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Introduction

There are two fundamental procedures which are involved in any philosophical research
1.e., analysis and synthesis. Both of these are reciprocal. As analysis without a subsequent
synthesis is incomplete, likewise synthesis without previous analysis is baseless.
According to Gautama no philosophical enquiry can begin without a doubt about the
point at issue. Vatsydyana also states that “Tatra nanupalabdhe na nirnite 'rthe nyayah

pravartate, kim tarhi, samsayite rthe |

To quote Bertrand Russell:

“Philosophy is to be studied, not for the sake of any definite answers to its questions
since no definite answers can, as a rule, be known to be true, but rather for the sake of the
questions themselves; because these questions enlarge our conception of what is possible,
enrich our intellectual imagination and diminish the dogmatic assurance which closes the
mind against speculation; but above all because, through the greatness of the universe
which philosophy contemplates, the mind also is rendered great, and becomes capable of

that union with the universe which constitutes its highest good.”2
Scope

The scope of the present research is restricted up to the first ahnika of Nyayamarijart in
course of its delineation. This work is an attempt to present a critical analysis of the first
ahnika of Nydayamarijari and making a comparison with the arguments of opponents
which are frequently quoted and refuted by Jayantabhatta. The aim of this research is to
present an in depth study of pramana as a means of valid cognition. Although the present
study is focused upon the first dhnika, it also deals with the other dhnikas as and when

necessary.

'NB. /11
% Russell, Bertrand, PP, p. 54
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Chapterization

This work is divided in four chapters, excluding the introduction and conclusion. In the
introduction, it enumerates the scope and objectives of the present research.
Simultaneously, it deals with the various problems faced in the study of this capacious
and robust book by Jayantabhatta. Accordingly, in the introduction discusses the prior
research done by a few scholars in this field. A brief note on the summary of each chapter
is also given.

The first chapter is started with the history of Nyaya philosophy. It follows the
methodology and subject-matter of Nyaya philosophy. It also deals with the life, date,
and works of Jayanta. A list of available editions, commentaries and translations are also
included here.

The second chapter is concerned with the study of the Pre-Jayanta views on cognitive
process. This chapter elaborately deals with the nature of cognition, means of cognition,
different types of cognition etc. This chapter is restricted to the view of old logicians,
namely Gautama, Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimisra and Udayana, concerning
those topics. This chapter is basically descriptive in nature.

The third chapter is the chief part of this dissertation. It is solely based on the first
ahnika of Nydyamarijart and presents a lucid and comparative analysis of the vital issues
related to the cognitive process. It deals with the nature of cognition, Jayanta’s definition
of pramana, numbers of pramana, types of prmana etc. Likewise, it also presents
Jayanta’s citation and refutation of other rival philosophical systems such as Buddhists,
Mimamsa, Samkhya, Carvaka etc. Thus, the third chapter presents a critical and in-depth
study of the first ahnika of Nyayamaiijari.

The fourth chapter is the critical assessment of the key concepts, viz., nature of
cognition, means of cognition, validity of cognition etc. It also presents an inter-school
and intra-school discussion of the key concepts.

In the conclusion some observations on the consequences of the present research are

listed. It also suggests the scope of further research in this particular field.
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The Problem

Jayantabhatta is one of the most prominent and important scholars among the old Nyaya
philosophers who has made considerably significant contribution to Indian Philosophy.
Although his monumental work Nydyama#jari should have been studied widely and
discussed, it has not unfortunately attracted the attention of scholars as much as it
deserves. It is to be noted that Nyayamarijari is looked down upon as a commentary
without any constructive value in its time or even later. Such a precious book was

discovered only towards the end of the 19th century A.D.

Jayanta’s book is filled up with copious references from various philosophical texts both
from the Nyaya system as well as from the other schools of Indian philosophy. He has a
very comprehensive knowledge of each and every school. He was a sound Vedic scholar
and, at the same time, he was aptly well versed and acquainted with Buddhist philosophy
as well.

Nyayamaiijart is not a mere commentary of Nydyasitra. It is in fact an encyclopaedia of
logic, metaphysics, ethics, theology and what not, as observed by J.B. Bhattacharya in his
introduction to the English translation of Nydayamarijari.}

It must be noted here that the real importance of Nyayamarijart lies in its refutation of the
other philosophical doctrines. Jayanta, as a staunch follower of old Nyaya school, tries to
uphold the philosophy of Gautama and Vatsyayana.

