4.

p
^
HH'H *iifwdi?lM* «iNclSSTT^FteraT II SV, Abhäva, 27.
Proceedings of the Indian Philosophical Congress, 1939, p. 64.
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The cognition of negation is not a result of syllogistic reasoning even, since, unlike the latter, it arises immediately without
being preceded by the cognition of a middle term and the memory
of a vyäpti. The belief in the absence of a jar on the ground does
not seem to derive its strength from any other belief. In the syllogistic process there must be some middle term. What can in the
present case serve as the middle term? Not thejar, since it is not
present at the time. The cognition of the absence of the jar arises
when its presence is not cognized. But if the jar itself be present
to serve as the middle term, there can be no cognition of its absence. The ground too, which is perceived, cannot serve as the
middle term, since it is not invariably related to the absence of
the jar. The present locus of the absence of something is at times
found to be associated with the presence ofthat thing. Moreover,
sometimes we cognize the absence of a thing in a place where we
never previously cognized it. Let, for argument's sake, it be admitted that a vyäpti between a locus and absence is possible. Now
a vyäpti between two terms requires a frequent past experience of
the terms related, which must be independent of the knowledge
of the vyäpti. This shows that our first experience of absence cannot be derived through syllogistic reasoning. It may be said that
the non-perception of the jar can serve as the middle term: The
jar is absent, because it is not perceived. But here, it may be
asked, what exactly is the middle term? Is it absence of perception in general or the absence of the perception of the jar in particular? It cannot be the former, since absence of any perception
is not concomitant with absence of the jar. It cannot be the latter
for the following reasons. The middle term should be the property of the minor term. But if the ground be the minor term,
non-perception cannot be related to it, since it is actually perceived. Let, then, the jar itself be the minor term to which nonperception is related. But the jar is not the probandum, i.e., the
object to be known through inference. The probandum is always
the minor term qualified by the major, so that in the present case
it would be the existing jar qualified by some property, while the
jar is actually non-existent. The non-perception is related to the
non-existence of the jar, but the latter cannot be the minor term,
because it is not known, and if it is already known then the inferential process becomes superfluous. The non-perception of the
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jar cannot be the middle term for the following reason too. A
thing which is unknown cannot serve as the middle term. So the
non-perception of the jar must be known before it can serve as
the middle term. But, since, it too is of the nature of negation
and negation, by hypothesis, is known through non-perception
as the middle term, so we need another non-perception to know
it. The process, however, involves the fallacy of infinite regress.
Hence the cognition of negation cannot be syllogistic. Non-perception immediately results in the cognition of negation without
the intervention of any other cognition. Therefore, the former is
the pramäna or means of the latter and is different from perception and syllogistic inference. Non-perception has some affinity
with perception in two respects, viz., that it is immediate like the
latter and that it gives the knowledge of non-existence without itself being known5 just as sense-activity gives the knowledge of
existence without itself being known.
10.2. Prabhakarcfs View6

Prabhäkara's view is opposed to Kumärila's. He does not
recognize negation as a separate category and non-apprehension
as a separate pramäna. Non-existence is nothing over and above
existence, and non-perception is nothing over and above perception. Is then a negative judgment, such as 'there is no jar on the
ground', invalid? No, it is valid, but there is no reality corresponding to the word 'no\ Reality is always positive, and a negative judgment is a subjective mode of apprehending it. A negative
judgment is valid, not because a negative fact corresponds to it,
but because it refers indirectly to a positive fact. When we say
'there is no jar on the ground', it does not imply that we cognize
non-existence in the same manner as we cognize existence. 'There
is a jar' refers to the existence of the jar as a positive fact. But
'there is no jar' refers to the subjective fact that we do not perceive the jar. The knowledge of 'no jar' is not a positive knowledge of a negative entity, , but is a negative knowledge of a positive entity and the negative knowledge too is not a mode of
5. N.B. This is implied in Kumärila's criticism of the view that negation is known inferentially.
6. PP, pp. 120-24.
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knowledge different from positive knowledge. Non-perception of
a jar means perception of the bare ground together with the
idea of the jar which could have been perceived if it were present there. A positive entity is perceived in two ways. It is perceived sometimes with another positive entity and sometimes by
itself. We perceive the ground sometimes with a jar and sometimes without it. The perception of a positive entity by itself is of
two kinds according as the other entity is imperceptible or perceptible. When two things are equally perceptible but we perceive
one of them alone, then there arises a valid negative judgment.
The ground and the jar are equally perceptible while the ground
alone is perceived. This gives rise to the judgment 'there is no jar
on the ground.' Here an objection may be raised. We perceive
two things, e.g., the jar and the ground, and later on we perceive
the ground alone. Now, what is the cause of this difference if not
the removal or destruction of the jar? If it is the latter then
Prabhäkara must admit the reality of negation, since it is what is
known as pradhvanisäbhäva or posterior negation. Prabhakara's
answer to this objection is that the cause in question is the presence of the jar elsewhere or the two halves or the pieces into
which the jar is reduced in case it is destroyed, and these are
positive facts, so that there is no need of admitting posterior
negation. Thus the cognition'there is no jar on the ground' is
nothing but the cognition of the ground alone in terms of a
second thing, viz., the jar which is elsewhere, and this cognition
does not stand in need of another pramäna, because it is selfluminous (svaprakäsä).
The Bhätta view that non-perception gives rise to the knowledge of negation without itself being known is criticized as
follows. There is non-perception when a man is in deep sleep,
but there is no knowledge of absence. This shows that the knowledge of absence arises only when non-perception itself is known.
We do not perceive the jar on the ground and later on, when
someone brings it there, we perceive it. Now, if non-perception
by its mere existence were the ground of the knowledge of absence
there could be no knowledge of the previous absence of the jar
now, since it has come to an end by the present perception of
the jar. Therefore, it must be admitted that though the previous
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non-perception has come to an end, yet by remembering it we
come to know the previous non-existence of the jar. Thus just as
an eye taken off from its socket cannot give the knowledge of
presence, so an unknown non-perception cannot give the knowledge of absence. From this what follows is this. To know the
absence of a thing we have to know the absence of the corresponding perception, but as this latter too is absence it can be
known only by another non-perception which is to be known
by a third one and so on ad infinitum. To avoid this infinite
regress we should admit that the absence of a thing is nothing
except the non-perception of it and the non-perception is nothing
except the perception of something else in disguise and that this
latter is self-luminous. This satisfactorily explains the existence of
negative propositions in language.
10.3. The Buddhist View
The Buddhist view of negation is akin to Prabhäkara's. The
so-called negation is never experienced independently. Negation
is always experienced as pertaining to a particular time, a
particular place and a particular object which is the countercorrelate of negation, as, in the case of the negation of a jar in
this room at this time. Now, there would be no dispute about
the reality of negation if it were really related to the particular
time, place etc. But as a matter of fact no relation is possible.
The relation of conjunction (samyoga) subsists between two
substances, while negation is not a substance. There can be no
samaväya or inherence, since otherwise the place itself would be
non-existent. There can be no relation between negation and its
counter-correlate, say, jar, because they are not simultaneous.
When there is a jar there is no negation of it. How can there be
any relation unless the terms are present at the same time? It
may be said that there is the relation of opposition or incompatibility. But what is the meaning of opposition? The negation
of jar would be opposed to the jar if it existed prior to the jar
and then behaved in a way to drive away the jar. But how can
negation behave in any way? Negation is no real entity. An
entity possesses a specific nature of its own by virtue of which it
differs from other entities; but we do not find any specific nature
of negation which may differentiate it from other entities. So
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negation is featureless (nihsvabhäva) and our linguistic usage,
viz., 'it is not so and so' is thus to be somehow explained in terms
of position.7
When we say'there is no jar'what we mean is that we do
not see the jar, not that we see the negation of the jar. The
objective fact which justifies the use of these words is positive.
The assertion 'there is no jar' is preceded by an inferential
process of which it is the conclusion. Non-apprehension is the
reason (lingo) in this process: A thing, which is capable of being
apprehended but is not apprehended in the expected place, is
non-existent there; the jar which is capable of being apprehended
is not apprehended on the ground; therefore, it does not exist
there. The reason here is based on identity of nature (svabhävahetü). Non-apprehension is identical with non-existence. And
non-apprehension or absence of apprehension is not something
different from apprehension. Non-apprehension of a thing is the
same as the apprehension of only one of the two things which
could have been perceived together. This apprehension of one
thing is self-luminous, so that there can be no infinite regress;
and it arises from the sense-organs alone. The inference may be
stated in the following way as well: The existence of a perceptible thing is invariably accompanied by its perception; the jar
which is a perceptible thing is not perceived; therefore, it does not
exist.8
From the above account it appears that the Buddhist position
is self-contradictory. It is said that the negative judgment 'there
is no jar' is a perceptual judgment and at the same time that
it is a deduction. Dharmottara tries to avoid the inconsistency as
follows:
...the negative judgment immediately following on the perception of the bare place is a perceptual judgment.... However,
(the proper function of negation consists in the following step).
Objects might not be perceived, but this only gives rise to.
doubt (the feeling arises as to which of them might be present)
So long as this doubt has not been removed, negation has no
practical importance (it cannot guide our purposive actions).
7. NM, pp. 54-55 and KK on SV, Äbhäva, 8-10.
8. NR on SV, Abhäva, 38.
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(Imagination then steps in and) it is thus that negation, (as a
negative deduction) gives practical significance to the idea of a
non-Ens. Since the object which I imagine at present is not
really perceived, just therefore do I judge that wit is not there'.
Consequently this negation of an imagined presence (is an inference which) gives life to the ready concept of a non-Ens, it
does not merely create this concept itself. Thus it is that (the
author maintains that) the negative judgment receives its practical significance (through an inference) from challenged imagination, although it is really produced by sense-perception and
only applied in life (through the deductive sense-perception
whose logical reason consists in the fact of) a negative experience. A negative inference, therefore, guides our steps when
we apply in life the idea of a non-Ens. 9
10.4. The Nyäya View10
As regards negative facts the Nyäya view is one with the
Bhätta view. But the Nyäya differs so far as it holds that such
facts are known primarily not by a distinct pramäna but by perception. The cognition 'there is no jar on the ground' is a unitary
cognition like the cognition 'there is curd in the bowl.5 How,
then, can there be such distinction as the ground is cognized
through the senses while the negation of the jar through a different
means? The ground as well as the negation of the jar are cognized
when the eyes function. I open my eyes and perceive them. I
close my eyes and cease to perceive them. In the cognition of fire
on a distant hill, the hill is perceived but not the fire which is
inferred. But it is a different case because between the perception
of the smoky hill and the inference of fire there is an intermediate
cognition, viz., the memory of vyäptu In the present case, however, both the ground and the negation of the jar on it are equally
immediately cognized.
It has been said that negation is devoid of shape and colour,
and since only things with shape and colour can be the objects
of visual perception, it cannot be perceived through the eyes.
Again it has been said that the eyes and other sease-organs can
9. NBT in Stcherbatsky's Buddhist Logic, Vol. II, p. 85.
10. NM, pp. 51-54.
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perceive existent things only with which they can have a contact
and that non-existence, in whose case no contact is possible,
cannot be perceived. But this is wrong. A thing is said to be
perceived by the eyes not because it has colour and shape but
becauge its cognition is born of the activity of the visual sense.
The atoms possess shape and colour, yet they are not perceived
through vision. Contact too is not essential, since ether is in
contact with the eyes, yet it is not perceived. It may be said that
in case contact is supposed to be inessential in vision we could
perceive even such things as are lying on the other side of the
globe. To this the answer is that the condition that we can
perceive only those things which are in contact with the senses
has relevance in the case of existing things only, not in that of
non-existence. Or, there is sense-contact in the case of nonexistence too, which is termed samyuktavisesanatä. Negation is
a qualification of some positive locus. The negation of the jar is
adjectival to its locus, viz., the ground. The eye has contact with
the negation of the jar through its conjunction with the ground.
Kumärila cites an instance in favour of the non-perceptibility
of negation, viz., that of the cognition arising in the mind of a
man in the evening in the form 'Caitra was not in the house in
the morning', who was ignorant of this fact till he was questioned
about Caitra's existence in the morning. Jayanta says that this is
a case of the memory of a previously perceived fact. The man perceived in a general way (mecakabuddhyä) the absence in the morning of everything that was not in the house and now in the evening
he is reminded of a specific fact, viz., Caitra's absence because
of the specific question put to him in the form: 'Was Caitra in the
house in the morning' ? Though he had perceived the absence of
all the absent things, yet he could not be expected to remember
all, since the revival of a latent impression depends on some
appropriate stimulus which in the present case is a specific one ia
the form of the question. There is no rule that things perceived
simultaneously should always be remembered simultaneously,
because we find that it is sometimes done in an order of succession. The cognition of negation in a general way is recognized
by Kumärila too when he says that the judgment 'this is that
thing alone' involves the cognition that 'this is not anything else*
meaning 'this is not X', 'this is not Y' etc.
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Kumärila argues that a thing is cognized by a pramäna
similar to it, i.e., that all positive facts are cognized by
such positive means as perception etc. and all negative facts are
cognized by a negative means, viz., non-apprehension. This,
however, is wrong. We cognize negative facts sometimes by perception, sometimes by inference, and sometimes by testimony.
The cognition of the absence of rain on perceiving dry ground
is inferential. The fact that Asoka did not fight any war after the
massacre of Kalinga is known from history.
10.5. Tha Vaisesika View11
Although the Vaisesika view has not been directly criticized
by the followers of Kumärila, yet the account given by Srfdhara
appears to have exercised considerable influence on the Bhätta
view of negation as developed by Pärthasärathi. One of the
important contributions of Pärthasärathi is that he includes in
the pramäna known as abhäva not only non-perception of the
perceptible but also non-recollection of that which is capable of
being recollected. The difficulty which this view aims to solve
is the case cited by Kumärila in which a man who did not note
the fact of Caitra's absence in the house when he himself was in
the house is questioned about the said absence when he is out
and then comes to cognize the fact. Kumärila himself does not
analyse the case fully and his earlier commentators, viz.,Umbeka
and Sucaritamisra do not do full justice to it. Now Srldhara has
analysed the case more fully and so does Pärthasärathi. But
though Pärthasärathi does not seem to take note of Sridhara's
view that the cognition of negation in the said case is inference
from the non-recollection of that which is capable of being
recollected, it is very likely that the latter precedes the former.
If this be a fact, then Sridhara's influence on Pärthasärathi
is quite evident. However, this cannot be proved conclusively,
because there occurs a remark in Sridhara's work12 to the
effect that those who hold that smrtyabhäva too is abhävapramäna
contradict the Bhäsya as well as the Värtika. Perhaps this remark
refers to Sucaritamisra who in his commentary on SV, Abhäva,
11. NK, pp. 225-28.
12. Ibid., p. 228.
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1 says that smrtyabhäva is also a form of anupalabdhi. Anyway,
3ridhara's account is very relevant in the present context and
so we give it below.
Negation is real but is not cognized by a distinct means. It is
rather cognized by means of inference. One who holds that
abhäva is cognized by anupalabdhi has to recognize the fact that
it is not mere anupalabdhi that gives the knowledge of negation
but is yogyanupalabdhi. There is, however, no intrinsic difference
between anupalabdhi as such and yogy anupalabdhi. Therefore,
anupalabdhi does not produce the knowledge of negation by its
own inherent power like a sense-organ. It is yogyänupalabdhi
which produces such knowledge when it arises in the mind of
one who is well aware of the fact that ayogyänupalabdhi does not
give a correct knowledge of negation while yogyänupalabdhi invariably does so. Thus non-perception becomes the reason (linga)
and the knowledge of negation becomes syllogistic in character.
The case of anupalabdhi cited by Kumärila and referred to above
is analysed thus: When the man is asked now whether Caitra
was in the house in the morning or not, does he, it may be asked,
cognize the past absence of Caitra by the past anupalabdhi or
the present absence by the present anupalabdhi! The latter is not
true, because the present anupalabdhi is not yogyänupalabdhi, for
Caitra might have come to the house though he cannot be seen.
As regards the first alternative, it can be said that though it can
produce the knowledge of Caitra's past absence, yet the state of
the man having changed now the past anupalabdhi has ceased
to be. Thus as an absent anupalabdhi cannot produce the knowledge of negation, this latter remains unexplained. It cannot be
explained as a case of memory, and Sucaritamisra13 has rightly
ruled out this possibility. Umbeka 14 says that the past absence
of Caitra is cognized through the memory of the past nonapprehension which is quite inconsistent with Kumärila's position. Sridhara anticipates one more explanation: A change in
the mental state of the man does not destroy his past nonapprehension of Caitra. It can be destroyed only when Caitra is
apprehended again. Since the man is outside the house, though
13. KK onSV ? Abhäva, 28.
14. TT on ibid.
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Caitra may be present in the house, therefore his past non-apprehension whose object is the past absence of Caitra still persists
and produces in his mind the cognition of Caitra's past absence.
$ridhara provisionally accepts this explanation. But how, he
asks, will the Bhätta explain the following case? Suppose there
is no jar in the room. However, I am not cognisant of the fact
at this time because the counter-correlate, jar, does not occur in
my thought. A little later the servant brings the jar and then I
cognize that it was not in the room previously. This case cannot be explained in the above way, for the past non-apprehension of the jar comes to an end when the jar is apprehended.
The Bhätta says that the past non-apprehension does not come
to an end, because the present apprehension brings an end to
the present non-apprehension only. But this is entirely wrong.
Non-apprehension of the jar means the prior negation of the
apprehension of the jar and this comes to an end as soon as the
jar is apprehended. What then is the proper explanation?
Sridhara says that in these cases too there is involved a syllogistic process. When a thing is capable of being remembered but
is not remembered in spite of the desire to remember while its
locus is actually remembered, then it must have been absent
there. Caitra who is capable of being remembered in the house
is not remembered though there is a desire to remember him.
Therefore, he must have been absent from the house. If Caitra
were in the house he could have been apprehended there.
The aggregate of conditions giving rise to the apprehension of
Caitra is the same as the aggregate of those giving rise to the
apprehension of the house. Now too the aggregate of conditions
giving rise to the memory of Caitra if he were apprehended in
the house previously is the same as that of the conditions giving
rise to the memory of the house. But in spite of this it is the
house alone which is remembered now while Caitra is not remembered. From this the conclusion follows that Caitra was
absent from the house. The knowledge of negation thus arises
syllogistically sometimes from the non-apprehension of the
apprehensible and sometimes from the non-recollection ofthat
which is capable of being recollected.
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The Bhätta View in its Revised Form

Kumärila's followers have taken due note of the relevant
criticisms offered by the rival schools. They have offered criticisms and counter-criticisms and have developed a highly consistent theory of negation. The following account is based mainly
on the Sästradipikä16 of Pärthasärathi.
It was said that Prabhäkara does not accept the reality of
negation and that non-apprehension according to him is not a
distinct pramäna. Now, that we have experiences like 'there is
no pot on the ground' is an indubitable fact. How is such an
experience to be explained? What is the basis (älambana) of this
experience? If it be said that the ground is the basis, then even
when the pot is present we should have such an experience, i.e.,
the ground being there we should be justified in making the
assertion that 'there is no pot' even when it is there. Moreover,
we also have experiences like 'a cow is not a horse', 'colour is
not taste' etc. What is the basis of the cognition that a cow is
not a horse? It cannot be cow, because a cow is cognized without any reference to the horse while the cognition 'a cow is not
a horse' has reference to the horse. If it be said that the
difference from a horse that exists in the cow is the basis, then,
what, it may be asked, is this difference? If difference means
mutual negation, then negation is implicitly recognized to be real.
If difference means a special quality, separateness (prthaktva),
then, since a quality can exist in a substance only, the cognition
of difference between two qualities like 'colour is not taste' cannot be accounted for. Thus Prabhäkara's theory fails when distinction among qualities is cognized, because a quality cannot
inhere in another quality.
Again, because non-apprehension is rejected and it is said that
there is no cognition like 'the pot is not here' as different from
the cognition of the ground, so the cognition of the ground also
should be rejected, as the two cognitions are supposed to be
identical. But the rejection of the positive cognition cannot be
Prabhäkara's intention. Therefore, negative cognition, i.e., nonapprehension, in the form of a subjective reality has to be
accepted.
15. SD, pp. 83-87.
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It may again be asked as to what is the objective basis of the
verbal usage like 'the pot is not on the ground'. The basis according
to Prabhäkara is the cognition of the bare ground (bhütalamäträ). If it is so, then when there is a cloth on the ground there
should not be any such usage, because then the ground is not
apprehended as bare ground. If it be said that the apprehension
of the ground apart from the pot is the basis, then what is this
being 'apart from the pot'? If it is absence of conjunction with
the pot (ghatasamyogäbhäva), then this is a tacit recognition of
the reality of negation. As a matter of fact, the cognition of the
bare form of the ground arises when there is no cognition of
the pot and its non-existence. Thus the apprehension of the
bare ground means the apprehension of the ground minus the
apprehension of the pot and its non-existence. Therefore, if
apprehension of the bare ground is accepted to be the basis of
the above usage, then non-apprehension which is implied in the
apprehension of bareness has to be accepted.
Prabhäkara tries to defend his position by saying that the
basis of such usage is the apprehension of a place when the
object, viz., the pot, exists in a different place. But if this be so,
then the cowness which exists in a black cow must be apprehended as non-existing when a white cow is apprehended, or a
pole resting on two pillars must be apprehended as non-existing
on one pillar when it exists on the other. Therefore, existence
in a different locality cannot be the basis of the said usage. As
a matter of fact, existence in a different place is known after the
non-existence in one place is known.
Finally Prabhäkara says that the basis of the usage in question is the perception of the ground while the pot is remembered.
But this is not a proper explanation, because we say 'the pot is
not there' even when the pot is perceived in the proximity. Even
when the pot is brought and kept where it was not we make an
assertion about the past non-existence of the pot there.
Next we shall see what the Bhätta explanation of the cognition of past non-existence is. But before we come to it we should
clearly understand three points in the Bhätta theory, viz., that
non-apprehension is the cause of the knowledge of negation by
its mere existence (sattayä); that yogyatä or capability of
being perceived contributes to such knowledge by its being
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known {jnätatayä); and that non-recollection (smaranäbhäva)
also is a means of knowing negation.
10.6.1.