Jayanta ably and aptly answers the opponents in the form of his profound arguments. At
the time of explaining his predecessors view, he also introduces new issues, thoughts and
innovative ideas.

Thus, for a thorough study of Nyayamaiijart it is necessary to have the knowledge of
other philosophical schools as well, so that one can critically examine the depth and
completeness of the arguments of the opponents which are quoted and refuted by Jayanta
in his Nyayamarijar.

The present research is a modest attempt to study the contribution of Jayanta to Nyaya

philosophy in particular and Indian philosophy in géneral.

? N.M., (Motilal Banarsidass edn.), Introduction.
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Various Issues Related To Cognitive Process

As already stated, the present research focuses upon various important issues related to
cognition and the cognitive process. There are several questions that arise in the study of

cognitive process such as follows:
1. What is the meaning of cognition?
2. What are its different forms?
3. What is the validity of cognition?

4. What are the factors of valid cognition?
Objectives

Since the present research is restricted to the 1% ahnika of Nyayamanijari, there are also
some vital textual questions related to the cognitive process that are to be taken account
of. Following are some of the crucial points which are in fact the objectives of present

research and will be:

¢ To highlight the most innovative and comprehensive definition of pramana:
According to Jayantabhatta, pramdna is the collocation of all factors or kdrakas
which is both in the nature of knowledge as well as non-knowledge and produces
undoubtful and valid knowledge.* With this Jayanta brings up some new thoughts
regarding the definition of pramana while simultaneously criticizing the other
definitions given by the Buddhists, Mimamsakas and Samkhyas. Though
opponents raise several questions, Jayanta refutes all the objections and proves his
thesis. One important objection is that since the collocation of all the factors
involved in the process of cognition the prameya (object of cognition) is also
included therein. So for what should pramana be operative? Similarly, samagri

also includes the pramata (knower), then who will be the subject of cognition?

4 Avyabhicarinimasandigdhdamarthopalabddhim vidadhati bodhabodhasvabhava samagri pramdnam’,
N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 36.
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Jayanta replies that by ‘samagri pramanam’ he does not mean that individual
factors are to be ignored. What he means exactly is to emphasize that the process
of cognition depends solely on the collection of factors of cognition. Thus only
the collocation of factors can produce the cognition and so the cognizing agent is
called pramadta and the object is prameya. Thus a lengthy debate continues for

and against the definition of pramana given by Jayantabhatta.

To discuss the number of pramanas: Regarding the number of pramanas,
Jayanta first states the Nydya position, that there are only four means of cognition
viz., perception, inference, comparison and verbal testimony. He establishes the
Nyaya view quite firmly by criticizing Carvaka who accepts pratyaksa as the only
mean of cognition, the Buddhist position that there are only two pramdnas-
pratyaksa and anumana, Kumarila and Prabhakara’s view that arthapaiti is an
additional pramana, and again Kumarila’s position that abhava is a further

additional pramana.

To expound the theory of pramana-samplava vs pramana-vyavastha : There
arises an important question, whether more than one means of cognition function
to cognize one and the same object or each means has its own specific object.
Buddhists uphold that the cognition of the particular object which is gained
through perception cannot be grasped by inference. Similarly, which is grasped by
inference cannot be got through perception. This theory is known as pramdna-
vyavastha. But the Naiyayikas consider that the cognition of one and the same
object could be possible through the co-operation of the different means of
cognition. This theory is known as pramdana-samplava. Jayanta also upholds this

theory and discusses it in detail.

To examine the two standpoints about jiiana as sakara and nirakara: Jayanta
presents two sides, one is of nirakarajfianavadr, i.e. Naiyayikas and Vaibhasika,
who consider knowledge is formless and takes its form from the knowable objects
themselves. Another view is sakdrajiidnavadi, i.e. Sautrantika and Vijiianavadi,

who announce that knowledge also has its own form. The Naiyayikas adopt that

5
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knowledge is formless. Here in Nydyama#ijari, Jayanta holds the Naiyaykas

views.

e To decide whether jiidna is svaprakasa and paraprakasa: Jayanta presents the
purvapaksa, regarding the self —luminosity of cognition, who considers that
cognition illuminates both the knowable objects and cognition itself. Accordingly,
he supports the Nyaya view that knowledge is not self-luminous, rather it

illuminates the knowable objects.