Mere Existence of Anupalabdhi Enough

Non-apprehension of
the apprehensible
(yogyänupalabdhi) is the means of knowing negation. It has two elements,
viz., absence of apprehension and the fitness of the countercorrelate of being perceived. Now, in order to know negation
the first element does not stand in need of being known. Here
lies the difference between non-apprehension and inference. In
inference the cause of knowledge is some probans and an invariable relation between the probans and the probandum, and both
of them should be known before the appearance of the knowledge of the probandum. Smoke produces the knowledge of fire
not by its mere existence but by its being known. But the nonapprehension of a pot produces the knowledge of negation of
the pot by its mere existence. It is not that to have this knowledge we must also be aware of the non-apprehension, for, otherwise there shall be infinite regress as has been explained earlier.
10.6.2. Knowledge of Yogyatä Essential
But it may be objected that sometimes there is non-apprehension but no knowledge of negation and sometimes there
is no non-apprehension yet the knowledge of negation does
appear. A person whose ring has been lost explores the whole
of a dark room in which the ring is suspected with his hands
and actually has non-apprehension of what could have been
apprehended if it was there. But if he is not sure that he has
explored the whole room he cannot have a definite knowledge of
the absence of the ring. There may be a second man facing the
same problem. He explores the room but not completely. But
because he is sure that he has explored the whole room, so he
knows definitely that the ring is not there. In this case there is
no non-apprehension in the proper sense, yet the knowledge of
negation appears.
This objection is met as follows. The absence of the knowledge of negation even when there is non-apprehension and the
presence of the knowledge of negation even when there is no
non-apprehension are due to the ignorance of yogyatä or fitness.
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For a valid non-apprehension the knowledge of yogyatä is
essential; mere existence of yogyatä is not enough. It is necessary
to know that all the conditions in which the apprehension of
the object, if it actually existed there, normally takes place, have
been fulfilled. In other words yogyatä has to be known before a
vaild knowledge can arise through non-apprehension. When
yogyatä is not known absence cannot be ascertained even though
there be absence, or it may be falsely ascertained when actually
there is no absence. Therefore, for a valid knowledge of
negation anupalabdhi must be there and yogyatä must be
actually known.
Sälikanätha, a disciple of Prabhäkara, has argued that anupalabdhi which merely exists but is not known cannot give the
knowledge of negation. For instance, in deep sleep there is
anupalabdhi but no knowledge of negation. But this is wrong.
Negation is always cognized in some positive locus. In deep
sleep there is no knowledge of anything. Hence, because there
is no knowledge of a positive locus, where could one know
negation? Moreover, a person in deep sleep lacks the knowledge
of negation not because he does not at the time know his nonapprehension but because he is ignorant of the yogyatä, that is
to say, he lacks the capacity of knowing the fitness of a thing
to be perceived. Sälikanätha cites in favour of his view another
example, viz., one in which a man cognizes the previous absence
of a jar only when it is brought before him. But this is not a
case of non-apprehension of a thing fit to be perceived. It is
rather a case of the non-recollection of a thing fit to be recollected, which we take up now.16
10.6.3. Non-recollection
The knowledge of negation arises when there is absence
of a positive means of knowledge. And it also arises when
a thing is not remembered though it is fit to be remembered.
If recollective cognition of a thing does not appear though
it could have appeared in case the thing were present, then we
know that the thing was absent. Non-recollection is ultimately
derived from non-apprehension. Perception is the cause and later
recollection is its effect. Similarly non-perception is the cause
16. KKonSV,Abhäva9 1.
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and non-recollection its effect. An effect is nothing but the cause
in a different guise. So non-recollection is but non-apprehension
in a different guise.
Now we come to the Bhätta explanation of the knowledge of
past negation. When the knowledge of the past absence of a
pot arises there is no yogyatä in the sense that the relation of the
pot to the past time is not fit to be perceived at present. Therefore, it cannot be the result of the present non-apprehension.
Nor is there any recollection of the past absence of the pot, because at the time of the absence of the pot the absence was not
at all cognized and that which is not cognized cannot be remembered. The knowledge of the past absence really arises by means
of the non-recollection of what is fit to be recollected. If the pot
which is perceived now were present yesterday also, then it
would have surely been perceived by me just as I perceived the
place. And if it were perceived it could be remembered now. But
I do not remember it. Therefore, it was absent yesterday.
Jayanta says that this is a case of memory. In the past the
absence was perceived in a general way and now it is remembered in a specific way, i.e., in the past the ground was perceived as
devoid of everything other than what was actually present there,
and now it is remembered that it was devoid of the pot. But
how can there be a specific memory of a general experience?
Memory is based on the revival of an impression left by
an experience. The impression strictly corresponds to the
experience and memory strictly corresponds to the impression.
Therefore, we can remember only a general thing or a specific thing according as the original experience was general or
specific. A general experience is vague and undefined. How can
it produce a specific and definite memory. It sometimes happens
that though the original experience was definite, yet when the
impression weakens with the lapse of time the memory becomes
indefinite. Thus a definite experience may produce an indefinite
memory, but an indefinite experience cannot produce a definite
memory.17
Non-apprehension is not the same thing as perception. It is
true that the absence of a pot on the ground is seen not by
blind persons, nor by one whose eyes are closed. But this fact
17. KK on SV Abhäva, 28.
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does not prove that negation is perceived by the eyes. The eyes
function only in the cognition of the ground. Moreover, negation is known not merely by non-apprehension but by nonapprehension of a thing fit to be apprehended. A. thing is fit to
be apprehended when all the conditions, subjective and objective,
such as light, eye etc., which are essential for a normal perception of the thing, are present but the thing is absent. I keep my
eyes open while cognizing the absence of the jar simply to
ascertain the fitness of the jar to be perceived. By so doing I
fulfil the conditions of perceptibility. The opening of the eyes is
not related to the cognition of absence but to the expected presence of the jar. Jayanta has said that the different elements of
the contents of a unitary cognition should as a rule be apprehended by the same pramäna. But this is wrong. In recognition
such as 'this is the man whom I saw yesterday' the element
'this' is perceived but the element 'the man whom I saw yesterday' is remembered. It is a unitary cognition, yet it is the combination of a sensory element and a memory element. Thus it
is quite reasonable to say that the ground is cognized by perception and the absence of the jar by non-apprehension. Jayanta
has again said that the absence of the jar is a qualification and
the ground is the qualified object and that it is impossible that
the qualified object should be perceived while the qualification
is not perceived. This too is wrong. There can be no relation of
qualification and qualified unless there be conjunction or inherence or some kind of interaction between two things. Between
the absence and the ground there is none of these as the
Buddhist has rightly pointed out. So the former cannot be a
qualification of the latter. Even if there be the relation of qualification and the qualified it is not true to say that in order to
perceive the qualified object we should necessarily perceive its
qualification. The only truth is that in order to know the qualified object we should necessarily know its qualifications. We cannot make the assertion 'this is Dittha' meaning this man has the
qualification of being named 'Dittha' unless we know both 'this'
and 'Dittha'. But it is not essential that both should be known
by the same pramäna, because in the present case we know
'this' by perception and 'Dittha' by memory. The Naiyäyika
says that negation is perceived by the sense-contact named
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samyukta-visesanatä. But inventing a name does not make an
unreal thing real. If it be a real contact, then there is no need of
such contacts as saniyukta-sarnaväya and samaveta-samaväya
etc. to explain such perceptions as 'the fire is red', 'the sound is
loud' etc., because redness is a qualification of fire and loudness
a qualification of sound.18
The Buddhist view too is not tenable. The usage 'there is no
jar5 does not mean that we do not perceive the jar. The absence
of the jar is an objective fact, while the absence of perception is a
subjective fact. How can an objective fact be identical with a
subjective fact? 'There is a jar' is not the same thing as 'I perceive a jar'. Similarly 'there is no jar' is not the same thing as 'I
do not perceive a jar'. The absence of a jar cannot be identical
with my non-perception, because the jar may be present though
I do not perceive it. The Buddhist says that absence is inferred
from non-perception and that non-perception is self-luminous,
the latter assertion being his device to avoid infinite regress. But
it has been proved that no cognition is self-luminous. Even if a
cognition be self-luminous, non-perception cannot be self-luminous, because it has no content. The Buddhist holds that the
cognition 'this is blue' apprehends its own form, viz., blue. But
the cognition 'there is no jar' has no form, since cno jar', according to the Buddhist, is nothing. How can then it apprehend itself when it has no form. The Buddhist says that non-perception
of the jar is the reason (linga) of our knowledge of the absence
of the jar and at the same time that non-perception is nothing
but the perception of the locus, viz., the ground, and absence of
the jar is nothing but the presence of the ground. This would
mean that the perception of the ground is the reason of our
knowledge of the ground. But in this way we bid good-bye to
perception as an independent and the most primary means of
knowledge, and inference thus becomes the only genuine means
of knowledge. Therefore, the Buddhist view which leads to such
an absurd conclusion should be rejected.19

18. KK on SV, Abhäva, 18, and MM, pp. 132-34.
19. KK on SV, Abhäva, 8 & 38.
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Conclusion

From the considerations mentioned in the previous section it
is quite evident that negation or absence is as primary a fact as
position or presence is, and then non-apprehension becomes as
distinct and primary as perception. Non-apprehension cannot be
reduced to perception or syllogistic reasoning. The Bhätta criticism of the Nyäya and Buddhist views stands on a firm footing
and we need not dwell on it over again. A few words on &ridhara's view may be said here. Sndhara admits the reality of
negation. He also admits the reality of non-apprehension, since,
unlike the other thinkers, he does not reduce non-apprehension
to perception. Thus his position is practically the same as the
Bhätta position. The main difference between the two positions
is that according to the former the movement of thought from
non-apprehension to negation is syllogistic, while according to
the latter it is non-syllogistic. A minor difference lies in that
according to the former the subjective fact of non-apprehension
should be known and is actually known through introspection
before the knowledge of negation arises, while according to the
latter this is not needed. So far as this latterpoint is concerned
introspective evidence is decidedly in favour of the Bhätta view.
As regards the former we can say that just as the movement of
thought from perception to the knowledge of a positive fact cannot be regarded to be syllogistic, since otherwise perception
would lose its primacy and syllogistic inference would be the
only fundamental form of knowing, so the movement of thought
from non-apprehension to the knowledge of a negative fact too
cannot be regarded as syllogistic, äridhara's argument is that the
knowledge of negation is syllogistic, since it is based on an invariable concomitance between non-perception of the perceptible
and negation. But this is wrong, because what is based on such a
relationship is not our knowledge of negation but the validity of
such a knowledge. We can test the validity of a knowledge derived through any means with the help of syllogistic reasoning; but
such a process cannot reduce that means of knowledge to syllogistic inference. It is thus plain that the step from non-apprehension to the knowledge of negation does not involve any syllogistic process.
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But does it involve the process known as immediate inference?
Do we immediately infer negation from non-perception? No, because for it we should be first aware of the premise 'I do not
perceive A' and then draw immediately the conclusion 'therefore
A is not'. But in fact we are not always self-conscious, though we
know the proposition CA is not'. Therefore, negation is known
neither by perception, nor by syllogistic inference, nor by immediate inference.
There, however, remains one more possibility of reducing our
knowledge of negation to inference. I see a blue thing and say
that it is not red. What is the process here? It may be said that
the process is syllogistic: No blue thing is red, this thing is blue,
therefore this thing is not red. But then the question arises as to
how we know the major premise 'no blue thing is red'. Russell
says :
It might be argued that you know the general proposition
'what is grey is not white', and that from this, together with
'this is grey', you infer 'this is not white'. Or it might be said
that you can confront the word 'white' with what you see, and
perceive an incompatibility. Either view has difficulties.20
Again it may be said that from the proposition 'this is blue' we
immediately infer 'this is not red'. Now in immediate inference
the conclusion is not based on any empirical generalization but
on the a priori laws of thought and the a priori law in the present
case can only be the law of contradiction. But there is no contra«
diction or logical incompatibility between blue and red. To quote
Russell again:
The incompatibility is not logical. Red and blue are no more
logically incompatible than red and round. Nor is the incompatibility a generalization from experience... Some people
say the incompatibility is grammatical. I do not deny this, but
I am not sure what it means.21
All these considerations are sufficient to prove the reasonableness
of the Bhätta view that non-apprehension is an independent
pramäna.
20. An Enquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 81.
21. Ibid., p. 82.
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The difference between the ancient Indian and modern treatments of the problem of negation lies mainly in that while the
modern philosophers lay more emphasis on the question 'what
is negation?', the ancient Indians lay more emphasis on the
question 'how is negation known?' The questions 'what is negation?' and 'in what sense is it real?' are treated by the Bhätta
and Naiyäyika rather superficially. They seem to accept negative
facts at their face-value. Prabhäkara's treatment seems to be
more profound and is much similar to the modern treatment.
Without going into the details it may be remarked here that the
subjective view of negation seems to prevail in modern philosophy. Bradley remarks,
We might say that, as such, and in its own character, it
(negative judgment) is simply subjective: it does not hold good
outside my thinking. The reality repels the suggested alteration;
but the suggestion is not any movement of the fact, nor in
fact does the given subject maintain itself against the actual
attack of a discrepant quality. The process takes place in the
unsubstantial region of ideal experiment. And the steps of
that experiment are not even asserted to exist in the world
outside our heads.22
A tendency in contemporary thought is to eliminate the word
'no', which presupposes that the problem of negation is only a
pseudo-problem. This tendency is well represented in Russell's
book Human Knowledge. According to Russell a negative judgment, say, 'this is not blue' when it is made at the time of perceiving a red thing, is a judgment of perception, and there are no
negative facts.
Thus when I say truly, 'this is not blue' there is on the subjective side consideration of 'this is blue', followed by rejection, while on the objective side there is some colour differing
from blue. In this way, so far as colour judgments are concerned, we escape the need of negative facts as what make
negative judgments true.23
22. Principles of Logic, Book I, Ch. Ill, Sec. 13.
23. Human Knowledge, p. 139.
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Russell holds that a negative judgment includes a content which
is some positive fact andalso the subjective attitude of disbelief:
...when I am said to be believing 'not-P' I am really disbelieving *P'; that is to say, there is a sentence not containing the
word 'not', which denotes a certain content that I may believe
or disbelieve, but when the word 'not' is added, the sentence
no longer expresses merely a content, but also my attitude
towards it.24

24. Ibid., p. 144.

PART III

THE PROBLEMS OF SUBSTANCE,
SELF AND UNIVERSAL

CHAPTER

XI

THE P R O B L E M OF SUBSTANCE

In language there are words signifying substances, universals,
attributes, relations and actions. One of the main tasks of epistemology is to analyse our conceptions of substance, universal
etc. and examine their validity. In this chapter we shall concentrate our attention on the Bhätta view of substance and the allied
problems of whole and parts and identity and change. In the
following two chapters the problems of self and universal will be
discussed.
Determinate perception apprehends things as qualified by
attributes, relations etc. in such forms as 'this is white5, 'this is
a man with a stick5 etc. Now, the question is: What do we mean
by 'this', the subject of predication? The possessor of attributes
and relations is called 'substance' (dravyd) and Kumärila says
that it is apprehended through vision and touch.1 Things that
are ordinarily perceived are composite. They are composed of
parts which are divisible into still smaller parts and ultimately
into atoms which are supposed to be indivisible. These atoms
possess certain specific properties and they belong to four kinds
of primary or ultimate substances, viz., earth, water, fire and air.
The Mlmämsaka does not believe in a theory of creation, for,
according to him, the world is eternal and uncreated and consequently the ultimate substances never exist in their free
state, i.e., in the form of disjoined atoms. So Kumärila does not
dogmatically stick to the theory of an atomic structure of substances. Whatever belief Kumärila and his followers seem to
possess in the existence of atoms is derived from the free particles
of matter scattered in space and visible in a sun-beam. These
particles are the atoms in the Bhätta system,2 while, according
1. SV, 4. 170.
2. MM, p. 164.
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to the Nyäya-Vaisesika, atoms are invisible to ordinary people
and the entities which are visible in a sun-beam are triads (tryanuka) composed of three dyads (dvyanuka) each of which is a
combination of two atoms and is invisible. The other substances,
viz., space, time, ether, manas and soul are not atomic but of an
infinite magnitude.
11.1. Substance and Attributes
Substance is defined by Näräyana as the abode of magnitude
(parimänagunädhära). According to Kumärila, however, it is the
substratum not only of magnitude but of all the generic and
specific properties that are attributed to a thing. The Buddhist
denies the existence of substance as an entity different from the
attributes of a thing. He asserts that there is no substance over
and above the qualities of colour, taste, touch etc., which may
possess them as its qualifications. What we call substance is
nothing but an aggregate of colour etc. just as a forest is nothing
but an aggregate of trees. We do not perceive anything which
may be called substance, nor there is any sense-organ which may
serve as the instrument of such perception. The five sense-organs
give a knowledge of such sensible qualities as colour etc. and
their functions are exhausted in apprehending them. The inner
sense-organ called manas is incapable of giving a knowledge
of substance, because it cannot function independently of the
external sense-organs in cognizing external objects. Thus, according to the Buddhist, substance is not at all a real entity.
Kumärila says that the existence of substance cannot be
denied. Substance is different from qualities. It is the possessor
of qualities and gives them unity. A thing is not a particular
colour plus a particular taste plus a particular touch, but a substance in which these qualities abide, and we are conscious of it
in the form of 'this', to which various qualities are seen to belong. Qualities change from time to time, but substance persists
and maintains its identity in spite of the changing qualities. A
fruit is now perceived as green and it tastes sour, but after some
time it becomes yellow in colour and sweet in taste. In spite of
these changes in qualities we recognize it as the same fruit. If
there were no substance recognition would be impossible. The
qualities of a thing are many in number, yet we say that the
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thing is one. That which maintains its unitary character amidst
the variety of attributes is substance. Kumärila says that substance (dharmi)is apprehended through vision and touch prior to
the apprehension of attributes.3 Pärthasärathi comments that
what is apprehended in a line of swans in twilight prior to the
perception of white colour is an instance of substance. Pärthasärathi's comment suggests that when colour is not perceived no
other quality is perceived and Kumärila in quite unambiguous
terms says that substance can be apprehended apart from qualities. But it is impossible to apprehend anything without at the
same time apprehending some colour or other quality. Perhaps
Kumärila identifies the substance of a thing with solidity that
offers resistance or that fills a portion of space. It is also possible that by 'the perception of substance before the perception of
a thing's qualities' he might have meant that we are immediately
conscious of substance as a unity in indeterminate perception
before we analyse it into its diverse qualities.
But, how, the Buddhist asks, can sense-organs which are
different from one another give a knowledge of unity? It is said
that vision and touch give the knowledge of substance. But how
can that which is revealed by vision be the same that is revealed
by touch? The organs of vision and touch are different and
quite in keeping with their difference they give a knowledge of
two different qualities, viz., colour and touch. Hence, that which
is apprehended as the possessor of colour must be different from
that which is apprehended as the possessor of touch. If the substance apprehended by vision and touch is supposed to be the
same in spite of the difference in the sense-organs, what is the
need of their being two instead of one? Kumärila's answer is
that what is apprehended by many sense-organs does not necessarily become many. The colour of a thing is apprehended by
eyes belonging to many persons, but it does not become different
just because the visual organs are many. A colour may be perceived by different eyes, still it is the same colour. It does not
lose its sameness merely because the observers are many. It may
be said that the colour is one because the eyes belong to the same
class. But if a generic unity of eyes is thus made the ground of
3. crefa *rer ^T *rnf srFsnro^m ^t^r i s v , 4.152.
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the sameness of perceived colour, then, as all sense-organs have
a generic unity by virtue of their belonging to the class senseorgan, the thing perceived through them cannot but be the same.
As a matter of fact, unity and diversity depend not on the oneness and maniness of apprehending sense-organs but on the
consciousness of one and many. Colour, touch etc. are many
and different, because there is a consciousness of difference
among them; and the substance possessing them is one, because
there is a consciousness of unity. Diversity and unity embracing
diversity, both are real. A thing may be conceived in two ways,
as one from the point of view of substance and as diverse from
the point of view of attributes. A substance is neither absolutely
different from its attributes nor absolutely non-different. It is
different as well as non-different from its attributes. From the
co-functioning of senses with reference to substance it is wrong
to conclude that their maniness is useless, because when one of
them is weak another apprehends it properly. One who is blind
or weak in eyes can apprehend things with the help of touch.4
11.2. Whole and Parts
A substance is a whole (avayavin) composed of parts (avayavd).
It is a spatial unity of parts which are many. How are parts unified into one whole? What is the relation of a whole to its parts?
Is a whole absolutely different from its parts or identical with
them? The Buddhist says that a whole does not really exist. Just
as a forest is wrongly seen as a whole while actually there exists
a large number of trees at a distance from one another, so an
aggregate of atoms is illusorily perceived as a whole while there
does not exist any suchthing. To this Kumärila answers that a
whole really exists. The analogy of forest does not hold good
because it is perceived as one whole by mistake caused by distance and such perception is contradicted when we enter the
forest, but the perception of a tree as a whole cannot be wrong
as it is never contradicted. From a case of illusory perception it
is not proper to generalize and say that all perception is illusory.5
According to the Vaisesika there is an absolute difference be4.
5.