® To discuss the view whether jiiana is kriya or otherwise: According to
Mimamsakas, knowledge is an act, i.e. jAianakriya. But Jayanta refutes this view
citing examples from Sabarabhdsya where jiiana and karma are distinguished

from each other.

¢ To elaborate the Nyaya view on jiiana-pramanya: Jayanta in his dissertation,
expresses the view of Kumarila Bhatta, who considers that the validity of

cognition is self-evident. But for the Naiyayikas, both validity and invalidity of

cognition is not self-evident, rather it depends upon external factors.

e To highlight the contribution of Jayanta in refutation of other rival
philosophical schools during his time, i.e. Buddhist, Mimamsa, Samkhya, Jaina

and Carvaka, concerning various debatable points.

Thus, there are various issues regarding the study of cognitive process which have been

discussed during the course of this research.

Survey of Existing Research

1. C.D. Bijalwan: In his Indian Theory of Knowledge, based upon Jayanta’s
Nydyamarijari, the author has presented different ideas on Indian theory of knowledge in
a historical and broader way. This book is the result of research and comprehensive

evaluation of various issues and views. Starting from the origin and development of



Introduction

Indian theory of knowledge, he presents extensive insights regarding the nature and
forms of knowledge, means of valid knowledge etc. He has also published a paper on the

validity of knowledge.’

2. S. C. Chatterjee: In the Nyaya Theory of Knowledge: A Critical Study of Some
Problems of Logic and Metaphysics, the author has critically presented the various
aspects of knowledge dealing with the whole Nydya system. Though it is not a proper
research work, yet it provides significant inputs to the Nyaya theory of knowledge.

3. Nagin J. Shah: The author has to be accredited with the Gujarati translation of
Nyayamarnijart upto the 9th ahnika. Besides this, he has prepared a chapter wise study of
the same. In this way his unmitigated research is revealed through the book titled 4 Study
of Jayantbhatta’s Nyayamanjari:A Mature Sanskrit Work on Indian Logic. In the first
part of this book he has elaborately discussed and critically highlighted the definition of
pramana, the twofold classification of it according to Buddhists and also on arthapatti

and abhdva.

Moreover, there are several published papers which cope with various aspects of
cognition according to Nydya philosophy. Scholars, namely H.G. Narahari,’ R. D.
Hegde,” Bimal Krishna Matilal®, V. N. Jha’ etc., have made valuable contributions in this

arca.

Throughout the survey it is reflected that though several research works have been done,
but some of them are presented in a broad canvas sketching all the philosophical notions
regarding the theory of knowledge. Others are constrained to some particular points only.

But till date no independent research work has come to the knowledge of present

* Bhatta Jayanta’s Theory of the Test of the Truth of a Knowledge, JGJRI, vol. 24, Nos.3-4, pp. 149-158
6 Nydyamaiijart Studies’, PO, vol. 22, Nos. 1-2, vol. 26, Nos.3-4.
” The Definition and Nature of Pramana According to Jayanatbhatta, Sambodhi, vol. 7, pp. 56-63.
, Number of Pramanas, Sambodhi, vol. 10, pp. 63-66.
® Indian Theories of knowledge and Truth, PEW, vol. 18,pp. 321-334.
. ‘Knowledge, Truth and Pramdrva’, PJNM, ed. Daya Krishna and K.L. Sharma, New Delhi :
1991, pp.169-182.
9Jayanta’s Critique of The Bhatta Theory of Knowledge, ABORI, vol. 68, pp. 581-588.
Jayanta's Concept of Pramana, SLLE, pp. 26-35.




Introduction

researcher, who has focused primarily on the first ahnika of Nyayamanjari with a view to
explain the complete cognitive process in Nydya. Thus the present research is significant
as it is basically text-based since it is focused on the first ahnika of Nyayamasijari and to
go deep into the analysis of cognitive process. Furthermore, it is an endeavor to

contextualize the key concepts available in the text.

Last, but not the least, one would like to sum up in the words of Jayantabhatta

himself:
Kuto va natanam vastu vayamutpreksitum ksamal |

vacovinydsavaicitryamatramatra vicaryatam || 10
Research Methods

The method of exposition, which is adopted in this present research, is comparative as
well as critical. The comparison and critical analysis is based upon inter and intra school
debates within Indian philosophy. Analyzing the piirvapaksas in each and every point of
view, a keen observation of the first ahnika of Nydayamarijari is examined.
Simultaneously, a brief historical study of Nyaya philosophy has been done. Pre-
Jayanta’s views regarding cognitive process are also expounded in the following

chapters. Along with this it also emphasizes the view of other rival philosophical schools

considering cognitive process like Mimamsa, Buddhists, Carvaka etc.

® N.M. (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.) p.10.



CHAPTER- 1

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF
NYAYAMANJARI



Historical Background of Nyayamarijart

This chapter for the most part is based on the historical background of Nyayamarijari.
But before going on to discuss this heading, it is necessary to look upon the historical
scenario of the Nyaya philosophy that prevails before Jayanta. This is an endeavour to

put the text into context.

1.1. Significance of the Term ‘Nyaya’

Nyayavistaratu milasambhitah sarvavidydnam,' as Jayantabhatta declares in his
Nydyamardjari, that Nyayasastra is the root of all the vidyas. Accordingly among the
fourteen vidydsthanas’ tarka or nydya occurs the prominent place. The Nyiya
philosophy, propounded by Gautama, is basically concerned with the means of valid
cognition i.e. the pramanas. It is the realistic school of philosophy as it deals with the
external world through the sixteen categories. Accordingly, the knowledge of these
categories leads to the world of deliverance.” Among the sixteen categories pramdna
(means of cognition) stands first, then the prameya (object of cognition). As
Vatsyayana cognates both and says that, ‘pramanairarthapariksanam nydayah 4 In
order to understand prameya, pramdana has to be applied first according to the
principle mandadhina meyasiddhih. According to S.C. Vidyabhushana, “The Nydya
popularly signifies ‘right’ or ‘justice’. The Nyayasdastra is therefore the science of

»5 Uddyotakara® elaborates the term Nyaya as,

right judgement and true reasoning.
“Nyaya occurs when the pramanas are employed collectively in the establishment of
an object. . . this (employment of the pramdnas in unison) is the highest nyaya, as it
demonstrates the truth (of one’s position) to an opponcmt.”7

The etymological meaning of the term Nyaya is niyamena EJ/afe.s Panini in his
Astadhyayt shows the derivation of the term Nydya from the root in, adjoining the

prefix ni and suffix ghaii.’Another derivation of this term is niyamena prapyante

! N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 13.
2ys,13

P NS, 111

‘*NB,1.1.1

> HIL, p. 40

SNV, 111

7 Samasta-pramana-vyaparad-artha-adhigati -nyaya iti...so'’yam vipratipanna-purusa-
pratipadakatvat-paramo nyava iti.

* SK.D., p.930

® A4.D., 3337
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vivaksitartho yeneti.'® According to this derivation the word Nyaya is anomalous and

is formed from the root i, adjoining the suffix ghai.'' In the words of Goldstucker:
“That Nyaya was known to Panini in the sense of syllogism or logical reasoning or
perhaps logical science, I conclude from the sutra I11.3.122 where its affix conveys
the sense of instrumentality i.e, that by which analysis [lit. enlarging] is effected for
the some from Nyaya is made the subject of another rule 111.3.37. Where Panini gives
as its meaning ‘propriety, good conduct’ which would lead to its later meaning

‘policy’. Unless we draw this distinction between the two sutras named, the first sutra

become superfluous, Nor is it probable that a civilization like that which is traceable

in Panini’s rules could have done without a word for syllogistic thought.”'?

1.2 Development of Nyaya Philosophy: A Historical Overview

The probability of the beginnings of the Nyaya philosophy in its early stage in the
form of debate and disputation among the scholars cannot be ignored. The term
Anviksiki is used in its first stage for dealing with the theory of reason. Kautilya, in his
Arthasastra, has characterized Anviksiki as the lamp of all sciences, the resource of all
actions and the shelter of all virtues.'> Vatsayana, in his Nyayabhasya, clearly
identifies both Nyayavidya and Anviksiki, but mentions the special discussion of some
logical categories such as samsaya etc. by holding that unless these special categories
were treated nydyavidya, they will merely serve as adhydtmavidya like
Upanisadas.'* According to Kuppuswami Shastri,
“Indian logic is anviksiki or nydyavistara or nyayadarsana in the sense that it is a
philosophical system, of which methodical reasoning or investigation of knowledge
got through observation or perception and trustworthy verbal testimony forms the
central theme; it is pre-eminently the science of ratiocination or tarkasastra;...”."”
The ancient school of Indian logic entered its new phase by introducing the word
Nyava. S.C. Vidyabhusana has pointed out three important stages of development of
Nyaya as,