SV, 4. 151-59.
SV, Vanaväda, 53.
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tween whole and parts and they are related through a special sort
of relation known as samaväya or inherence. A whole inheres
in its parts and the qualities of parts originate special qualities
in the whole. Special qualities are those which inhering in the
objects of one class differentiate them from objects of other classes.
But according to the Bhätta the relation between a whole and its
parts is that of identity-cum-difference (bhedäbhedä). A whole is
identical as well as different from its parts. Cloth is a whole
residing in threads. Devadatta is a whole residing in parts such
as hands, legs etc. Cloth is not apprehended as distinct from
threads. Devadatta is not apprehended as distinct from hands,
legs etc. If parts are eliminated one by one the whole also disappears. Thus there is identity between a whole and its parts.
Parts themselves appear in the form of a whole. At the same time
difference also is manifested insofar as parts such as threads or
hands are apprehended as belonging to a whole, viz., cloth or
Devadatta. Thus there is identity and difference as is revealed by
direct experience. A whole is only a particular arrangement of
parts and not a new substance. Parts themselves assume the form
of one single substance due to a particular combination (sannivesa). Threads in their cloth-form exhibit unity and as threads
they exhibit diversity. Unity and diversity exist together; they
are not mutually incompatible.
What has been said by the Vaisesika to the effect that qualities
of a causal aggregate originate new qualities in the resultant
whole, is wrong, because we do not cognize two sets of qualities,
one belonging to threads and another to cloth. What actually
happens is that qualities of parts, e.g., whiteness of threads,
appear as the qualities of the whole, e.g., whiteness of cloth,
when they assume the form of the whole. There is no causal
relation between the whiteness of threads and the whiteness of
cloth. The latter whiteness is not a different one. Even when the
colours of threads are various they themselves are manifested as
the colour of cloth. A new colour is not generated therein. The
VaiSesika says that in a cloth of variegated colour the colour is
cognized as variegated and not as white, blue etc. which are the
colours of constituent theads, so that variegated colour has to be
accepted as a different and new colour originated by the colours
of threads. The Bhätta answer is that variegated colour is not a
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new colour. 'Variegated' means having a variety, and there was
already present a variety of colours in threads, so that there can
be no new variety in cloth. Therefore, a new colour cannot be
admitted. A number of colours can inhere in the same piece of
cloth through the constituent threads.
A whole resides in its parts, but whether it resides in each
part in its entirety or piecemeal is an irrelevant question. A
whole is one. There are no many wholes in it so that each may
reside in its entirety in each part. A whole has no parts other
than those in which it resides. Therefore, the second part of the
question too becomes meaningless. A whole resides in all its
parts taken together. It is a distinct entity and is different as well
as non-different from its parts.6
11.3. Identity and Change
A thing is a more or less permanent background in which
changes occur. The states of a thing change from time to time,
but its substance remains the same. In spite of changing states
we recognize it as the same. A fruit is unripe and then it becomes ripe, yet it remains the same fruit. Clay is first seen in the
form of a lump, then in the form of a jar and then in the form
of the pieces of jar. Through these changes of state the thing
that changes, i.e., the substance, persists, and we do not fail to
recognize it. A man changes from a baby to a youth and then
to an old man, still he remains the same man from birth to
death. Changes occur in a substratum which itself does not
change but maintains its integrity amidst the vicissitudes, and
this is substance. Substance endures and its identity is not
affected by its changing states. We recognize a thing as the same
today as it was yesterday, though it may have suffered many
changes during the interval. Substance is the basis of such recognition. The substance of a thing remains the same in spite
of the processes of birth, growth and decay until it is completely
disintegrated into small particles.
The Buddhist holds that nothing endures in change. Everything is momentary. Things last for one moment only. The next
moment they are completely annihilated and absolutely new
6.

SD, pp. 106-8.
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things are created, which too last for a moment only. The
Buddhist argues as follows: That which has being must have
causal efficiency (arthakriya). Being and doing are identical.
Causal efficiency is the criterion of reality. That which really
exists must produce certain effects. If a thing could exist without
producing any effects, it would be as good as non-existent. The
least effect of a thing is a cognition produced by it in a cognizing mind. Things are the basic cause {älambanapratyayä) of their
consciousness in us. There are things of which we are not
actually aware, still we are aware of their probable existence
and so far they possess causal efficiency. The effects that an
existing thing produces must be either simultaneous or successive. If it produces all the effects of which it is capable simultaneously, it becomes devoid of causal efficiency and consequently it ceases to exist in the next moment. And whatever a
thing is capable of producing must be produced immediately in
the next moment of its birth, because there can be no postponement (ksepäyogät). For this reason a thing cannot generate its
effects successively. If a thing is capable of doing something it
must be done instantaneously. It cannot wait for an auxiliary
(sahakäri) to produce its effects, because, if it is supposed to
stand in need of an auxiliary, the causal efficiency would really
belong to the modification (atisaya) produced in the thing by
the auxiliary. This modification or peculiarity produced in the
thing must be different from the thing itself. It cannot be identical with the thing, because, if it were so, it would be as incapable of producing an effect as the thing by itself is. The
modification cannot be different from as well as identical with
the thing, because difference and identity are mutually contradictory. Thus postponement is incompatible with the causal
efficiency of a thing. Therefore, a thing can have only a momentary existence after which it, having become devoid of causal
efficiency, must cease to exist.
Another reason for a momentary existence of things is the
inevitableness (dhruvabhävitva) of destruction. That which is produced must be perishable. Destruction is inevitable and it does
not stand in need of any extraneous cause, because it is natural
just as heat which is natural to fire and does not require any
extraneous cause for its being. That which is inevitable must
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take place immediately; destruction is inevitable; therefore, it
must take place immediately after the birth of a thing. Things
which depend on an extraneous condition, for example, the
colour of a piece of cloth, are not inevitable. That which is not
inevitable depends on an adventitious cause; destruction is inevitable; therefore, it does not depend on any such cause. Thus
as soon as a thing is born it is destroyed and hence the momentary character of things is established.
Destruction is taking place every moment. But it is so subtle
that we are unable to apprehend it. Ajar is undergoing destruction every moment. The jar of the previous moment is absolutely
different from the jar of the succeeding moment. Yet, this
difference is not observed by us because of the similarity of the
jars of different moments. Consequently we mistakenly think
that the jar of this moment is the same as the jar of the previous moment and this mistaken notion of identity persists until
the jar is reduced to pieces with a blow. When a jar is crushed
with the blow of a stick people think that it is destroyed, while
it is really destroyed every moment. Destruction is causeless and
a blow cannot be its cause. A blow is really the cause of a series
different from the jar-series (ghatasantäna). With a blow the jarseries comes to an end and a new series (kapälasantänä) starts.
The destruction of a thing that is apparently caused by some
extraneous factor, e.g., a blow, cannot be identical with the
thing, because it has a different thing as its cause. And if it were
different from the thing the thing would be perceptible as usual
even after destruction has taken place, just as when a cloth is
produced a jar which is different from it is apprehended as before. Therefore, destruction is inherent in the nature of things
and is not caused. This is proved by experience also. Things like
a jar preserved with care are observed to perish after some time
even without a blow. Their destruction cannot be explained
unless a gradual deterioration in their condition from the very
moment of birth is accepted. This gradual deterioration is
detected in an object even by one who does not know the moment
of its birth and this is evident when some person remarks 'this
thing is old'. The successive states of growth and decay are
many and different and hence they cannot b e identical, because
identity is incompatible with manifoldness. Therefore, a thing of

THE PROBLEM OF SUBSTANCE

369

one moment must be different from things of other moments
and consequently nothing can endure for more than one moment.
The recognition of identity is illusory like that of a lamp-flame.
A lamp-flame changes from moment to moment, still it appears
to be the same because of similarity which is confounded with
identity. Likewise all apparently enduring things are really
momentary.7
The doctrine of momentariness was preached for the first
time in a systematic way by the Buddhists. But due to its inherent absurdities it could not win followers outside the Buddhist
circle. Change is a fact of experience and none can deny it. But
change without a comparatively permanent substratum is an
absurdity. Change and permanence are relative concepts. We
could not talk of change if some sort of stability were not a fact.
The consciousness of change is relative to the consciousness of
no-change. Change without something which does not change
is impossible. There is no proof to establish that all existents are
momentary. Perception reveals existence during its own time;
it cannot reveal the non-existence of an object in a future
moment. Perception cannot apprehend negation. Negation is the
object of a different means of cognition, viz., non-apprehension.
But non-apprehension too cannot reveal non-existence in the next
moment. Non-apprehension gives the knowledge of negation, but
of that thing alone which is fit to be perceived at the present
moment, while the non-existence of a thing in the next moment
is not fit to be perceived now.
The Buddhist tries to establish momentariness by inference.
But his reasoning is defective. The premises on which the
Buddhist bases his conclusion are all fallacious. He identifies
existence with causal efficiency. But this is wrong. Causal
efficiency is a property of existence. That which exists possesses
causal efficiency—the former is not identical with the latter. It
is not a rule that every existent thing must be causally operative.
A thing may exist without doing anything. Being is not identical
with doing. Nor is it a rule that all existent things must be the
basic causes of their respective cognitions.lt is just possible that
a thing may exist without producing its knowledge in us.
7. SD, pp. 143-44.
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Causality belongs only to a present object. In inference and
other means of knowledge the object of knowledge cannot be
the cause of its knowledge. If causality is attributed to all
existing objects with respect to their knowledge, then, their
causal efficiency being exhausted by this operation, the whole
world shall become a void in the next moment according to the
Buddhist himself who rejects the possibility of the appearance
of effects in a succession.
The second Buddhist premise that an object cannot produce
its effects in an order of succession also is wrong. An object by
itself cannot produce its effects. It requires the help of auxiliaries
for producing its effects and so it has to wait till such help is
available. The modification brought about by an auxiliary in an
object may be different from the object or different as well as
identical. Seed is the cause of sprout. But it cannot produce a
sprout until it comes in contact with earth, water etc. These
auxiliaries produce some modification in seed and then the
sprout comes out. Thus the order of succession in the effects of
a cause which has some stability depends on the operation of
auxiliaries. It cannot be said that contact alone is the cause of
sprout and not seed, because a sprout is never seen to appear on
a mere contact of earth and water. It is the seed qualified by
contact that produces sprout and so the causality of seed cannot
be denied. The seed is the cause and its contact with earth and
water is the auxiliary, and both are essential for the production
of sprout. If auxiliaries were not required, a sprout could come
out from even a seed lying in the granary.
The Buddhist may say that the seed which comes in contact
with earth and water and produces a sprout is different from
that which lies in the granary, the difference being that the
former has reached its final moment which is sufficient by itself
to produce a sprout while the latter has not reached that state.
Accordingly the final moment produces a sprout without the
aid of auxiliaries. The Buddhist may be asked: Could the seed
which comes in contact with earth and water and having reached
its final moment produces the sprout produce it if it were still
lying in the granary? If 'yes', what is the use of the farmer's
effort? Likewise, the effort of people to attain heaven or release
for themselves and all instructions of a religious teacher become
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useless, because people will attain their cherished ends independently of the efforts and instructions when they reach the final
moment. Therefore, the aid of auxiliaries is essential and consequently the order of succession in the effects that a causally
efficient thing is capable of is justified. This proves the enduring
nature of things and disproves their alleged momentariness.
The third Buddhist premise is that destruction is inherent in
the nature of things and is not caused by extraneous factors.
But is destruction identical with a thing or different from it? If
it is identical, then the thing must be imperceptible like destruction. If it is different, then in spite of destruction the thing must
be apprehended as before. Thus the Buddhist objection against
the non-inherent nature of destruction applies to its inherent
nature as well. If to avoid this difficulty it is said that destruction is not anything different or non-different but a non-entity
(abhävä), then a thing will exist permanently, which is just the
opposite of what the Buddhist wants to establish. Thus the
Buddhist is obliged to accept that though a thing is different
from destruction yet destruction causes it to disappear. That is,
destruction is not natural but extraneous, depending on extraneous conditions.
The assertion that there is a change of states from moment
to moment may be correct, but it does not prove that the thing
which owns these states is destroyed every moment. And the socalled incompatibility between the unitary character of a thing
and the manifoldness of states is not really an incompatibility,
because different states belong to a thing successively. The
difficulty would have been real if various states characterized a
thing simultaneously. An orange cannot be ripe and unripe at
the same time, but it can quite reasonably be ripe at one time
and unripe at a previous time. A thing is born, it decays and is
destroyed finally, but all these states are caused by extraneous
factors. Just as its birth depends on certain causes, so its destruction too. What is natural to a thing is persistence, but not
destruction. When a this is born or destroyed we seek to find
out the cause, but nobody is seen to ask why a thing of yesterday persists today. If a thing is left absolutely undisturbed it
will continue to exist for ever. A thing may be preserved with
care, still the unseen forces of destruction are operative, over
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which we have no control, and thus the thing is ultimately
destroyed.
Recognition is the strongest proof of the enduring nature of
things and it is not an illusion. The Buddhist says that what is
recognized as the same thing after a lapse of time is not actually
the same but similar. But this is wrong. Just as sameness is impossible, so similarity too is impossible for the Buddhist.
Similarity consists in some parts or features possessed by two
things in common. But, when, according to the Buddhist,
destruction is total (niranvayavinäsd), how can a feature continue to exist in other things? The thing of the past moment
was destroyed without leaving a trace behind and the thing of
the present moment is an absolutely new product. How, then,
can there be any similarity between them? And if there is any
similarity between things of the preceding and succeeding
moments, then something must continue to exist for more than
a moment and thus the doctrine of momentariness becomes
refuted.8
The theory of total destruction cannot explain the appearance
of a thing in the next moment. When a thing is destroyed totally
in the present moment, how can it give rise to anything in the
next moment? A jar, for instance, is produced by a potter out
of clay. But if clay is totally destroyed, how can the potter construct the shape of ajar in the absence of a material cause? The
jar of the present moment will be absolutely non-existent in the
next moment, still a jar similar to it will appear according
to the Buddhist. It would be a miracle if it could appear
without the activity of a potter and a material cause ! Construction thus becomes as causeless as destruction is. The following
moment is absolutely non-existent at the present moment and
hence it cannot have any action towards the construction of the
next momentary form of the jar. The present moment too cannot have any such action, because as soon as it is born it is
swallowed up by negation. The present moment is destroyed and
the following one will be born, but, because the two are independent of each other there cannot be any causal connection between them. The thing which is not yet born cannot serve as an
8. SD, pp. 144-45.
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auxiliary to anything, nor can one which is no more, and as
for the one which continues to exist, there is no such thing
according to the Buddhist. A thing does not become the cause
of an effect merely on the ground of its antecedence in time. The
previous jar-moment precedes the present jar-moment as well as
a cloth-moment. But it cannot be the cause of the cloth-moment
because it merely precedes in time and does not operate towards
the production of the latter. Similarly it cannot be the cause of
the present jar-moment, because the required operation is absent
due to its impossibility in the above way. Only such a thing can
be a cause as possesses the necessary activity prior to the accomplishment of an effect. The Buddhist cites the instance of lampflame to prove his theory. But as a matter of fact, there is no
destruction of a lamp-flame every moment. There is a continuous
flow of the particles of light in the upward direction. The
particles in the region of flame are very close together and hence
they appear in the form of a flame. They move upwards and all
around and fresh particles take their place. Beyond the region
of the flame the particles are scattered wide apart and thus they
appear merely as radiance. Still beyond there is no radiance,
because the particles are still more scattered. The flame of a
lamp is recognized to be the same because of the sameness of
arrangement, though every moment some particles of light are
moving away and some fresh ones are flowing in. Likewise, a
body is recognized to be the same because of the arrangement
of its parts, which continues to be the same in spite of the
changes of state such as youthfulness, old age etc. Body is not
identical with its states and hence it cannot be said that it is
destroyed when one of its states comes to an end and is reconstructed when another state appears. Changes are only partial
modifications of a thing and in this way they are not incompatible with stability.9

9. SV, Sabdanityatä, 426-40.

CHAPTER

XII

THE P R O B L E M OF S E L F

Kumärila has not discussed the nature and number of different
ultimate substances. The later followers of the Bhätta system
have dealt with the question, but their speculations do not
show any striking originality. Even in other Indian systems the
discussion of such problems as space, time etc. is not much
illuminating. About the nature of self which is said to be a
spiritual substance there are many theories. As this question is
very relevant to epistemology, it will be discussed here from the
Bhätta point of view.
12.1. Arguments against the Cärväka View
Self, according to Kumärila, is as immaterial substance
different from body, sense-organs and cognition. The materialist
Cärväka identifies self with body. He does not believe in any
immaterial and supersensuous substance. Consciousness, which
is supposed to be the distinctive property of the immaterial
substance called self, is nothing but a property of body. The
phenomenon of consciousness arises in the body due to a particular combination of the atoms of four elements. Body is a
compound of four elements and consciousness is generated
in it as the power of intoxication is generated in molasses.
Consciousness is not found in the constituent elements of body
individually; but this does not prove that it is the property
of some invisible substance different from body. We
observe that new properties arise when elements are combined
in special ways. Red colour is not possessed by a betel leaf,
nuts and lime individually. But when all the three are combined
together red colour is generated. Consciousness is a by-product
of material elements and is destroyed when the body is destroyed.
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The attitude of the Cärväka is naturalistic. Like the nineteenth century scientists he challenged the authority of orthodox
religion and refused to go beyond the testimony of the senses.
He tried to explain the unfamiliar in terms of the familiar and
the complex in terms of the simple. But the consequences implied in his hypothesis were detrimental to religious and moral
aspirations of man, and hence it was rejected by the layman
equally with the advanced thinker.
Consciousness is a property of living organisms. Life cannot
be reduced to a blind play of dead matter. Life and consciousness are fundamentally different from matter. Physical laws cannot explain the phenomena of life and consciousness. The latter
exhibit spontaneity and self-determination, while matter by itself
lacks them. Matter cannot initiate motion by spontaneous effort.
It is always determined externally. Body, being a product of
matter, is inert and governed by the laws of matter. When it is
living it governs its own processes and is moved by its own
effort. The vital and mental processes of a living organism must
be governed by some higher and different principle, because
these processes disappear at death, though the body is quite
intact.
Effort, which is the cause of the functioning of bodily breath
(pränana) and feelings like pleasure and pain cannot be the
attributes of body, because they are not seen to last as long as
body lasts. After death body is present but effort and feelings
are absent. Body possesses such physical qualities as colour,
touch, shape, weight etc. and they are not seen to disappear at
death. If effort, feeling etc. were the properties of body, there
would be no loss of them at death, just as there is no loss of
other physical properties. Their loss can be explained only by
postulating an invisible substance in which they inhere and
which disappears at death. This substance is the self.
The vital functions of body are sustained by the effort of self.
Self is the source of energy required for the movements of body,
which are visible to an external observer. The qualities of body
are perceptible to all. But cognition and feelings cannot be perceived by anyone else except the person to whom they belong.
To others they are a matter of inference. From a smiling face
the feeling of pleasure is inferred by others. It cannot be said
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that they are inside the body and hence they are not visible to
others. Even when body is torn open nothing is seen inside it
except such qualities as colour etc. Thus the subjective phenomena of cognition, feeling etc. are different from the qualities
of body and hence they cannot belong to it but to a different
substance.
The qualities residing in a substance become the qualities of
its product. For example, the colour of clay becomes the colour
of the jar produced from it. Body is the product of the atoms of
four elementary substances. But consciousness is not a quality
of any of them. Therefore, consciousness cannot belong to body
but to some conscious substance which is the self.
Self is different not only from body but also from senseorgans. Sense-organs may be destroyed while self continues to
exist. Even when a person becomes blind he remembers the
colours he perceived in the past, though he is no more able to
see colours. The cognizer of colours exists, though he is no
more able to see colours. The cognizer of colours exists, though
the instruments of colour-perception, viz., the eyes, are destroyed. Sense-organs are many in number, but the cognizing self is
one only. The cognizer of colour is recognized as the same
person who is the cognizer of touch, while the sense-organs involved in the cognition of colour and touch are different. The
perceiving self and the remembering self are recognized as
identical. I am now remembering, but lam the same person who
perceived. Sense-organs are not conscious. They are unconscious instruments of perception, while self is the nominative or
agent in perception. The nominative cannot be identical with
the instrumental. Therefore, self is different from sense-organs.1
The above arguments have been offered mainly by the NyäyaVaisesika and Sabara has accepted them. Our account of them
follows Pärthasärathi. But Kumärila, though he refers to them,
seems more inclined to accept the Sänkhya arguments.2 He gives
his assent to the arguments given by Isvarakrsna.3
The Nyäya-Vaisesika reasoning appears to be more primitive
and less convincing. It says that effort, feeling and cognition
1.
2.
3.