WSKD,p. 930
4D, 33122
2 PPSLILCQ, p. 116.
P4S5,p.9
“NB, 1T
15 Shastri, Kuppuswami, PIL, Introduction, iv
10



Historical Background of Nyayamarijari

1. Ancient period (650 B.C.-100 A.D.),
2. Medieval period (up to 1200 A.D.),
3. Modern period (from 900 A.D).'®

Dharmendra Nath Shastri has divided the three stages of the history of Indian
philosophy quite differently from that of S.C. Vidyabhusana’s classification. He has

divided periods as,
1. The period of origin or the pre Dinnaga period,

2. Secondly the period of development or the period of conflict with the
Dignnaga School, and

3. At last the period of decay or the post-Buddhists period."’

Karl H. Potter has developed a theory of development of Eastern and Western
philosophical school." Professor V. Venkatachalam'® in his comments on Potter’s
paper says: “I first take up Prof. Potter’s basic concept of five stages for in-depth
scrutiny. The five stages of development of philosophical schools-European or

Indian-posed by Potter may be summarised as follows:
1. The Discovery stage.
2. The Development stage.
3. The Polemical stage.
4. The Systematic stage.

5. The stage of Decline.”

These arguments are vividly discussed by Sibjiban Bhattacarya.?’

' Vidyabhushana, S.C., HIL, Introduction, xiii.
Y Shastri, D.N., CIR, p.11
"8 JICPR, vol. IX, No. 2, January-April, 1992, pp. 135ff., quoted in PHISPC, p. 10.
® JICPR, vol. IX, NO.2, January-April, 1992, pp. 1591, ibid.
® PHISPC, pp., 7-10.
11
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itself the principles both of Logic and Philosophy. In Nydsitra sixteen categories have

been recognized and defined by Aksapada.
- Kandadena tu samproktam $astram vaisesikam mahat|

Gautamena tatha nyayam samkyantu kapilena vai| |35

1.2.2 Nydyabhasya of Vatsyayana

Vatsyayana’s Nydyabhdsya is the first and the most significant commentary of
Nyayasitra. He belonged to 400 A.D.*® Vatsydyana has preceded Dignaga and
Vasubandhu and followed Nagarjuna. He criticized the Madhyamika doctrine of inter-
relation: apeksa or pratyaya, the Madhyamika doctrine of voidness: sanyata ,
Nagarjuna’s logical theory of examples: uddharana, the Yogacara doctrine of
knowledge: vijiidna, the doctrine of momentariness: ksanikavada etc. According to

vatsyayana:
Yo ksapadamrsim nydyah pratyagad vadatam varam|
Tasya vatsydayana idam bhasyam jdtamvarttayatll3 7
1.2.3 Nydyabhdasyavarttika of Uddyotakara

Uddyotakara (About 635 A.D.)*® has written Nydyabhdsyavarttika to establish Nyaya
views and criticise Dinnaga. He is about 200 houndred years after Vatsyayana.
(Potter) As Uddyotakara himself has remarked in his Nyayavarttika that he wrote his
great work “In order to dispel the darkness caused by pseudo philosophers (i.e.

Dignnaga and others)™’.

Yada/ccapddapratimo bhasyam vatsyayanam jagau|

Akari mahatastasva bharadvajena varitikam|

3 Padmapurana, uttarakhanda, adhyaya-263
S HIL, p. 115.
’N.B., 52
B8 HIL, p. 123.
9 Kutarkikajiiananivrttihetuh’, N.V.
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1.2.4 Nyayavarttikatatparyatika of Vacaspati Misra

Viacaspatimisra (About 841 A.D.)* has written Nydyavarttikatatparyatika to clear the
meanings of Varttika. There are several works attributed to him. Such as:
Nyayakanika,  (Brahma)  Tattvasamiksa, Tattvabindu,  Nyayasicinibandha,
Nyayavarttikatatparyatika, Tattvakaumudi, Tattvavaisaradi and Bhamati.