SD, pp. 119-20.
SV,Ätm., 93-114.
SK, 17.
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disappear at death, though body itself remains as it was formerly,
and makes this the ground of their not being the properties of
body. But with the growth of scientific knowledge it is becoming
more and more evident that the anatomy and physiology of body
is not so simple as it appears to the eye. The vital functions of
body are regulated by different chemical substances manufactured
inside the body and circulated along with the blood stream. The
functions of different cells are so subtle and complicated that
it is impossible to observe them through the naked eye, so that it is
impossible to assert with surety that after death body remains the
same as it was when living. Modern science attributes the phenomena of life to a higher organization of matter and those of consciousness to a still higher organization. In view of the recent
developments of science in the conception of matter the NyäyaVaisesika arguments lose all force.
12.2. The Sänkhya Arguments
The Sänkhya arguments are based on teleology and stand on a
more sound footing. Matter is inert and non-purposive. All
material products are subservient to the ends of some purposive
being. The existence of material aggregates (sanghäta) is for the
sake of another (parärtha). They are the objects of enjoyment
and the enjoyer is different from them. A bed is not meant for
itself, because it has no purpose of its own. It is made for the
enjoyment of the sleeper. Similarly, the body and sense-organs
too, being material aggregates, are inert and non-purposive, and
they presuppose a purposive entity other than themselves. Such
purposive entity is the self. Teleological or purposive activity
implies intelligence and consciousness and these cannot belong to
matter but to self. Thus, however highly organized the mechanism
of body may be, it does not function for its own end but for that of
a conscious and intelligent self which must be immaterial. If the
constituent parts of body were themselves intelligent they could
not form an aggregate, because in that case they would be equally
important and one could not be subordinated to another as a
means to another's end. And if anyone of the constituent
elements of body were supposed to be intelligent, the body would
be made of that element alone and the help of other elements
would be unnecessary.
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Epistemological considerations point to the existence of self.
The act of knowing presupposes a distinct existence of the
knower and the known. The dualism of subject and object in
knowledge is ultimate and none of them can be reduced to the
other. The body and senses are as much objects of knowledge
as other material things are. Hence the knower or subject (drastä)
of knowledge must be different from them. The body and senses
are changeable, while the subject is immutable. Experience presupposes a unitary and self-identical principle in the form of the
subject who transcends experience. Matter is subject to temporal
changes and the seer of these changes must be beyond them.
Therefore, self must be basically different from matter and material
products.
Self is inferred as the supervisor (adhisthätä) of bodily activities.
It is like a charioteer. Just as a chariot cannot move by itself on
the right path without the guidance of a charioteer, so body too
cannot move without the guidance of self. Body is a product of
matter and hence it is inert. It cannot guide its movements. The
activity of matter is blind, because it is non-intelligent. Therefore,
the intelligent entity that adapts the movements of body to
certain ends of its own and to the environmental conditions is
the self.
The religious and moral pursuits of man, his desire for liberation, the feeling of bondage in the association of matter, all
prove that the spirit in him is above and beyond matter and
everything that is material.
12.3.

The Notion off

Self is known fron the notion of T (ahampratyaya). Self is
directly revealed in self-consciousness. Self-consciousness is the
most cogent proof of the existence of self and cannot be denied
even by the greatest sceptic. Sankara says that in the very attempt
of denying the self asserts itself in the form of the denier.4
Descartes repeats the same thing when he says that a sceptic can
deny everything but not his own self—cogito ergo sum. Kuraärila says that the word T in the assertion *I know' refers to
the knowing self. Knowership cannot belong to body or sense4. *T q^r f| PrcpFcr? CT^T ^FT ^ ^ T R I SBBS, 2.3.7.
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organs, because they are material and unconscious. The ego in
knowing is other than body and senses, because these are the
objects of 'this'-notion (idanikäräspada)
The difference of self from body and senses is amply revealed
by such assertions as 'this is my body', 'this is my eye', 'my
mind is tired' etc. T and 'this' are quite opposite in nature and
one cannot apply to the other. In Sankara's words they are
opposed to each other as light and darkness are {tamahprakäsavad
viruddhasvabhävayoh). The notion of ego cannot have any other
object than the cognizing self. We cannot reject the consciousness
of self and its difference from body and sense-organs as false.
The assertion of identity, on the other hand, between self and
body, as 'I am lean', 'I am blind' etc. is false. Leanness, blindness etc. are really the properties of body. Self cannot possess
such characteristics, because it is immaterial and formless. These
epithets are illusorily transferred to self due to its proximity,
just as the redness of a japa flower is superimposed on crystal
which lies near it. That leanness, blindness, etc. do not belong
to self but to body is revealed by such assertions as 'my body is
lean', 'my eyes are blind' etc. In the assertion 'my self5 difference
is indicated between T and self. But this does not imply that T
or the ego is really different from self. Here difference is indicated only between self and a particular state of it. Self is really
different from its states, because states vary from time to time
but self remains identical throughout its changing states. However, it is not absolutely different from them. The relation between self and its states is that of identity and difference. Egohood is the very nature of self and hence self can never be divested
of it.
According to the Sänkhya purusa or self is not really ego. Egohood is really a product of Prakrti and due to indiscrimination
(aviveka) it is superimposed on purusa. It is also said that when,
as a result of discrimination, purusa is liberated from the bondage
of Prakrti, it loses egohood. Sankara also says the same thing
but his motive is different. Egohood is a mark of individuality or
independent existence. But according to Sankara individuality is
the creation of nescience and it must be purged off in order to
realize the absolute oneness of all existence. Unless the transmigrating soul gives up egohood it cannot merge in universal
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consciousness and consequently it cannot free itself from the realm
of appearance.
But for Kumärila individuality is an ultimate fact and self can
in no case lose its individuality. The individual, as Kant says, is
an end in itself—it cannot be merely a means to fulfil an alien
end. To lose individuality is to lose selfhood. Those who are
spiritually advanced or liberated while still remaining in the
embodied state certainly give up the false sense of egohood in
the body, yet egohood in the form 'I know' is never done away
with in their case. If they could do away with this sense of
egohood too, they would not be able to instruct their disciples.
If there were no consciousness in the form 'I have learnt this'
they would have to learn a thing from the very beginning even
after having already learnt half of it. In the words of Kant,
self is the transcendental unity of apperception. The sense of
egohood is false when it arises in connection with such things
as are other than self, e.g., when one says, 'I am his father', 'I
am his son' etc. Self is eternal, without birth, decay and death.
Birth, decay and death really belong to body and are wrongly
superimposed on self by ignorant persons. But those who have
realized the real nature of self are not deluded in this way.
However, the proper sense of egohood is never lost in their case.5
12.4. Refutation of the Buddhist View
The existence of self is proved by cognition, pleasure, pain
etc. which are qualities and which must abide in a substratum
different from body. But this is not recognized by the Yogäcära
Buddhist. He asserts that cognition, pleasure, pain etc. are not
proved to be qualities and hence there is no necessity of postulating a substratum for them in the form of an enduring self. The
Buddhist's approach to the problem of self is psychological.
Anticipating Hume and other sensationalists he maintains that
introspection does not reveal the existence of any enduring entity.
What we discover is only a series of ideas appearing and disappearing independently of a soul-substance. Therefore, there is
no soul other than a series of momentary ideas. Cognition or
idea is the only reality and pleasure etc. are nothing but forms of
5. SV9Ätm., 110-11, 125-35.
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cognition. The Buddhist does not maintain like the Cärväka
that cognition is a property of body, because body for him is
as much non-existent as other external objects. Like Berkeley
he resolves all objects into groups of sensations. Ideas thus
become the only reality and accordingly they illusorily appear in
the form of the cognizing T and the cognized 'this'.
The phenomena of desire, memory and recognition are cited
by others as proving a permanent entity called self. It is
said that desire presupposes prior experience. A person has a
pleasurable experience of something and he craves for a similar
experience in future when he remembers or perceives that thing.
This shows that the person who experiences now and desires in
future is the same. Similarly memory and recognition also
presuppose past perception and prove the continuity and identity of the agent involved in them. Yajiiadatta cannot recollect
or recognize what was perceived by Devadatta. Momentary ideas
cannot explain these facts.
But the Buddhist explains these facts by assuming oneness of
a series of ideas (yijnänasantänd). The person whom we call
Yajiiadatta and falsely suppose to be one and identical during
different moments of time is nothing but one series of momentary
ideas and the person whom we call Devadatta is only a second
series of such ideas. Each idea in one series is causally determined by its predecessor. Each gathers all the past impressions
from its predecessor, passes them on to its successor and is
destroyed completely. A similar process goes on within a second
series independently of other series. The ideas of one series are
not causally determined by the ideas of other series. The series
called Yajnadatta is independent of the series called Devadatta
and for this reason the former cannot desire, recollect or recognize what the latter perceived. But in one series what was
perceived by a former idea can be desired, recollected and
recognized by a later idea on account of the impressions that
pass from one to the next. Though the recollecting idea is
different from the perceiving one, yet they belong to one series
and are related as cause and effect6.
Kumärila says that the identification of self with a series of
6. Ibid., 102-106 & SD, pp. 120-21.
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discrete ideas, that of the cognizer with momentary cognition,
is contradicted by the recognition of self as the same in past,
present and future. We distinctly recognize the past cognizer as
continuing in the present when we say 'I myself knew it formerly
and I know it now again'. This recognition of the cognizing self
could not be explained if a momentary cognition were the
cognizer. A cognition lasts for one moment only while the
cognizer is apprehended as permanent without suffering any
change through the lapse of time. The object of self-recognition
is an enduring entity. If it is a momentary cognition, which cognition is it? Is it the former cognition, the present one or both?
If it were the former cognition the recollection 'I knew', i.e., 'the
former cognition knew' could be explained on the basis of väsanä
or impression, but the consciousness 'I know now' would be
false, because the former momentary cognition is no longer
present now. If it were the present cognition, the consciousness
'I know' would be true, but the consciousness 'I knew' would
be false, because it was not then born. If both the present and
the past cognitions be said to be the object of recognition, then
both 'I know' and 'I knew' would be false, because the present
and the past cognitions could not be simultaneously present in
the past or the present moment. The series of cognitions cannot
be the object of recognition, because its existence over and above
the momentary cognitions is not recognized by the Buddhist.
Cognition by an unreal thing is not possible. The Buddhist does
not recognize any common element making its appearance in
the past and the present moments, which could serve as the
required thing. If the recognition is explained on the ground of
similarity between the past and present cognitions, then there
would be no possibility of recognition when there is dissimilarity.
'I knew a cow formerly and I know a horse now'. Here there is
no similarity, because the former cognition had the form of cow
and the present one has the form of horse. If the Buddhist says
that here the recognition is due to the common character of
being a cognition, then, since this character belongs to a cognition in a different series also, this latter too would be recognized
as T . Or, a former cognition in the same series would be recognized as 'this5 like a cognition in a different series, because both
are cognitions, or like an external jar-moment, because a jar-
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moment and a former cognition are equally external to the
present cognition. Väsanä may be the cause of recognition, but
it cannot be the cause of apprehending 'this' as T , i.e., the notself as self. The present cognizer, if the cognizeris identical with
a momentary cognition, is different from the past one. How can
it have the feeling of egohood in that which is not-ego? If such
a feeling arises at all it is decidedly false. Väsanä is certainly the
cause of recognition. When, for example, an object is recognized
as the same as it was some hours ago, it is because the impression
of its past experience is still present in the mind and is revived
by its present perception. Similarly in the case of self-recognition
väsanä is operative. But väsanä cannot be the cause of false
recognition. 'This5 is always recognized as 'this' and T always
as T . The recognition of personal identity is not false, because
it is never contradicted7. Things must be as they are revealed in
uncontradicted experience. Sabara says that we have no right to
assume that reality is different from what is revealed in experience, because, otherwise the hare would be unreal and its horn
would be real.8
12.5. The Self as a Moral Agent
The identification of self with cognition is unjustified for another reason also. Self is not only a knower but also a doer
(kartä) and an enjoyer {bhokta). It is a moral agent engaged in
certain actions to realize certain moral purposes and enjoying
their good and bad results. Doership and enjoyership would not
be possible if it were only a knower. The body, the senses and
cognitions are the instruments of accomplishing its moral ends,
while the self is different from all these and is eternal. These are
the instruments of action and are discarded when they cease to
be helpful to the moral progress of self. The self must be eternal,
because, if it were perishable, it could not enjoy the results of its
actions and others who have not done the actions would enjoy
the results. This would result in one's loss of what he has earned
and other's gain of what he has not earned (krtanäsährtägamau),
which would not fit in the rational scheme of the universe. If I
7. Ibid., 115-25.
8. srsft ^rfer TOFT fö^FRfer i SB, p. 232.
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were sure that the action I am doing now would not give its fruit
to me but to a different person, there would be no motive why I
should perform it. And if a different person were sure that he
would receive the fruit of my action, he would be foolish to
exert himself in doing any action. A motiveless and disinterested
action is not possible.
The Buddhist objects that even if the self be granted to be a
doer and an enjoyer and eternal, though doership and enjoyership are really incompatible with eterality, it would have no liking for action unless it recognized that the result that it is enjoying now is the effect of such and such an action of his past life.
Without such memory as 'lam experiencing the result of that
particular good or bad action of mine' there would be no difference between my own enjoyment and that of some other person.
And, then a person thinking Met me perform this action, for at
the time of its fruition I will not remember it' will not shun bad
works. Thus even when eternality of self is accepted the faults of
'appearance of what is not done' and 'disappearance of what is
done' remain practically the same. Therefore, the Buddhist concludes, it is useless to preach the eternality of self.
To this Kumärila answers that the memory of a connection
between a particular action and a particular result is not a condition of the enjoyment of the result. A certain action is done
and the doer will reap its result whether he remembers or not
the action from which it follows. A person may not be convinced from his own experience as to which particular action leads
to which particular result, but this is certain that the law of
causation operates in the moral sphere as much as in the physical, and, as for the particular modes of its operation, he may
learn from persons of superior intelligence and experience. A
knowledge of the relation of an act and its result is to some
extent desirable for engaging in or avoiding an action (pravrttinivrtti) and such knowledge is available from the scriptures. No
sane person can deny that a virtuous deed ultimately results in
good results and a vicious deed in bad ones. This much is enough
to provide the necessary motivation. From a dull person's inability to establish a connection between particular deeds and
corresponding results it is not reasonable to conclude that there is
no connection and that what is seen to follow an action imme-
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diately is the only result. The moral consequences of actions
must accrue to the doer and the resultant enjoyment or suffering in this life or a future one cannot be avoided, enhanced or
mitigated by his memory of the action to which it is due. When
an action has once been done the Law of Karma takes its own
course without caring for the like or dislike of the doer. These
considerations are sufficient in urging us to act, though we may
not remember our acts at the time of enjoyment of their fruits..
People are seen to prepare a soft bed to sleep on and are not dis«
suaded from this act, though at the time of enjoying deep sleep
they are unconscious of the fact that their enjoyment is due to
the softness of the bed.9
12.6. Change of States Compatible with Identity of Substance
The Buddhist argues that if the self is eternal and all-pervading, it cannot be modified by pleasure and pain, nor can it be
able to act, so that doership and enjoyership cannot belong to it,
and conversely if at the time of doing an act and enjoying or
suffering the resultant pleasure or pain it leaves its former state
it becomes liable to modification and thus ceases to be eternal.
According to the Buddhist, permanence and change cannot be
reconciled with each other.
But according to Kumärila, there can be no incompatibility
between permanence and partial change. The self is eternal, yet
it undergoes partial modifications. It remains the same in spite
of changes in its state. In activity and enjoyment there is change
of its form but its substance remains the same. If by the epithet
'non-eternal5 you simply mean modifiable, then there can be no
objection to calling the self non-eternal, because there is no total
destruction of the self by modification. Just as the sea is not
destroyed by the changes occurring on its surface, so the self is
not destroyed by engaging in actions and enjoyment. If there
were a total destruction of self by a change of state, it would
lose the moral consequences of its actions and a different person
would enjoy or suffer for what he could not be held responsible.
But there is never total destruction of personality. There is only
a change in state. A person is seen to remain the same person
9.

SV, Ätma., 1-19.
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when he attains youth. When a youth attains old age he does not
become a different person. Similarly death too is only a change
of state and the self continues even after that. People engage in
actions and are fully conscious that they will reap the results in
another stage of life. They accumulate wealth in youth for enjoying it in old age. If they had no faith in their continuity and
thought that they would cease to exist in the next stage of life,
all their endeavours would be meaningless.
The states of pleasure and pain> action and inaction appear
and disappear, but the self never ceases to be an intelligent substantial entity. If change meant utter destruction, a person who is
happy now would be entirely different from the person who was
unhappy in the previous moment and if permanence meant no
change at all there would be no chance for a person unhappy
now to become happy in future. Therefore, absolute change and
absolute identity, both the extremes, are to be avoided and the
self must be conceived as a substantial unity behind superficial
changes.
The changing states of self are like the different positions of a
snake. A snake assumes different positions at different times, yet
it is the same snake. Similarly the self assumes the states of a
cognizer, of an actor, and of an enjoyer at different stages of its
existence, yet it remains the same self. One state is destroyed and
is replaced by another state, but that to whom the states belong
remains the same. Destructibility applies to states only, not to
the possessor of the states. This sets aside the Buddhist objection
that the state which performs an action being different from the
state that enjoys its fruit, there will be krtanäsa and akrtägama.
As a matter of fact the state of performing an action is not itself
the performer and the state of enjoying is not itself the enjoyer.
It is the self that performs and enjoys, and, since it remains the
same through the changing states, the results of its action do not
accrue to a different person. What is meant by the change of a
state is not its total destruction but its merger in the substance of
self in order to make room for the next one. Different states are
mutually exclusive in their individual forms, but the self as an
intelligent substance embraces them all equally,10
10.

Ibid., 20-31.
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12.7. Kumärila and Sahkara Compared

Kumärila follows the middle path. On the one hand, he avoids
the extreme view that change alone is real without anything to
change and on the other he avoids the extreme view that reality
is absolutely static. The two extreme views are held by the Buddhist and Sankara respectively. But both of them are one-sided.
Experience reveals two aspects of reality, one static and the
other dynamic. But the Buddhist emphasizing the dynamic aspect rejects the other as unreal, while Sankara emphasizing the
static aspect rejects the other as unreal. Both take their start from
the fact of knowing. The Buddhist resolves reality into momentary cognitions and stops there, because experience does not
reveal to him any permanent and unchangeable entity behind
cognitions. But Sankara proceeding still further discovers the
self which is the pure subject. Cognitions are objects of knowing
as other objects are. Hence, logically they presuppose a subject
which can never be a content of experience.11 This transcendental
subject is the real self and it must be absolutely unchangeable,
otherwise it could not be conscious of change. Thus Öankara
conceives self as absolutely static and eternal {kütasthanitya).
Sankara arrives at this result because he fails to take note of
the affective and conative aspects of human personality. The
Buddhist also fails to take note of the affective and conative
aspects and reduces feelings and actions to the ideas of feelings
and actions. They unduly emphasize the cognitive aspect to the
neglect of other aspects. Kumärila lays an equal emphasis on
all the three aspects. The self is not only a knowing agent but
also a feeling and doing one. When Kumärila says that the self
is never divested of caitanya what he means by the term caitanya
is intelligence and not merely consciousness. Intelligence implies
a conscious pursuit of certain ends. Moral considerations lead
him to conceive the self as eternal and at the same time changeable. The self is subject to time, yet it is of an infinite duration.
It is not extra-temporal as Sankara holds. The self is parinäminitya and not kütasthanitya. It is a dynamic unity underlying
changing states. Its states are merely the formal modifications of
11.
SBBS, 2.3.7.
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its substance. A lump of gold may be given any form without
increasing or decreasing its substance: Its form may change but
the substance remains constant. Similarly the self may undergo
any changes in its state but there is no loss of its substantial
character.
Rumania's view of self appears to be more satisfactory than
the views of the Sänkhya, Vedänta and Nyäya-Vaisesika. He
retains consciousness, purpose and effort to the side of self. The
Sänkhya transfers purpose and effort to the side of Prakrti. The
Vedänta of Sankara transfers them to the side of Mäyä. According to the Nyäya-Vaisesika and also to Prabhäkara consciousness, purpose and effort are just temporary phenomena arising
out of the combination of spirit and matter while self is a pure
substance devoid of any character.
12.8. Further Examination of the Buddhist View
If there were no self as the Cärväka says, or if it were momentary as the Buddhist says, an individual would know beforehand
that either the result of his action will not appear or if it appears
at all it will go to a different person and then he would have no
inclination to act. The Buddhist identifies self with momentary
cognition and yet he believes in rebirth. But as cognitions are
devoid of action and omnipresence there can be no possibility of
their transference to another body. Even if there be such a possibility the enjoyer would be different from the doer, because a
cognition, being momentary, would not continue to enjoy the
result of its action. The Buddhist tries to avoid this difficulty by
maintaining that just as on the view of a permanent self the
states of self are different and impermanent yet the self is one,
so there are different momentary cognitions yet they belong to
one series, so that the same series is the doer as well as the enjoyer. But if the series be not different from momentary cognitions there would be no one performer of action extending over
a long time, and then the disappearance of the result would be
out of question, but it would be enjoved by a different cognition
which having never been the performer would not deserve the
enjoyment. If the series be identical with momentary cognitions,
it is a non-entity and so cannot perform any action. If the series
be assumed to be permanent and different from momentary
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cognitions, it would conflict with the doctrine of universal
momentariness and would amount to the acceptance of a permanent self in different words. The assertion that it is the same series
which performs an action and.enjoys its result, cannot be true
unless identity is accepted. But it is difficult to ascertain what sort
of identity it is. In a series of air-waves the substance air is
identical. In a series of flames light is identical. But in a series of
cognitions there can be no common element as each cognitionmoment is totally destroyed before the birth of the next moment
and does not leave anything behind. The theory of impression
(väsanä) cannot be of any help, because there is nothing to be
impressed. Thus in the absence of any identity between the performer and the enjoyer the faults of krtanäsa and akrtägama
become inevitable.
The difference of one series from another also is difficult to
maintain. It cannot be said that that is one series in which the
preceding and succeeding cognitions are causally related, because
it has already been proved that no causal relation can possibly
subsist between two momentary entities. Thus the result of the
action of one cognition accruing to a different cognition cannot
be avoided and consequently the motive behind actions remains
unexplained.
The Buddhist says that self-interest is not the only motive
behind actions. It is seen that parents are urged to act for the
good of their children, forgetting their own good. Similarly, a
momentary cognition will engage in action for the good of its
successor. And just as the results of the actions of parents done
for the good of their own family do not go to the members of
another family, so the result of the action of one cognition will
not go to the members of another series but to the succeeding
members of the same series.
Kumärila refutes this by asserting that there can be no other
motive behind one's actions than self-interest. People are certainly led to act out of benevolent considerations, but benevolence
derives its strength ultimately from self-interest. Parents nourish
and educate children with the conviction that they will be
supported by them in old age. They believe that they will continue to live and enjoy the benefits of their children's actions for
them when they will have grown too weak to take care of them-
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selves. There is not seen pure benevolence anywhere. People do
good to others and expect a return from them. Behind all benevolent actions there lurks the desire for one's own good. People
support their family and even if they may not desire any material
benefit in return they at least seek self-satisfaction through their
benevolent acts. Moreover, family is an instance of self-expansion and the feeling of kinship is but another name of self-love
so that an action meant for the benefit of one's children is really
meant for one's own self. A person cannot be treated purely as
a means for the good of others. If a person sometimes serves as
a means to the ends of another person, the latter in turn serves
as a means to the ends of the former, and this mutual service
presupposes the continuity of both. Among birds and animals
there may be no consciousness of their own future good when
they support their young. This, however, is a case of instinctive
behaviour. Human actions on the other hand are not instinctive
but intelligent, and there is an explicit desire for self-benefit. A
momentary cognition cannot be actuated for the sake of its own
good, because it does not continue to exist till the time of the
appearance of result. No support can be found for the Buddhist
theory that the cognition A acts for the cognition B, B for C,
C for D and so on. Moreover, the result of A's action cannot be
enjoyed by anyone, because B for whose sake the action was
done commits suicide as soon as it is born. C too cannot derive
any benefit out of the actions of A and B because the momentary
existence that it is able to enjoy is meant only for the good of its
successor D. These difficulties cannot be solved except by postulating a thinking, feeling and doing agent in the form of a
permanent self.12
Rebirth cannot be possible on the doctrine of momentariness.
The Buddhist preaches the doctrine of rebirth while maintaining
that there is no permanent self except momentary ideas. But how
can a momentary idea leave its abode in a present body and move
to another one? The Buddhist compares a series of ideas to a
series of flames. Flames, however, being material, are moved
from one place to another by the wind. But what can move an
idea from one place to another? An idea is immaterial and hence
12.

SV, Ätma., 32-58.
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it cannot move by itself. If it were movable like a body, then,
since the two cannot necessarily have the same velocity there
would be a severance of the idea from the body while the latter
would be still living.
Some people postulate a subtle body as the vehicle of idea
serving as the medium of its transmission from body to body. But
there is no proof in support of this theory. A material body is
composed of the physical elements and it cannot be other than a
gross body perceptible to the senses, so that the assumption of
an imperceptible subtle body is purely an imagination. The
assumption that a subtle body is suddenly produced at death
and suddenly destroyed when an idea takes up a new body is
quite unintelligible. Even if the existence of such a body be
accepted the transference of an immaterial idea to it and again
from it to another gross body is as much unintelligible as its
transference from one gross body to another. If the idea of one
body were transferred to another body the embryo would already be in possession of it. But the assumption of the presence
of idea in the embryo is a sheer contradiction of facts. In the
embryo sense-organs are not yet born and hence there can be
no consciousness of objects. During the state of swoon too there
is no idea, for, there is no sense-functioning at the time. This fact
contradicts the Buddhist theory. The theory of a permanent self
is not contradicted by it, since, though the self is accepted to be
eternally intelligent, it is also accepted that for actual cognitions
it depends on sense-functioning. In the embryonic state senseorgans are not yet produced and the mind is still under the influence of previous karma-s. Therefore there is no consciousness.
The Buddhist cannot say that though cognition is present in the
embryonic state it is in the form of a potentiality, because a
potentiality cannot exist without a substratum. The Buddhist
does not accept any substratum for cognition. And if the gross
sense-organs were assumed to be such a substratum, then intelligence would belong to them and in such a case there would be
no rebirth as, the sense-organs being destroyed at death, intelligence too would be destroyed. Then, the cause of a cognition
would be the sense-organs and not another cognition as the
Buddhist holds. Therefore, there can be no other substratum for
cognition than the permanent and omnipresent self. Such a self
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cannot actually move, yet due to its omnipresence it can be easily
connected with another body after one is destroyed.13
12.9. The Self as a Conscious Agent, All-pervasive and Non-selfluminous
Though object-consciousnesses are momentary and dependent
on sense-functioning, yet consciousness as such is an eternal and
inseparable property of the self. Pure consciousness is one and
eternal and the apparent differences in it are due to the difference
of objects. The self is eternally conscious just as fire always
burns. Fire always possesses the power of burning, but actual
burning takes place only when objects are thrown into it. A
mirror reflects the image of only that object which is brought in
front of it. Similarly, the self is eternally conscious, though actual
cognitions take place only when sense-organs bring colour, taste
etc. to it. This is how the intelligent character of self continues
in the embryonic state, though there are no actual cognitions
then 14 .
Self is all-pervading and hence actual motion cannot be
possible. However, it is the doer of actions because it can initiate
action without moving. It is not necessary that movement
should inhere always in the doer. Molecular change is not the
only form of action as the Vaisesika wrongly supposes. We see
that a soldier acts by moving his sword, the commander acts by
giving order and the king acts by his mere presence. Molecular
changes take place in material bodies alone. But they are not
the real doers. The real doer is the self, because the movements
of body are guided by it.
The Gltä says that Prakrti is the real doer of actions while
self is inactive, but supposes it to be the doer under the delusion
of egohood.15 Kumärila on the other hand thinks that self is the
prime-mover of all movements of matter, because matter by itself is motionless. Whatever action and movement is seen in
bodies belongs to self, because the end which is realized by them
13. Ibid., 59-73.
14. SV, Sabdanityatä, 404-7.
15. sr^TT f^^nwTft" *pt: ^*r?fa" srtsr: i
rä BG, 3.27.
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belongs to self, while material bodies have no end or purpose of
their own. Bodies by their movements realize the ends of the
selves and thus even behind molecular changes of matter the
real agent is the self. The self is the only ideological entity, while
matter, being an instrument or means to its ends, is dependent
on it for movement. Though body is seen to walk from place
to place, yet it derives the power of walking from the determination (sahkalpa) of self. Self is the performer of actions by virtue
of its power of determination. The actions of the present body
depend on the karmas of self earned in a previous life, the
actions of the previous body depend on the karmas of a still
previous life, and so on without a limit. Though self is omnipresent and so equally in contact with all bodies, yet it is not
the agent in respect of actions done by other bodies, because the
actions of other bodies do not fulfil its ends but those of different
selves. Thus body is simply a medium of action and not itself
the performer of action, while the real agent behind all actions
is the self.16
The reason why self is conceived as omnipresent lies in its
immaterial character. Self being immaterial is immovable and
would lose its connection with body when the latter would
move. So it must be omnipresent like space. However such a
body may move it is not disconnected from space, because space
is present everywhere. Similarly there is no disconnection of a
body from an omnipresent self. If self were not omnipresent, it
would be impossible for it to migrate from one body to another.
Another reason for the all-pervasiveness of self is that it can
be neither atomic nor of a medium size. A simultaneous feeling
of pain or pleasure in head and foot cannot be explained if it is
assumed to be atomic. An atomic self can feel only in that part
of body where it resides. The upholders of atomicity try to
explain the said simultaneous feeling by ascribing an extremely
high speed to self. But this is rejected on the ground that speed
is possible only in the case of material things while self is not
material. Moreover, this explanation could be accepted if the
atomic character of self were proved by some more powerful
means. But such a means is not available. The references found
16. SV, Am., 74-89.
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in the Upanisads to the atomicity of self should be taken to
mean the extremely subtle character of self. Self cannot be of
the size of body as is supposed by the Jainas. Body is composed
of parts. Its size increases and decreases. If self were coextensive
with body it would also have to increase and decrease with body
and then it would be perishable like body. Therefore, the only
safe course is to assume that self is of an infinite size. Self fills the
whole of space and is partless. And though it is omnipresent it
manifests itself in only one body at a time, viz., the body that it
acquires by its past actions.17
Now, if self is infinite in size it can be only one in number.
Pärthasärathi argues that if only one self existed in different
bodies, the object perceived by Yajnadatta would be recognized
by Devadatta. It may be said that there is no such thing because the manas-s in different bodies are different. But this is untenable. Manas is only a sense-organ like the eye and ear, and
just as the difference of cognizing subjects cannot be based on
the difference of these sense-organs, so the difference between
Yajnadatta and Devadatta cannot be based on the difference of
their manas-s. There are many sense-organs in a body, yet the
cognizer is only one, because it is occupied by one self. There
is a plurality of cognizing subjects, because there is a plurality
of selves, each occupying one body. If there were no such
plurality the whole world would come to an end with the liberation of Devadatta. There do occur in the Upanisads statements
of one self, but they must be taken to emphasize that though
there are many selves they are not dissimilar.18
The question next arises as to how self is known. Kumärila
says that self can be directly known only to itself and in this
sense it has been declared in the Veda to be self-luminous
(ätmajyoti).19 My self cannot be directly known by others and
the selves of other persons cannot be directly known by me. I
know other selves through analogy. I compare the movements
and gestures of other bodies with my own and then from their
similarity with my own movements and gestures I infer that
17. SD, p. 124.
18. Ibid., pp. 124 5.
19. SV, Ätm., 142.
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they must have selves as I have. But is one's own self known
through perception as other things are known or in some other
way? Kumärila says that self is known through the notion of
•I' {aharnpratyayd) and Pärthasärathi on this basis concludes
that self is known through mental perception20 (mänasapratyaksa).
Pärthasärathi rejects the self-luminosity of self. He says that
everything is manifested by something else and that there is no
instance of any self-luminous thing. The Vedäntin says that self
is self-luminous and is of the nature of pure consciousness and
bliss. To the objection that there would be self-consciousness
during deep sleep also if self were self-luminous, the Vedäntin
answers that it is actually so as is revealed by the subsequent recollection'I slept happily'. But Pärthasärathi says that there is
neither self-consciousness nor a consciousness of bliss during
dreamless sleep. He cites such common assertions as 'I slept like
a dead man and had no consciousness of myself. He explains
the assertion 'I slept happily' as pointing to a mere absence of
pain and not to a positive experience of pleasure. Persons of a
libidunous nature are seen to regret on waking for not having
been able to enjoy sexual pleasure due to an untimely onset of
sleep. Had they experienced supreme bliss during deep sleep
there should have been no feeling of regret for the loss of an
insignificant pleasure. What is called a memory of blissful
experience is not a memory but an original experience of nopain through non-apprehension. Had there been any pain during deep sleep it would have been remembered on waking. But,
since that which is fit to be remembered is not remembered, the
person thinks that there was no pain. Therefore, the self is
neither of the nature of bliss nor is it self-luminous.21

20. SD, p. 122.
21. Ibid., pp. 123-4.
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XIII

THE PROBLEM OF UNIVERSAL

13.1. Individuality and Class Character
Things are perceived as different in some respects and identical in others. An individual cow is perceived as existing in a
particular time and occupying a particular place. It stands apart
from other objects as an individual existent and can be distinguished from them by its peculiarities. But it is not altogether
different. In spite of its peculiar mode of existence it is an
existent like other animate and inanimate existents. It is an
animal like a horse and a buffalo. It is a cow like other cows.
In language we have two kinds of names, proper and common.
Proper names denote individual things and common names denote their classes. A proper name is applicable to one individual
only, but a common name is applicable to a number of individuals. When an object of perception is determined to be a cow
we are conscious of its oneness with other objects which also
are known as cows. Cowness is a predicate commonly shared by
a number of individual animals. There is a consciousness of
difference and also of unity when a number of animals called
cows is perceived, and both of them must have corresponding
realities as their bases. The objective basis of the consciousness
of difference is the mutually exclusive nature of individual things
and that of the consciousness of unity is their common nature.
Common names refer to this latter. The reality of the common
nature of objects cannot be denied. Objects are always conceived
in a two-fold way, which would not be possible if they were not
of a double nature. The double nature of an object consists in
its specific individuality and its class-character.1 The reality
corresponding to our class-concepts is called universal, because
it is not confined to this or that particular individual but is
1. SV, Äkrti.,5.
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common to a number of them. There are as many universals as
there are class-concepts. Cowness is a universal residing in all
past, present and future cows. Similarly, there are such universals as humanity, horseness, redness etc. The universals
are of a varying extension according to the number of particulars
in which they reside.
The Buddhist denies the reality of universals and holds that
only unique particulars (svalaksana) are real. They say that there
is nothing common in them. The Vedäntin denies the reality of
particulars and says that being (sattä) alone is real. Both these
views are wrong. The Buddhist cannot explain the consciousness
of identity indifferent particulars. If the universal cow is unreal there is no sense in calling certain animals by the common
name 'cow'. And if particulars are unreal, as the Vedäntin says,
why should a particular thing be perceived as different from
another? As a matter of fact universal and particular are relative
to each other, so that a denial of one means a denial of both.
There can be no universal unless there are particulars and there can
be no particulars unless there is a universal to be particularized.
Neither the idea of universal is ever contradicted nor that of
particular. Therefore, both of them must be grounded in reality.
The Buddhist says that the idea of universal is secondary and
that it is derived from the same causal efficiency (arthakriya)
possessed by a number of particulars. But why should a number
of particular animals, cows, for instance, should possess the
same causal efficiency if they are totally different from one
another? A functional unity of diverse particulars presupposes
their structural identity. The actions of A and B cannot be the
same unless they share a common nature. Moreover, if there is
no universal at all, how can an action of A be the same as an
action of B? And if two different actions can be identical, why
should two particular cows not be identical? The Buddhist says
that particulars and universals are nothing but ideas. But this is
wrong. All valid ideas have corresponding real objects as their
bases. We have such ideas as 'this is a cow', 'that too is a cow',
'this cow is different from that cow' etc., and all our practical
activities are based on such ideas. Therefore, they are valid and
universal and particulars must be their objective counterparts.2
2.

Ibid., 6-9.
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13.2. Is the Word'Universal9 merely a Name!
The Buddhist says: If there is supposed to be a universal 'cow'
on the ground that we call different animals by the name 'cow',
then in a similar way there must be a universal 'universal' on the
ground that we call different universals, e.g., cow, horse etc. by
the name universal. Against this Kumärila asserts that the
different universals have nothing in common except the name
universal. When we say 'cow is a universal', 'horse is a universal*
etc. we designate them by a common name without thinking that
there is a corresponding universal embracing all these universals.
But the case of the universal cow is different. When we designate
different cows as cow there is a common character 'cowness' as
the basis of the designation. There is no substantial entity corresponding to the name 'forest' as it is nothing but a collection
of trees; but this does not prove that there is no substantial entity
corresponding to the name 'tree'. Similarly, from the unreality
of the universal 'universal' it cannot be concluded that the universal 'cow' too is unreal. Moreover, the false idea of unity in
different universals appears in those alone who know the use of
language. But even those who do not know the word 'cow'
distinctly recognize all cows as forming one class. Some people
say that thingness (vastutva) is common to various universals
and the name universal refers to this common character. But on
this theory we will have to assume an infinite number of universals, because thingness too being a universal will come to
possess another thingness and so on ad infinitum. Again, because particular cows and horses too are things and 'universal*
is the name of thingness, it will come to apply to them as much
as to their classes, which is absurd. Therefore, the different
universals have only a verbal identity and not a real one, while
corresponding to cowness and horseness there are real identities
residing in particular cows and horses respectively.3
The point raised by the Buddhist is really very important.
Kumärila's answer appears to be unsatisfactory. If the word
'universal' is merely a name without any corresponding reality
it should be meaningless. Certainly, there are words, e.g., 'skyflower' etc. which have no corresponding reality. Yet they have
3, Ibid., 11-24.
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meaning and it consists in denoting things which are not actual.
Then, should we say that the word 'universal' has a meaning,
though the thing denoted by it is not actual? When we say that
cowness is a universal, what we mean is that it characterizes
many particulars. Similarly horseness characterizes many particulars. Thus the word 'universal' means a common nature. But
is common nature not actual ? If so, we have to give up the
realist theory of universals and adopt conceptualism or nominalism. It may be said that cowness is a common nature and
actual, horseness is a common nature and actual, but there is no
actual common nature in these common natures. But then we
may also say that cowness is actual, horseness is actual but
there is no animalness in cowness and horseness and thus the
universal 'animal' becomes a mere name. It will be said that
animalness is not common to cowness and horseness but to
individuals called cows and horses. But then the problem becomes more complicated and the question arises whether cowness and animalness reside side by side in an individual cow or
the latter resides in the former.
133. Reality of Universals as the Ground of Inference
Kumärila says that if the reality of universals were denied
inference and verbal testimony would lose their validity and
consequently all practical behaviour would come to an end.
Inference is based on the knowledge of an invariable relationship between the major and middle terms. The validity of its
conclusion depends on the validity of such knowledge. We discover the concomitance of fire with smoke after observing some
instances of fire and smoke. But if there were no universals like
fire and smoke, i.e., if the observed instances of fire were as
different among themselves as a particular fire is from a particular tree and the different instances of smoke as different from
one another as they are from a stone, we could have no justification in generalizing the relationship between a particular fire
and a particular smoke, or such a generalization would not help
in practice because those particular instances would never recur.
In that case whenever we spoke 'smoke is always accompanied
by fire' the statement would mean only that we have observed
in the past some events which we arbitrarily call 'smoke' to
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have been accompanied by some other events arbitrarily called
'fire'. Actually when we infer fire from smoke we believe that
the perceived smoke is essentially the same as we have observed
in the past and found to be accompanied by fire and this belief
is verified when on making an approach we actually see fire. The
sameness of the previous smoke and the present one points to
the reality of the universal smoke. Thus the validity of inference
depends on the reality of universais. If someone tries to prove
the unreality of universais by inference he attempts an impossible
thing, because that which is the ground of inference cannot be
negated by inference itself. Verbal testimony depends on the
reality of universais. If universal were unreal, such words as
'cow', 'horse' etc. would have no meaning and so a person using
them would not be understood by others.4
The Buddhist says that everything is unique and nothing is
common to diverse particulars. But we definitely recognize
common features in different particulars. We observe recurrences
in nature and our conduct is regulated by them.
The tailor, cutting out readymade suits, knows the general run
of men's sizes; the teacher has a rough idea of the capacities of
next year's freshmen; and the mother who believes her baby to
be unique, as he certainly is, reads with avidity the nursing book
which is written on the assumption that all babies are more or
less alike... The same features recur in different individual beings
and individual things and we are aware of this fact.5
Recurrences imply universais, and the use of general words refers
to them. Universais are perceptible as is proved by the appearance
of doubt whether a particular animal seen from a distance is a
cow or not and the subsequent disappearance of it when the
animal approaches.6
13.4. Configura tion Theory Rejected
Now, what is the nature of universal? By a universal is meant
an identity existing in numerically different individuals. But
what is this identity? What is that which continues to be the
same irrespective of differences among particular cows and forms
4. Ibid., 39; SD, p. 99.
5. Aaron, The Theory of Universais, pp. 231-2.
6. SV, Vanaväda, 25.
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the basis of their being called by the same general name 'cow'?
Some people reply that the form, shape or configuration (samsthäna) of all particular cows is the same. But this is wrong. If
by a universal we mean a common shape, then how are the
universals 'airness' and 'fireness' to be explained? There is no
visible shape of air and no definite outline of fire and so there
can be no common shape in different airs and fires and still we
recognize and speak about the universals 'airness' and 'fireness'.
Even in the case of cows, each of which possesses a definite
visible outline, we find that there is no agreement in their shapes.
No two shapes are found to coincide in nature. How can, then,
we speak of a common shape? A shape depends on the arrangement of parts. Sometimes a part is destroyed, as when a cow
loses an ear or a leg, and consequently its shape becomes different.
But in spite of this change in shape the cow still retains its
class-character. If the universal 'cowness' is identified with a
common shape, then the same cow without an ear should cease
to be a cow. It may be said that the shape is changed, yet the
common character 'shapeness' remains. But if 'cowness' is identical with the universal 'shapeness', then a horse also becomes a
cow because the latter also possesses a shape. Again, the shape
of a picture or a model of cow is also the same as of a living
cow; but we never say that the picture or model is a cow. We
see that a lump of gold is first given the shape of a ring and then
of some other ornament. The shapes of different ornaments are
different, yet the character 'goldness' is seen to continue. Therefore, a universal must be different from a shape.7
13.5. Resemblance Theory Untenable
Others reject the notion of identity as false. They explain
general names as based on similarity. Accordingly the word
'cow' denotes a group of numerically different particulars having
nothing in common but closely resembling one another. But
in what, Kumärila asks, does the similarity between a particular
cow A and another particular cow B consist? So far as their
particular forms are concerned they are different from each
other, one being black and the other red. It may be said that
7. Ibid., 16-23.
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the similarity between them is clearly visible. But if so, then
when we see B after seeing A we should say 'this is like A' instead of saying 'this is a cow'. It may be said that this latter is
illusory. This, however, is wrong, because even if there be an
illusion it can at most take the form 'this is A'. The word 'cow'
is not a synonym of A. If there were an absolute identity between A and cow, any other individual, however closely it may
resemble A, could not be called by the name 'cow', just as it is
not called A. Cowness is seen to recur in different individual
cows, but A-ness is not. And this is the reason why different
cows are called 'cow5 but not A. Thus the resemblance theory
cannot explain the general name 'cow'. We do not find any
individual named 'cow' and so A, B and other particular animals
cannot be called cows on the ground of bearing a close resemblance to that.
Plato maintained that universals subsisted in a realm different
from the realm of particulars and that particulars were only
shadowy copies of universals. This is a mere fancy. Even if it be
granted that the name 'cow' belongs to an individual residing in
a supersensuous realm, it would be only a proper name A and
then calling B by that name would be wholly unjustified. Let it
be said that there is no supernatural individual having the name
cow and that the first individual of the class 'cow' created by
God was cow and the later individuals resembling it are called
cows due to the resemblance. But since we do not perceive the
first cow now, how can it be ascertained what animals at present
resemble it? Moreover, when two similar individuals are perceived the consciousness appears in the form 'this is like that'. So,
if the first individual is the cow, then other individuals bearing
similarity to it must be apprehended as 'this is like cow5 instead
of 'this is a cow'. Similarity is a relation between two terms and
when it is predicated of one term it has a reference to the other
term. When similarity is perceived in A, it invariably refers to B
to which it is similar. But a universal is not a relation. When
an individual animal is apprehended as cow there is no explicit
reference to other individuals. Again, similarity cannot be explained without universals. The ground of similarity is the coexistence in two things of the universals of many parts, qualities
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or relations. Thus similarity presupposes universal and hence it
cannot be made the ground of the latter.8
Kumärila says that a universal is perceived and at the same
time that it is not a shape. But, then, it is difficult to ascertain
what a universal is. When we perceive an individual cow we
see a particular shape, a particular colour and such parts as
horns, hoofs and dewlap etc. If cowness consists in none of
these and yet is a real entity it must be invisible. Kumärila says
that by the presence of a dewlap we merely distinguish the
universal cowness from such other universals as animalness etc.
A number of universals inheres in the same individual, which we
distinguish by certain peculiar characteristics.9 Again he says
that dewlap etc. are not the marks from which cowness is inferred, because there is no question of inference when an entity
is perceived, and that just as we do no perceive the atoms of a
lump of clay yet we perceive its extension so we perceive cowness though we do not distinctly perceive its peculiarities in
totality.10 Thus the perceived cowness is a collective effect on us
of the parts of a cow. Kumärila rejects similarity as the ground
of universal, because we do not say that one individual animal is
like another but that they are cows. The reason behind all these
inconsistencies is Kumärila's conception of language, viz., that
words are eternal. Words are as much objective as the things
signified by them. Facts cannot conflict with one another. The
name 'cow' is used from time immemorial. Its usage does not
depend on convention started by a particular man and hence it
is not influenced by an individual's subjective way of thinking.
Therefore, the concepts of a cow, a horse etc. must be valid
and as every valid concept has a corresponding real entity there
must be a real universal in the form of cow, horse etc.
13.6. The Buddhist Apoha Theory Rejected
The Buddhist does not believe in the reality of universals.
According to him a universal is a mere figment of imagination.
It is a mental construct without any objective basis. He maintains that general names such as cow, horse etc., do not stand
8.
9.

SV, AkrtLy 67-74.
SV, Vanaväda, 3.

10. Ibid., 4 and 7.
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for any positive entity commonly inhering in diverse particulars.
There is nothing in common in the individual cows except the
name 'cow' with a negative connotation. The ground of the
apparent sameness of different particulars is 'apoha' or the
negation of what is different. The different particulars Al9 A2,
A3 etc. have nothing positive in common except the name 'A'
and they are called A's because they all agree in excluding B,
C, D etc. which are different from them. 'This is a cow5 means
'this is not a non-cow', i.e., 'this is not a horse'etc. Different
cows are called cow not because they share a common nature
but because all of them agree in being different from a horse, a
buffalo etc.
Kumarila says that negation always implies position: A is not
B because it has a positive character of its own not shared by
B. Now, what, the Buddhist may be asked, is the positive
character of A which makes it different from a non-cow? It cannot be the specific form of it, because if it were the basis of being different from a non-cow, the word cow would not apply
to B whose specific form is different from that of A. The specific
forms of individual cows are different, yet the basis of their
being called by the same name, according to the realist, is the
universal cowness. The word 'cow' has a positive connotation
in the form of cowness which is its meaning. But as the Buddhist
does not recognize any suchthing the word becomes meaningless.
And if any meaning is allowed to it, it will differ from individual
to individual just as the meaning of the proper name 'Rama' differs
in different cases. An individual cow in specific form cannot be
the basis of the negation of non-cows and likewise the collection
of all cows too cannot be its basis, because the number of them
is infinite and there is no possibility of a simultaneous perception
of all past, present and future cows. Since the group of individual cows is not found in one place and they are scattered over
different times and places and the connotation of the word 'cow'
is not defined in terms of some positive character, it becomes
impossible to decide as to which individual is to be included in
the group and which to be excluded. Moreover, even if it be
possible to demarcate the group of cows from other animals,
the name 'cow' would be a collective name like the name
'forest' and would cease to be applied distributively to each
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individual cow. Therefore, the basis of the concept of cow can
be nothing but the positive character 'cowness5 common to all
cows.11
The limits of the application of the word 'cow' cannot be
ascertained in the absence of a positive character 'cowness' and
again they cannot be ascertained by the particulars excluded by
the word 'cow'. The word 'non-jar' has a negative connotation,
yet its denotation is easily ascertained because the thing negated
(apohya), i.e., jar is the name of things possessing a positive
character jarness in common. The apohyas of the word 'cow',
i.e., non-cows, on the other hand, are infinite in number and
hence they cannot be conceived by the mind. Horse, elephant
etc., which are the apohyas of the word 'cow' are themselves
universals like cow and thus according to the Buddhist they too
are negative entities like the universal cow. To ascertain the
denotation of the word ccow' we have to ascertain the denotation
of the word 'horse' and again we have to depend on the ascertainment of the denotation of the word 'elephant' which is one
of the apohyas of the word 'horse'. In this way we shall be going
on ad infinitum without ever knowing the limits of the application of any word. Again, if a cow is nothing but a negation of
non-cows, viz., horse, elephant, buffalo etc., then, since the
number of these is infinite, the word 'cow' will really have an
infinite number of meanings instead of one.12
As a matter of fact, when the word 'cow' is uttered we
immediately become conscious of a positive character shared by
all the individual cows. We never think about a cow in negative
terms. When we see a particular individual belonging to the
class cow what is apprehended is not of the form of negation,
nor are we conscious of non-cows, e.g., horse etc. at that time.
A cow is apprehended as a positive entity without implying
any reference to other animals excluded by it. The apoha-ist also
recognizes the positive entity 'cowness', but only indirectly.
When we make a denial of a denial the result always is an
affirmation. For instance, when it is said 'it is not that there is
no jar on the ground', the speaker indirectly asserts that 'there
11. SV, Apoha., 2-10.
12. Ibid,, 65,72, 60.
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is a jar on the ground'. Similarly, when the Buddhist says that
a cow is the negation of a non-cow (ago'poha) he indirectly
asserts that it is a cow, and then either it is a tautology or it
implies a positive common character.13
13.7. The Relation between Universal and Particular
About the relation between universal and particular some
realists, viz., the Nyäya-Vaisesika and Prabhäkara, maintain that
they are different from each other and yet they are not apprehended separately because a universal inheres in its various
particulars. "Inherence (samaväya) is a relation subsisting between two inseparable entities and is the cause of such a notion
as 'this is here'." If two entities move independently of one
another or have different substrates, they are separable and so
cannot be related by way of inherence. Universal and particular
are inseparable. There is a relation of inherence not only between universal and particular but also between a substance and
its qualities, a whole and its parts and a material cause and its
effects.
Kumärila rejects the relation of inherence. Is inherence
different or non-different from the terms of the relation? If it is
different it must require another inherence to be related with
them. Again the same problem arises with regard to the second
inherence and to solve this recurrent problem an infinite number
of inherences shall have to be postulated. If to avoid this
difficulty inherence is assumed to be non-different from the
terms related, the postulation of inherence becomes superfluous,
because instead of it the terms themselves may be assumed to
be non-different from each other.14 Thus inherence is no real
relation and even if it be real it cannot subsist between universal
and particular because we never apprehend a universal, e.g., cowness, in the from 'here is cowness' as we should according to
the definition of inherence. Consciousness of a universal always
occurs in the form 'this is a cow5 and never in the form 'here is
cowness'. Therefore, universal is not different from particulars
but is identical with them.
13. Ibid., 41, 64.
14. SV, 4. 148-9.
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From direct experience in the form 'this is a cow5 non-difference
between the universal 'cow' and the particular 'this' is revealed.
However, there is not absolute non-difference. There is difference
as well as non-difference between universal and particular. When
we say 'this cow is red and this cow is black' the form of cow is
apprehended to be common while the form of red and that of
black are apprehended to be uncommon. If the universal cowness were absolutely non-different from the form of a particular
red cow the latter would recur in another particular cow which
is black just as cowness recurs in it, or cowness too would not
recur just as red-form does not recur. Therefore, there is
difference also. Again, though a particular cow is apprehended
as cow, yet 'cow' is not apprehended to be synonymous with
'this'. Therefore, there is non-difference, but not absolute nondifference. The difference and non-difference between universal
and particular are not incompatible. When an object is successively perceived as silver and not silver there is incompatibility,
because they are two different acts of cognition and the subsequent one cancels the first. But when a particular animal is perceived as cow, identity and difference are apprehended in a
single act of consciousness without cancelling one another. The
apparent incompatibility between identity and difference ceases
when they are viewed from two different points of view. We
attribute tallness to one individual when he is compared with
one shorter in stature and at the same time we attribute shortness to him in comparison with another who is taller. In the
case in question too there are two points of view. When the
universal cow is considered as the essential nature of particular
cows it is one and identical in all of them, but when it is considered as the embodiment of that nature it is different in
different cases. The name 'cow' connotes an essential and
common character 'cowness' which does not vary from individual
to individual and at the same time it denotes many particulars
which are numerically different from one another. The particular cows are the embodiments of the same generic character.
They are different so far as they exist at different times and
occupy separate bits of space. They also differ in such inessential features as colour, shape, size etc. Identity of nature is not
incompatible with numerical difference.
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The question whether universal is omnipresent or confined to
individuals is answered by asserting that universal is the very
self of individual. Being the self of individual how can it be elsewhere? An individual is born from its cause as connected with a
universal. The question as to how and whence a universal can
come to be connected with an individual in a place where it was
not is irrelevant. An individual is born from its cause and the
same cause at the same time gives rise to its relation of identity
with the universal. The relation of identity springs from its cause
just like the relation of conjunction. An object comes from elsewhere and is conjoined with a different place after successively
coming in conjunction with different points of space. And, we
cannot expect what happens in the case of conjunction to happen
in the case of identity also, because the two are different and
different things behave in different ways.
The question whether a universal resides in each individual in
its entirety or piecemeal is irrelevant. Entirety depends on the
possession of parts while a universal is one and devoid of parts.
Therefore, only this much can be said that a universal resides in
individuals, but to say that it resides wholly in each individual
or partly is without any proof. Individuals cannot be said to be
parts of universal. A universal is not related to individuals as a
whole is related to its parts. A universal resides severally in each
individual while a whole resides collectively in all its parts. Universal is a distributive unity while whole is a collective unity.
Cowness is apprehended in each individual cow, while a whole,
e.g., cloth, is apprehended in the aggregate of threads and not in
each individual thread.15
13.8.

An Overview

Kumärila advocates realism. The Buddhist is a nominalist. The
Jainas also are realists, but unlike Kumärila who explains general
names as signifying an identical essence inhering in many particulars, they explain them as grounded in observable resemblances
among individual things. The Nyäya-Vaisesika too advocates
realism, but it differs from Kumäriia's in maintaining that individual cows are not really 'cow' but externally related to the
15. SD, pp. 100-3.
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universal 'cow', though the relation is inseparable, and that the
universal 'cow' is all-pervading like space. Kumärila, on the
other hand, maintains that a universal is immanent in particulars. Kumärila's view seems to be more reasonable. The Jaina
view is defective insofar as it does not recognize any identity.
Resemblance is a fact of experience. We perceive two cows and
find that they closely resemble each other, though we may not
discover any identity between them. So far the Jaina view is
correct. But identity also is a fact of direct observation. We
perceive things possessing the same shade of blue and are unable to distinguish between them in this respect. If the existence
of identical qualities is denied we get involved in grave difficulties.
We cannot distinguish the colour of a crow from that of another crow. It will be said that they are not identical but similar.
But, then what about the colours of the two wings of the same
crow? If they too are similar what is the sense in saying about
the colour of that crow in the singular? Again, is the colour of
one part of the same wing identical with or similar to that of
another part? Thus we may go on repeating the question until
we reach the constituent atoms of the same crow. The difficulty
cannot be solved unless it is accepted that identical qualities exist.
Hence, it should be concluded that some universals, at least
universals of some sensible qualities, are based on observable
identities. But the question arises: How can a quality of this
thing, e.g., the colour of this crow, characterize another thing?
The reply can be found in Pärthasärathi's remark that the different täla trees are identical because they are produced out of
the seeds of the same original täla tree. Things in which identical
qualities are observed must have come forth from a common
source. If from one single lump of clay a number of jars is constructed the colour of the clay will certainly appear in all of them
and thus it must be identical in all of them. The question whether
there is a character, like the colour of two crows, identical
in all cows is a bit more difficult. Is there any single common
and identical character 'cowness' in all cows? Certainly, we do
not observe such a thing as we perceive an identical shade of
blue in many things. Cowness may be a combination of some
identical qualities, but we cannot definitely say what they are.
Similarity among different individual cows is an observed fact
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and this may be the only reason why they are called by the same
name. Kumärila says that there can be no similarity without
identity in some respects. This, however, is very difficult to prove
and could perhaps be traced to the Mimämsä theory that words
are eternal and the way in which they are commonly treated is
absolutely valid.
Nominalism and conceptualism offer different explanations of
universals. Hobbes has been one of the greatest exponents of
nominalism. According to him the real is always particular.
There is nothing common in things having the same name except
the name. On this theory naming becomes an absolutely arbitrary affair. Why this particular animal should be called cow and
not horse becomes inexplicable. To call this animal and others
closely resembling it by the name 'cow', accordingly, does not
stand on any rational ground and is no better than to call each
of a group of a book, a bicycle, a whale and a feather by the
name, say, X. A child is shown an animal and the name cow is
simultaneously uttered. It is useless to instruct the child that this
and similar other animals should be called by the name 'cow', for,
he cannot follow the instruction. The same process is repeated
twice or thrice. Next, the child happens to see an animal closely
resembling one which was shown to him and he utters the name
cow. If there is nothing objective corresponding to the name
'cow', why should the child call the animal which was not shown
to him previously by the name 'cow'?
Conceptualism too does not fare better. According to it a universal is merely an abstraction. It is a concept having an ideal
existence. The mind in the process of thinking abstracts certain
aspects of things and combines them together. If this theory be
correct we should be conscious of a definite idea when, such
general names as 'cow', 'man' etc. are uttered. But actually
introspection does not reveal any such thing, though we know
how to apply such names correctly. In most of the cases we are
unable to define and specify the meanings of general words.
Thinking involves abstraction, but it does not mean that thinking
is an ideal manipulation of imaginary things. Aaron says:
In Berkeley's sense of 'singling', abstraction is necessarily
present in the discovery of a common quality. I concentrate
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upon the colour in noticing that three objects have the same
colour. In this sense of abstracting, it is true, I abstract even
in seeing the colour, for I single it out for observation.16
Again he says about abstraction in the sense of imaginative
concepts:
We must admit, too, abstract concepts in the sense of constructed or framed imaginative creations, where the abstraction
is more than the sense concentrating on an aspect of our
experience, but is also taking it away and joining with it other
abstractions to create the classificatory standards we require.17
Such universals as mermaid, centaur etc. are of this latter type,
but all universals are not of this type. Most of the universals are
discovered in the real world. They are not the products of joining
in the mind two or more abstracted qualities which are not
actually joined in the real world.

16. The Theory of Universals, pp. 162-3.
17. Ibid., p. 242.
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Kumärila's chief contribution was his refutation of subjective
idealism and the restoration of realism to the position from which
it had been temporarily deposed by the Buddhist vijnänavädin.
Idealism of the subjectivist type had prevailed over the ancient
Indian realism for centuries and it had become almost irrefutable. The idealists used two types of arguments to support their
thesis. Arguments of one type were intended to prove that cognition must be known before the existence of external objects can
be established and a knowledge of cognition can be possible only
when it has some form, in which case the hypothesis of external
objects having a form becomes a gratuitous one and hence it
must be given up in the interest of economy of thought. Arguments of the other type were employed by the idealist to prove
that as the hypothesis of extra-mental objects involves a number
of self-contradictions, it is logically untenable.
When the whole philosophical world was overwhelmed by the
idealist's anti-realist arguments, Kumärila came forward to the
rescue of realism with his equally bold anti-idealist arguments. It
is not the case that prior to Kumärila none came forward to
meet the idealist challenge. Several thinkers tried to defend realism and expose the weaknesses of idealism. But the credit of
silencing the idealist for ever and bringing about the end of the
idealistic tradition in India goes to Kumärila alone. Kumärila's
achievement can rightly be compared to that of the Cambridge
philosopher G.E. Moore who seems to have brought about the
end of subjective idealism in the Western philosophy. Kumärila's
refutation of nirälambanaväda and Moore's Refutation of Idealism (published in 1903) both possess equal historical value. India
had attained philosophical maturity of the West so many centuries ahead and it is not strange that she had produced thinkers of
intellectual acumen like Kumärila who appear to have dwarfed
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even the greatest intellects of the West today. Kumärilaknocked
out the idealist from the philosophical arena. He proved that
knowledge of cognition is not a prior condition of knowledge of
objects and hence the form that is manifested in cognition belongs to the external object. He further showed that external
object is not a matter of assumption but a fact.
Kumärila's keen intellect rightly grasped the root idea from
which idealism grew. The idealist assumed that cognition must
be known before an object is known. He took it as a self-evident
truth. Kumärila proved the untenability of this notion. He went
further ahead and proved that cognition is never known directly,
because it is a formless and fleeting entity. Cognition is not even
self-aware. Its existence is rather presumed to explain the fact of
object-manifestation. In this connection Kumärila put forward a
unique theory which is known as the theory of cognizedness.
What is there in a manifested object that cannot be explained
without presuming the cognitive act? It is the manifestedness or
cognizedness of the object of cognition that leads to the presumption of cognition. Cognizedness is an objective quality just
as blueness etc. are and it is generated in the object of knowledge
by the act of cognition just as cookedness is produced in rice by
the act of cooking.
Here a word of caution is needed. Kumärila's theory of
cognizedness should not be interpreted along the idealistic lines.
Idealism in epistemology stands for a number of theories which
differ widely among themselves. The highest common factor of
the epistemological theories grouped together as idealism is the
belief that in the process of knowing the mind modifies reality.
Kumärila too believes that the act of cognition modifies reality
by generating cognizedness in it. But this resemblance is merely
a superficial one. It should not mislead us into thinking that
Kumärila was an idealist, for, Kumärila never meant that reality
as known becomes different on account of the knowing process
from the reality as it is in itself. On the contrary, reality known
and reality in itself are identical. Cognizedness is a quality that
is added to the known object at a moment subsequent to the
object-consciousness. As a matter of fact, the so-called cognizedness is nothing but the feeling of familiarity that is associated
with a known object.
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Kumärila is an uncompromising realist and like other realists
he has to face the problem of error. Error is a universally
recognized fact. If cognition apprehends reality without any
modification, how does the realist explain the occurrence of
error? The presence of error is responsible for the existence of
the opposite camp of epistemologists known as idealists and
also of the theory known as representationism which is a halfway house between realism and idealism. How does then
Kumärila explain error? He does not explain it away like
Prabhäkara. Nor does he say like Sankara that in the so-called
error we cognize a real thing though it belongs to a different
order of being. His intellectual honesty makes him declare that
error is truly a misapprehension of reality. However, Kumärila
saves his realism from passing into idealism by saying that error
has all the elements of reality though they are wrongly synthesized under certain abnormal subjective and objective conditions.
The given 'this' (rope) is real and 'snake' too is real, though
their identity is false. All the elements in the phenomenon of
error are objective. It is merely the identity of two objective
facts that can be called subjective in error. Kumärila has
rejected the idealist theory of cognition having a form and
quite consistently with this rejection he also rejects the theory
that the 'snake' in rope-snake illusion is a subjective or ideal
image. He says that it is merely the relation of identity between
two objective facts that is subjective or ideal. Rumania's explanation of error may not be quite satisfactory. Otherwise,
how could his own follower, Sucaritamisra, contradict him later
and say that it is the subjective form of cognition that is superimposed on the given 'this' in error. However, Kumärila's
defence of realism should be appreciated for the comparatively
high degree of consistency that he has been able to maintain
and the minimum of ideality that he has allowed in his explanation of error.
Error has played a very important role in the history of
philosophy. Had there been no error there would perhaps have
been no rival systems of realism and idealism. Error converts
our naively realistic belief in the world of knowledge into a
sceptical attitude. If the 'snake' that we 'see' turns out to be a
mere piece of rope, then the whole world of knowledge as well
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may just be a fabrication of our own mind. The Buddhist idealist
jumps at this possibility and declares that all knowledge is
objectless: No knowledge has any objective basis. All knowledge
thus becomes false. This gave rise to the great epistemological
controversy over the problem of defining and ascertaining the
truth of knowledge. The realist recognizes an independent
reality of the external world and it is through knowledge that
this world manifests itself to the knower. Then obviously
enough correspondence of knowledge to the external world
constitutes its truth. Kumärila defines truth in terms of correspondence. But a more important aspect of the controversy
about truth in India has been the problem of ascertainment of
truth. What is the test of truth? This problem gave rise to two
rival theories, viz., those of svatahprämänya and paratahpmmänya.
The theory of paratahprämanya declares that truth is an
extrinsic property of knowledge, since it depends on the presence of excellences in the causes of knowledge, and that it is
known through certain extraneous tests. The more important
extraneous tests are coherence and pragmatic efficiency. Kumärila shows the deficiencies of these tests, and declares that truth
is intrinsic to knowledge and that knowledge by itself is always
known to be true, while its falsehood is manifested by another
contradicting knowledge. Coherence lacks finality. Truth once
doubted can never be established finally. Logically we can never
get rid of doubt, however big the number of corroborating
cognitions may be. Pragmatic test also cannot be depended upon.
Pragmatic efficiency is merely conative experience which is also
a type of knowledge. But when we have once refused intrinsic
truth to knowledge in general, why should there be any partiality for a special type of knowledge? Moreover, pragmatic test is
not always successful. Experience of pragmatic success is sometimes found to be illusory as is usually the case in dreams. The
alternative theory offered by Kumärila, viz., that truth is intrinsic
and falsehood extrinsic, seems to be more acceptable. By the
intrinsically of truth Kumärila means that truth is not a property
added to knowledge by extraneous factors, but is a property
depending solely on the causes that give rise to knowledge and
is known by the knowledge itself. By the extrinsicality of false-
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hood Kumärila does not mean that knowledge born true is made
false subsequently by another contradicting cognition, but that
a false knowledge is born false and known as such only subsequently when another contradicting knowledge appears. Falsehood is extrinsic in the sense that it depends on the blemishes of
the causes, and the blemishes are not natural or necessary features
of them but merely accidental ones. None except a perverted
intellect could say that some devilish power has installed the
faculty of knowledge in us with the intention of misleading us
and that reality is just the opposite of what appears in knowledge. Could one say that the hare that we perceive is unreal and
the horn that we do not perceive is real? The hypothesis that
reality is revealed in knowledge is certainly saner and more
rational than the one that reality is just the opposite of what
knowledge reveals to us. Kumärila's theory of intrinsic truth
may be interpreted along this line. Thus interpreted the theory
means that a truthful revelation of reality is the natural function
of knowledge, and then falsehood becomes a merely accidental
feature of knowledge, which is tho meaning of the extrinsicality
of falsehood. If this is admitted, realism becomes far less exposed
to the attack of idealism. Contrarily, idealism could then be seen
as making a mere accidental feature of knowledge, viz., error, the
universal and necessary attribute of it. This would be sufficient
to put the idealist on the defensive, though refutation of idealism
would still be a long way ahead.
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Common experience 118
— features 400
— names 396
— nature 396
— sense 6, 86, 96
Comparison 282ff
Composite psychosis 106
Compresence 21
Conceptualism 399, 410
Conclusion, fallacies of 259
Conditioned response 225
Configuration 401
— theory 400
Conflict, element of (in arthäpatti) 330
Conjunction 60
— and disjunction 60,180, 255
: as marks of movement 257
: as producer of sound 178
Connoisseur 202
Consciousness 10,12,13,15,16, 374,
376, 388
—: as an inseparable property of self
392
—: as by-product of material elements
374
Constitutive conditions 260
Contact 162
Contacts, Bhätta view of 184
Continuous perception (dhärävähikajnäna) 74-75, 80, 83-84
Contradicting experience 129
— knowledge 127
Contratictory forms 33
Contrary instances, non-observation
of 239
Cookedness 50, 52, 65
Co-presence 208
Copy theory of knowledge 77
Correspondence 77, 79 110,415
Cosmic mind 34
Counter-correlate (of difference) 189
'Cow', no class of the words 281
Criterion of reality 23
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Darkness 258
'Darsana', use of the word (in the
definition of anumäna) 208
Death 391
Decapitation 94
Deduction 244
Deep sleep 22, 193, 350
Defective sense-functioning 98
Defects 105, 117, 120,127
— of the sense-organs 74
Demerit 111, 113
Denotation 210, 289
— / denotative power of words 309
Descartes 378
Desire for liberation 378
— for one's own good 390
Destruction: as inherent 371
—: causeless according to
Buddhists 368
—, inevitability of 367
Determinate 194
— perception 85, 157-58, 189, 190,
194-96, 292,361
Determinations 199
Dharma 18, 147
—, knowledge of 155
Dharmadharmisambandhabädha 264
Dharmakirti 4,134,186, 208-9, 265
Dharmaräjädhvarindra 77-78, 154,
315, 317
Dharmasvarüpabädha 264, 270
Dharmavisesabädha 264, 270
Dharmottara 78, 154, 159, 187, 341
Dharmyasiddha 272
Difference 189, 193, 214, 379
— among cognitions 27
cum-non-difference 407
Different shapes 27
Dinnäga 4, 186, 217-18, 248-49, 263,
265, 269
Direct apprehension, perception as
155
— knowledge of cognition 69
— realism 23
Disappearance of the result 388
Discord of sense-organs 139
Discrepancy 74, 131
Discrimination 191
Disinterested action 384
Disjunction 60
Disjunctive statement 276
Dissimilarity, description (of an unknown object) in terms of 289
Distinctness 152
Diversity 193
— and unity 364
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— of cognitions 31
— of forms 32
Doctrine of momentariness 24, 35, 68,
369, 390
Dominant condition 31
Dosajnäna 129
Double agreement 242
— moon 95, 105
Doubt 78, 83, 86-7, 91, 93, 115, 122,
128,133
—: as distinguishing factor of
arthäpatti 314
—: as secondary attitude 133
—, subjective attitude of 276
—, three causes of 92
Dream(s) 32, 79, 90, 93-4,105
— cognitions 47, 86, 116, 119, 120,
123, 149
Dreamless sleep 22, 395
Drdha 83
Drsfa 254
Dr$täntäbhäsa-s 259-60, 271
Drstärthäpatti 306-7, 315
Drstasvalaksanavisaya 255
Dualism of subject and object 378
Dyads 362

Effects, plurality of 276
— : cannot be produced in an order
of succession 370
Efficient cause 112
Effort 375, 388
—, speaker's 180
Ego-consciousness 37
Egohood 380
Ekadesa-s 206
Ekadesin 204, 209
Emotional experiences 136
Empirical cognitions 78
— knowledge 125
— law 223
— silver 103
Enduring entity 43
— nature of things 371
Epistemic conditions 260-61
Epistemological considerations 378
— dualism 23, 54
— parallelism 34
Equal extension 210
Error 73, 78, 87, 93, 125, 414
Ether (äkäsa): as auditory organ 164
Evolutes of Ahankära 172
Example, similar and dissimilar 271
Excellence 119, 120-22
— of source 135
Exception, non-perception of 235

Existential realism 6
Expectancy 315, 319
Experience, positive and negative 277
Externality 26, 38, 46
Externalization 100
External object(s) 26-27, 29, 30, 32,
38,40,43,46,48
Extraneous conditions 230, 233
, elimination of 240-41
Extra-normal contact 97
— sense-contact 96,108
Extraordinary contact 98
, Bhätta rejection of 182
— perception 160
Extrinsicality 127
Eye, light of 177

Fact, presumption of 316, 319
Factual statement 275
False cognition 128
Falsehood 119
—: as an accidental feature 416
—: SLsparatah 129
—: extrinsically known 130
— ^inherent in all knowlegde according to Buddhists 118
—: as uncaused 121
—: a later discovery 122
Feeling of kinship 390
— of pleasure 123
Filling up the gaps 97
Finitude, notion of 328
Firebrand 117
Fivefold nature of linga 206-7
Five-membered syllogism 213
Five organs of sense 172
Form 30
Formal grounds (of induction) 244
Formless cognition 31
— object 31
Forms 33
Fourfold contact 17
Free particles of matter 361
Frequent experience 238
Fruitful activity 114
Functioning of bodily breath, effort
as cause of 375

Gain of what is not earned 383
Gamaka 209
Gamya 210
Gangesa 242
Gaudapäda 253
Gautama 206, 254, 273

INDEX

General words 410
Generic character 407
— properties 196
Genesis of truth 110
Gestalt School 97
Gestures 273
Gitä 392
God 133-35, 155, 274
Gotama 152
Grahana 208
Grammarians 186
Guna 18

Hallucinations 149
Harmony 116
Heterogeneous cognitions 124
— perceptions 124
Hetu 209
Hetusünya 111
Hetuväkya 111
Hetväbhäsa-s 260, 265-66
Hetväbhävasünya 272
Higher cognitive faculty 68
— organization of matter 377
Human statements 278
Hume, D. 225, 380
Hypothetical contradiction 328

I-consciousness 63
Idealism 413
Idealist Buddhist 54
Identity 214, 369, 389, 407
—, consciousness of 303-4
—, knowledge of (as proof of vyäpti)
227-8
— and continuity of soul 89
cum-difference 365
Ignorance 88
Illumination 36
Illusion 32, 84, 86, 93-95, 104, 121,
197
—, Bhätta theory of 96
— of a firebrand circle 95
— of mirage 94
— of nacre as silver 94
— of red crystal 95
— of silver 107
— of white conch as yellow 95
Illusory reality 102
— snake:as indefinable 102
Image reflected in a mirror 67
Immediacy 53, 152, 154-56, 198
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Immediate inference 355
Immediately antecedent cognition 31
Imposition of word form (on object
form) 201
Inconsistency, logical and psychological 318
Indefinable silver 102, 103
Indeterminate perception 85,158,188,
190,194-5,197,199
, object of 191
— stage 194
Indiscrimination 14
Individual: as an end in itself 380
—: as object of indeterminate perception 191
— whole 192
Individuality 396
Induction 244
—, problem of 218
Inexplicably 53, 305, 307, 310-12,
324, 326
— of cognizedness 53
Infants, perception of 190
Inferability of the cognitive act 4
Inference 32, 33, 85, 208
—: as apprehending merely existence
of objects 146
— based on another inference 208
on familiarity 118
— distinguished from presumption
331
Infinite regress 129-30,136,340
Inherence 365, 406
Inner perception 17
— sense-organ 89
Innumerable sense-organs 173
Inseparable relation 409
Instinctive behaviour 390
—belief in reality 115
Instrumental 35, 56
Intelligence 9-10, 377
Intention of the speaker 276, 278
Interests 45
Internality 26
Interpretation of Sahara's definition
of inference, fourfold 203
Intrinsic evidence: as ultimate 135
— validity 132, 134
— truth, theory of 415-16
Instrinsicality of truth 124,127
and error 112
Introspection 67, 380
Intuition(s) 160-61
Intuitive knowledge of truth and falsehood 128
Invariable concomitance 125,206
Isvarakrsna 253, 376

428

THE BASIC WAYS OF KNOWING

Jaimini 4,147-48, 204
Jaina view of omniscience 161
sense of vision as apräpyakäri
175
size of soul 394
Jaundice 113, 120, 137
Jayanta (Bhatta) 17, 58, 80-81, 90,
113, 152, 206, 209, 290, 292, 294,
296, 299, 300, 343, 351-52
Jayaräsibhatta 145
Jha, Dr. Ganganath 5, 57-58, 285-86
Jnäna 12,19, 55, 57-58
—: as different from samvit 56
—: in the sense of soul-mind contact
59,61
— or buddhi can be nothing other than
samvit 62
JMnalaksana (sannikarsa) 96,181,182
Jnänäntarasamväda 119, 124
Jnapti 110
Joint method of agreement and difference 241

Koffey 134
Krtanäsa 386, 389
Kumärila 3-6,10,17-18, 20-21, 24-25,
47, 54, 58, 67-70, 72, 78, 83, 85,
91-92, 114, 118, 125, 126, 128, 146,
147, 148, 150, 152-3, 154-55,
158-60, 162, 165-6, 175, 178, 180,
184-6,190,203-4,208,217-220,224,
238,241,245, 249-50,252, 263,266,
270, 272-3, 275-7, 281-5, 290, 293,
296-300, 302-5, 314-15, 321, 326,
333,335-6,338,343-5, 347, 362-64,
374, 376, 378, 380-1, 384-5, 387,
389-90, 394, 395, 398-9, 401, 403-4,
406, 408-10, 412-16.
Kunhan Raja, C. 4
Kütasthanitya 387

Language 199, 398, 403
Lapse of memory 106
Law of contradiction 355
—(s)— causation and identity 241
: as an empirical law 241
Karma 385
parsimony 27, 43
simultaneous apprehension 43
Letter form (of word): as eternal substance 165
Light, speed of 177
Linga 206-7, 209
Lingin 206, 210
Locke 138
Logical certitude 134
— conditions 260
— necessity 225-26
— whole 206
Lokaprasiddhi 263
Lokaviruddha 262-63
Loss of what is earned 383

Kalpanä 186-7, 198
Kant 380
Kantian phenomenalism 184
Karma 63
Karmatä 64
Keith, A.B. 57
Kevaiajnäna 159
Kevalänvayin 258
Kevalavyatirekin 258
Kinaesthetic experiences 116,136
Knowability 20
Knower-known relationship 53
Knowledge 9,14-17,21,23-4
—: true intrinsically 122
—: as judgmental 77
—: as a self-transcending process
65
Mädhaväcärya 110
— of absence: not possible by an Mädhyamika: as advocate of voidness
unknown non-perception 340
98, 100
Major premise 211
— of cognition 51, 62
— term 209
— of contradiction 130, 132
Manahparyaya 159
— of defects 129,130,132
Manähpranidhäna 89
— of familiar objects 117
Manas 11-13, 19, 22, 64, 162, 165-66,
— of merits 137
— of pleasure 123
172-73, 195
— of successful activity 123
—: as infinite 170
—: as organ of sense 167
— of truth 110
—, atomic character of 169
— of yogyatä essential 349
—, atomic size of 167-68
— through acquaintance 289
—»functions of 166
— through description 289
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—: infinite in size 167
—: never dissociated from soul 167
—: not infinite 168
—: not of medium size 168
—: not spiritual in nature 166
Mariana 4
Manifestation 110
Manifestedness 49
Manifester, ambiguous use of the term
166
Man's horn 102
Mark with three characters 250
Material cause 112
— ground (of induction) 244
— substances 22
Mathematical reasoning 296
Matter 15
—, subtle particles of: as forming
sabda 178
Mäyä 14, 388
Mediacy 53, 198
Memory 2, 7, 32,43, 78-9, 81-5, 89-90,
95, 106, 160, 169, 192, 194-5, 201,
213, 247, 351, 381
— images 105
— obscuration 105
Mental concentration 89
— perception 19
, secondary act of 54
theory 228f
Merit(s) 111,113
— and demerits: as positive features
113
»knowledge of 136
Method of concomitant variation 241
Middle term 209
not possible for inference of
negation 337
Miti 73
Mill, J.S. 73, 225, 246
Mimämsä definition of inference 206-7
Mimämsaka 119-21
Minor term 204, 209
Mirage 116
Misapprehension 104, 127
Mishra, Umesh 5
Mithyä 101
Modern science 185
Modes (vrtti) 50
Molecular change 392
Momentariness 5, 371
—, Buddhist theory of 232
—, doctrine of: See Doctrine of—
Momentary cognition 43, 382
—idea 100
Montague 68, 133
Moore, G.E. 21,411
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Moral agent 383
—consequence of actions 385
—considerations 387
—purposes 383
Motive behind actions 389
Movement 251, 255, 266
Moving power of the sun, presumption of 308
Mutual dependence 161,189,193
—negation 333
Mystic perception 155

Nacre-silver illusion 97, 99, 100, 105
Naiyäyika(s) 55, 67, 81,113, 115, 117,
165-67,217
—upamäna: reduction to anumäna
292-93
Name and its denotation, first-hand
knowledge of 289
— and the named, cognition of the
relation of 283
, relation of 288
Näräyana 4,13,17-18, 52,150,164-5,
167,177, 223-4, 272, 298-99, 362
Näräyana Pandita 5
Natural capacity (yogyatä) 185
Naturalistic attitude 375
Necessary judgment 218
— relation 225
Negation 48, 369
—: a primary fact 353-54
—: not known by syllogistic reasoning
337
—: not a real entity 340
—, perception of 181
—: a pseudo-problem 356
—: real but cognized by inference
345
—, subjective view of 356
—, varieties of 333
— of the opposite 41
what is different 404
Negative fact 332
— judgment 332
: as derivative 334
: a subjective mode of viewing a
positive entity 338
Neo-Naiyäyikas 155,158, 240
Nescience 102
New information 73
Newness 83
Nigamana 211
Niranvayavina&a 42, 372
Nirvikalpaka 152,185
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Niyama 211, 222-23
Niyämaka 210
Niyatnya 209
Nominal essence 226
Nominalism 399, 410
Nominalist(s) 199, 408
Nominative 35, 59, 64
Non-apprehension 104, 106, 107, 335,
369
—: identical with apprehension of
only one of two things 341
—: not the same as perception 351
— of the apprehensible 109, 346
Non-cognition 46, 87, 121
Non-coherence 139
Non-contradiction: as a mark of
validity 78
Non-discrimination 106
Non-ego 14
Non-existence: not a new entity 338
— of external objects 47
Non-inherent cause 112
Non-perception: itself to be known
first 339
— :not a new mode of knowing
338
— of jar: identical with perception
of bare ground 339
Non-recollection 350
— of what is fit to be recollected
346
Non-recurrent features, elimination of
218
Non-verbal testimony 273
'Not', function of the word 275
Novelty 247
—: as a mark of valid knowledge 75
Number of sense-organs 174
Nyäya 17, 22, 54, 66,114,162-63,165,
167
— definition of anumäna 207
— method of ascertaining vyäpti
242
— principle of 'like apprehending
like' 163
— theory of extrinsic truth and
falsehood, 113ff
— theory of illusion 96
— -Vaisesika theory of simultaneous
apprehension of cognition and
object 54

Object cognitions 13, 51, 61-63
— consciousness 60
— contact theory 32

Objective defects 131
Objectivity 48
Obscuration of memory 104
Obscured memory 247
Omission, error of 104
Omniscience, Jaina view of 159
Omniscient person 161
'Only one sense organ' theory 173
Order 166
— of succession in perceptions
167
Otherness 38

Pain 375
Paksa 204, 207, 209
Paksadharmatä 211, 218, 293, 321
Paksaikadesahetvasiddha 266
Paksaikadesin 205
Parägvrtti 36
Parämarsa 207
Paramärthasat 187
Parärthänumäna 248, 288, 291
Parärthapratyaksa 250
Paratah-prämänya 140, 415
Paratastva 127
Pärthasärathi 4-6, 11, 16-18, 21, 42,
46, 50-1, 53, 61, 68, 73-4, 86, 92, 99,
120,127,132,138,148,150-52,155,
162-63, 165, 167, 169-70, 205, 207,
219-20, 222-24, 234, 236, 238,
239-41, 244, 246, 263, 265-66, 269,
274, 279, 284, 293, 304-5, 313, 321,
327, 328-29, 344, 363, 376, 394,409.
Particulars 218
—, cognition of 189
—: shadowy copies of universals
402
— and universals 397
Parts, whole a particular arrangement of 365
Past negation, knowledge of 351
Pauränika-s 145
Pavlov's dog 225
Peculiar properties, description in
terms of 289
Perception 17, 33, 43, 50,146
—: as a constructive process 97
—: as apprehending form of objects
146
—: as basic pramäna \ AI
—: as immediate cognition 158
—: as subjective appearance 184
—, definition of 148
—, nature of 147

INDEX
—, order in 166
Perfect enumeration 247
Peripheral organs : not real senseorgans 175
Permanence 369
—: not incompatible with partial
change 385
Permanent self 390-91
Persistence: natural to a thing 371
Personal identity 383
Petitio principii 245-46, 323
Phala 58
Phemomena of life 377
Plato 402
Pleasure 375
Plurality of minds 25
— of selves 394-95
Position and negation: complementary to each other 334
Posterior negation 333
Potency 256, 258
Power 307
— of determination 21
— of observation 161
Prabhäkara 5-6, 10, 13, 19, 24, 54-64,
83-86, 98, 103-4, 106, 125, 145-6,
154, 156-7, 169, 203, 229, 230-32,
234, 244-45, 247, 248, 255-58, 263,
267, 278, 282-83, 310, 311-12, 314,
338-40, 347, 348, 350,356,406,414.
Prabhäkara School 4
Practical activity 54, 102, 106,134
— disappointment 139
—- efficiency 78,101
— success 118
Pragmatic needs 79
— success 135
— test 136, 415
Prakrti 14, 172, 388, 392
Pramä 72
Pramäna(s) 58, 72, 145, 244, 260,
263-64, 267
Pramäriäbhäsa 260
Pramäna-s 118
Prämäriya 72-13, 126
Pramätva 72
Pramiti 73
Präpyakäritva 174
Pras"astapäda 153, 160, 186, 207-08,
248-49,263,265,269
Pratibhä 160
Prätibhäsikasattä 102
Pratijnä 211
Pratijnäbädha 262
Pratijnäbhäsa-s 259
Pratyagvrtti 36
Pratyaksabädha 261
Pratyak$atodr§ta 251-53
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Pratyaksatodrstasambandha 250
Pravrttisämarthya 114
Pravrttivisarfiväda 114, 117
Predicative consciousness 190
Predispositions 45
Presumption 36, 51-54, 111, 306
— of cognition 70
Primary awareness 68
— cognition 39, 53, 61
— perceptual judgment 61
— sense-qualities 138
Principle and premise, difference between 296
— of 'like apprehending like5165
Prior negation 333
Probandum 210
Probans 210
Problem of induction 241
Production 110
Projection 101
'Property': as equivalent of 'dharmä
18
Psychological belief 134
— conditions of a valid inference
260
— experiments 97
— necessity 225
Psychophysical organism 10
Pure being 188, 193
— benevolence 390
— individual 193
Purpose 388
Purusa 14, 379
Pürvasanjalpabädha 262
Pürvavat 253

Quality 19
Quality theory (of knowledge) 20-21,
65

Radhakrishnan, S. 147
Raju, P.T. 336
Rämakrsna 5
Rämänujäcärya 6
Rändle, H.N. 57
Ratnaprabhäcärya 83
Realism 408
Realist theory of universals 399
Reality 15-16
— of external objects 47
— of negation 353
— of non-apprehension 353
Reasoning based on analogy 163
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— from particular to particular
219
Rebirth 388
Reciprocal causality 26, 49
Recognition 84, 381-83
—: as the strongest proof of the
enduring nature of things 372
Recollection 39, 53, 195-96, 201
Reductio ad absurdum 240
Redundancy of the concept of manas
171
Reflection theory 31, 65
Reflective cognition as primary as
object cognition 39
—judgment 61
Reflex actions 191
Reid 65
Relational consciousness 195
Relation theory (of knowledge) 21
Relative and absolute truth 78
Release 10-13, 17
Reliability 273
Religious and moral aspirations of
man 375
Repeated observation 218, 229
Repetition 83
Representationism 23, 67, 414
Representationist 30
Resemblance theory (of universals)
401-2
Ritualism 147
Rope-snake 99
illusion 101, 317
Rules of debate 265
Russell, B. 72, 355
Russell's view of negation as a subjective atttude of disbelief 356

Sabara 4, 19, 37, 49, 59, 62, 106,
146-47, 149, 204, 249-51, 253, 255,
274,282-84,305,307, 310,376
—'s definition of inference 203
Sabda 262
—: as an eternal substance 165
—: as a substance according to Jaina
178
—: eternal according to the Bhätta
178
Sabdabädha 263
Sabdavirodha 263
Sädhana 209, 211,267
Sädhärana 267-68
Sädhya 210
Sädhyäbhäva&ünya 272
SädhyaSünya 271
Sädr&ya: an independent category 282

Öälikanätha 5, 19, 55, 58t 83, 84, 85,
104,154, 203, 285, 286, 312-14, 350
Sämänyalaksana 181-82, 187-88,24243
Sämänyatodrsta 251, 253-55, 284
Sämänyatodrstasambandha 250
Samaväya 180, 182-83, 365,406
Samaveta-samaväya 180
Sambandhäsiddha 266
Samprayoga 204
Satfisthäna 401
Samväda 87-88, 116
Samvit 19, 55, 57-59
—: always known as sarpvit 57
—: as self-illuminating 55
Samvrti 101
Samyoga 180, 183
Saipyukta-samaväya 180
Samyukta-samavetasamaväya 180
Samyukta-tadätmatädätmya 185
Samyukta-tädätmya 183
Saniyukta-visesanatä 343, 353
Sanghäta 311
Sankara3,14,16,24,54,154, 378-79
387, 414
Sänkhya 14-15, 41, 75-76, 113, 125,
145, 171, 175, 388
— arguments (for the self) 376
— definition of valid knowledge
77
— theory (of truth) 111
Sanmätra 188
Sannikar?a 204
Sannivesa 365
Säntaraksita 296, 298, 299
Sapaksa 204
Sapaksa-ekadesin 205
Sapratisädhana 267, 270
Satkäryaväda 110, 112
Satkhyäti 98
Satpratipaksa 267
Satpratisädhanahetu 267
Sana 397
Satya 101
Sauträntika(s) 23, 30, 32-33, 49, 70,
266
— representationism 24
Savikalpaka 185, 187
Savyabhicära 266
Scriptural authority 47
— testimony 274
Secondary act of cognition 55
mental perception 54
— awareness 68
— qualities 138
Secular testimony 274
Self 9,10, 24, 375

INDEX
—: as known in self-consciousness
60
—: as ominipresent 393
— : as the only teleological entity
393
— : as the prime mover 392
— : revealed in every object-cognition 61-62, 64
cognition 61
consciousness 13, 37, 60-62, 64,
67
dependence, fault of 227
determination 375
— : eternal and changeable 387
— -evident 117, 132
expansion 390
— : identical with momentary cognition 388
illuminating sarjivit 55
— : inferred as supervisor 378
interest 389
— : known in self-consciousness 60
love 390
luminosity 29
of cognition 54
of self 395
— -luminous nature of cognition
38
— -revelatory character of cognition
35
validity 133, 151
, doctrine of 103
of knowledge 4
Sensationalists 380
Sense-contact 148, 152, 154, 201, 204
, extraordinary 101
— functioning, absence of, in cognition
of negation 336
— -object contact 49, 150, 196
organs 11, 162, 376
, constitution of 162,171
, definition of 151
: known from positive and
negative concomitance 173
: known through anvayavyatireka 172
, vrtti (s) of 176
perception, single act of 230
Sentence, importation of 310
Sentences not eternal 279
Series: doer as well as enjoyer 388
— of cognitions 382
— of flames 390
Sesavat 253, 254
Shastri, V.A.R. 5
Shell-sliver illusion 150
Siddhärthaväkya 295
Siddhasädhyatä 246
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Siddhasenadiväkara 248-49
Siddhavisesaria 261
Sign having a three-fold character 208
Silver-in-shell 121, 128, 162,213, 247
Similarity 300, 369, 401, 403, 410
— : as partial identity 304
—, consciousness of 303-4
—, degree of 303
—, description in terms of 289
Simple apprehension 190,196
— enumeration 247
, induction by 219
Simultaneous apprehension, law of
44,69
Single observation 234
Sinha, Jadunath 34
Skin: as the only sense-organ 173
Sky-flower 99
Sleep 60, 97
Smrtipramosa 104, 247
Solidity 363
Soul, identity and the continuity of 89
— -mind contact 60
Sound 165
— : as possessing form and touch
according to Jaina 179
— : as quality of air 165
— : as quality of ether 165
—, multiplicity of 178
—, perception of 177, 181
Space as auditory organ 163,165
Specific properties 196
Spontaneity 375
Spontaneous belief 128
Sridhara 69, 208, 276, 296, 344-45,
353-54
Srutärthäpatti 307, 309-10, 314-15
Stebbing, L.S. 260
Subjective construct 197
— contributions 181
— defects 131
— factors 46
— idea 108, 187
— idealism 23
, refutation of 411
— idealist 200
— images 154
— necessity 225
— phenomena of cognition 376
Subjectivism 5, 25, 54
Subject-predicate relationship 195
Sublating cognition 103
— consciousness 100,107
Sublation 262-63
Substance 361
— : as unity of qualities 362
—, knowledge of 181
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— theory (of knowledge) 21
Triputisarfint 59
Subtle body 391
Trustworthy person 135
— speech 190
Truth 73
Sucaritamisra 4,13,16,18,20,22,48, —, ascertainment of 114-15
50, 51, 59, 61, 68, 73, 87, 88, 92, 93, —: as self-evident 131
98, 106, 154, 163-65, 171, 205, 209, —: as svatab 129
217, 226, 234-35, 241,249,263, 269, — and falsehood are not intrinsic
270, 284, 307, 326-28, 336, 344, 414
Successful activity 115, 117, 119, 123, — claim 77
125, 136
— is extraneous 118
Summation of past observations 244 — is inherent 125
Superimposition 14
—, Sänkhya theory of 110
Super-mind 25
Twins 302
Svalaksana 187-88, 197-98, 250, 255, Two-membered syllogism 214
397 '
Two negative premises 88
Svärthänumäna 248
Svärthapratyak?a 250
Svarüpasambandha 49
Svarüpäsiddha 266
Ubhayäbhävasünya 272
Sva&ästravirodha 263
Ubhayasünya 271
Svatab-prämänya 140, 415
Ubhayasvarüpabadha 270
Svatastva 112, 127
Ubhayasvarüpavise$abädha 265
Svavacanavirodha 263
Ubhayavise§abädha 270
Svavacanaviruddha 263
Udähararta 212
Syllogistic reasoning 293
Udayana 145
Syllogism 211
Udbodhaka 89
Uddyotakara 152, 217-18, 258
Ultimate substances 361
Umbeka 4, 53, 73, 92, 125, 126, 238,
Tädätmya 184
245, 249, 269, 303, 344, 345
Tarka 242
Uncommon property 92-93
—, method of 240
Unconscious substance 12
Taste, six kinds of 174
Unequal extension 211
Tathätva 87
Uniform negative experience 235
Tautology 406
— positive — 234
Teleological activity 9
Universal(s) 41, 199, 218, 300, 397
Teleology 377
—: a distributive unity 408
Testimony 273
—: as direct meaning of word 275
—: rejection by Cärväka 273
—, knowledge of 181
Theory of impression 389
— major premise 183
— of triple perception 5, 55
epistemically dependent on
Things-in-themselves 188
the conclusion 247
This' 106,107, 150, 230
— momentariness 389
'This'-ness 100
— (s) of qualities 181
Thought determinations 187
— of sound 181
Three-membered syllogism 213
— skepticism 131
Total unconsciousness 61
—- destruction 372
Unreal differences of things 193
Touch, three kinds of 174
Unseen agency 105
Traditional distinction of perception Upädhi 223-24, 230
Upalabdhi 208
and inference 33
Upamäna 48
Transcendental perception 159
—: (in Mimämsä) as a form of im— subject 387
mediate inference 286
— unity of apperception 380
—r(inNyäya) allied to process of
Triple consciousness 59, 61
identification 286
— perception, doctrine of 55,157
—: difference from memory 296
Triputipratyaksa 157
—, practical utility of 299
Triputipratyaksaväda 5

INDEX
— : not different from verbal testimony
288
Upamänabädha 263
Upanaya 212
Upanisads 394
Upapädaka: known from anupapanna
312
Upapatti 305
Upavarsa (Vrttikära) 149

UtpattillO

Vacaspati 152
Vädidevasüri 83
Vaibhäsika 24, 34, 41
Vaisesika(s) 48, 75, 93, 145
Validity 72-74
— and truth 109
— of all pramäna-s questioned 145
— of inference: depending on reality
of universals 400
— of memory 91
— of the Veda 133
Valid inference, conditions of a 260
— knowledge 73, 78
: as 'true experience' 81
Varadaräja 290
Variety of cognitions 32, 48
forms 45
Väsanä 26, 32-34, 38, 42-43, 383
Vasubandhu 34
Vätsyäyana 146, 152, 206, 217, 254,
287
—'s definition of arthäpatti 328
Vedänta 15, 75, 125, 388
Vedäntic definition of validity 77
Vedic ritualism 4
— statements: impersonal 274
Venkataramiah 252
Verbalized knowledge 190
Verbal testimony 287-88
depends on universals 400
Verification 115
Vidhäyakaväkya 275
Vidyä and avidyä 82
Vißänavädi Buddhist 49
Vißavädin 34
Vijnänasantäna 381
Vikala 159
Vindhyaväsin 252
Viparitakhyäti 98-99, 101, 103, 107,
108
Viparitakhyätiväda 96
Viruddha 266, 370
Viruddhävyakhicäri 267
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Visayatä 48-49
Visayavisayibhäva 48
Visesanavisesyabhäva 156
Visesanavisesyatä 181
Visesatodrsta 252
Visvanätha 150, 155, 207, 243
Vivekägraha 104
Voidness 98
Volitional experience 79,115,116,117
— satisfaction 116
Vrtti 50
Vrttikära 150,151,153
Vrtti theory of Sänkhya 179
— —, rejection of 176
Vyabhicärägraha 242
Vyakti 191
Vyäpti 206-208, 211, 218, 222, 230,
241, 244, 251, 258
— : according to Vaisesika 220
— : a necessary proposition 220
— : a necessary relation 224
— : an inseparable relation 221
— : an unconditional relation 224
—, Buddhist view of 226
—, empirical validity of 243
Vyäptiiünya 271-72
Vyäptyasiddha 266
Vyäpaka 209-10
Vyäpya 209
Vyatireka 218, 221, 242
Vyatirekäsiddha 266, 270
Vyävrtti 194

Whole: a collective unity 408
— and parts 364
Word forms 199
—, importation of 317-18
imposition theory 199
Words 194, 200, 202, 403
— : eternal 279, 410
—, eternality of 309

Yellow conch 121, 129
—, illusion of 86, 105
Yogäcära 23, 25-26, 32-33, 100-101,
380
— theory of self-luminousness of cognition 24
Yoga ja (sannikarsd) 181
Yogic perception 158
Yogins 159, 160
Yogyänupalabdhi 345
Yogyatä 185, 348ff
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55
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53
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266/-9:
270/-9:
55
297/-16:
55
371/-5:
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and
if
when

past
inference
consequently
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pratijnä
aupädhika
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N.B. Numbers represent pages and lines (from top) respectively.
Minus ( - ) before a number means that the lines have been
counted from the bottom.
fn. = footnote