1.2.5 Nyayavarttikatatparyatikaparisuddhi of Udayana

Udayana’s (984 A.D.)*' contributuion to the Nyaya-Vaisesika school is most
capacious. Udayana has been attributed with six works. Among them
Nyayavarttikatatparyatikaparisuddhi and Nydayaparisista belong to the Nyaya school.
The Kiranavali and the Laksanavali belong to the Vaisesika School. The remaining
two works, viz., Atmatattvaviveka and Nydyakusumdrijali are independent treatises
which belong to the syncretic Nyaya-Vaisesika system. He has written
Nyayavarttikatatparyatikaparisuddhi as the sub-commentary of Vacaspatimisra’s
text. His Nyayakusumarijali is the first systematic account of theistic Nyaya. All his
works seem to have been extremely popular because they have been extensively

commented and sub-commented upon.

Thus several scholars have enriched the literature of pracina- nyaya, where

Jayantabhatta is the last pillar.

Gangesa Upadhyaya’s Tattvacintamani (12th century A.D.) is the first major treatise
of the Navya Nvaya School. His son, Vardhamana
Upadhyaya’s Nyayanibandhaprakasa (1225 A.D.), though a commentary on
Udayana’s Nyayatatparyaparisuddhi, incorporated his father’s views. Jayadeva has
written a commentary on Tattvacintamani known as Aloka (13th  century
A.D.). Vasudeva Sarvabhauma’s Tattvacintamanivyakhya (16th century A.D.) is the
first great work of Navadvipa school of Navya- Nyaya. Raghunatha Siromani’s
Tattvacintamanididhiti and Padarthakhandana are the next important works of this

school. Visvanatha’s Nyayasitravriti (17th century A.D.) is also a notable work. The

“ HIL, p. 133.
“!Ibid., p. 141.
14
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Commentaries on Tattvacintamanididhiti by Jagadisa Tarkalankara (17th century
A.D.) and Gadadhara Bhattacharya (17th century A.D.) are the last two remarkable

works of this school.

Kesavamisra (1275 A.D.) was the author of Tarkabhasa. 1t deals with the sixteen
categories of the Nyayasitra. Annambhatta (17th century CE) has tried to develop a
consistent system by combining the ancient and the new schools, Pracina-
Nyadya and Navya-Nydya and Vaisesika to develop the Nyaya-Vaisesika school.

His Tarkasamgraha and Dipika are the popular manuals of this school.

1.3 Methodology and Concerned Subjects in Nydyasastra

“In short, the Nyaya strategy is to appeal to our intuitions about knowledge, in order
1942

to learn something about reasoning and not vice versa.
The most important contribution made by the Nyaya School to modern thought is its
methodology. This methodology is based on a system of logic that, subsequently, has
been adopted by the majority of the other Indian schools. The Nyaya is intended to
supply a correct method of philosophical enquiry into all the objects and subjects of
human knowledge, including the process of reasoning and laws of thought. The
evidence of the senses is submitted to a critical enquiry. The methodology which is
treated in Nyadyasastra, as pointed out by Vatsyayana, as uddesa (enunciation),
laksana (definition) and partksa (e:xamination).43 Uddesa is the mere mention of the
name of the categories, /aksana is the citation of the definition of the categories which
differentiates it from other categories and pariksa is the logical presentation of
questions, i.e., whether the particular definition of a certain category is applicable or

not.

The importance of Nyaya tradition in Indian philosophy is particularly in rational
debate and clear, logical argumentation. Analysis of inferential reasoning was central
in establishing the proper rules for scholastic debate. The hypothetical reasoning or
rational critique (tarka or tarka-vidya) is the exchange of arguments between the

proponent and opponent with the objective of attaining valid knowledge. The purpose

2 Matilal, PECITK, p. 126
B Uddeso laksanam pariksa ceti| N.B., 1/1/2
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is to test the validity of inferential reasoning by demonstrating the inappropriate
consequences that follow from an opponent’s position and therefore eliminate doubt

in the mind of the enquirer.

Theory of knowledge, pramana-sastra, is a rich genre of Sanskrit literature, carried
out in texts belonging to distinct schools of philosophy. Debate across school occurs
especially on epistemological issues. Mainstream classical Indian epistemology is

dominated by theories about cognitive processes, called pramana.

This philosophy asserts that obtaining valid cognition of the external world and its
relationship with the mind and self is the only way to attain liberation. Thus, the
methods and conditions of determining true knowledge are not the final goal of Nyaya
philosophy; logical criticism is viewed only as an instrument that enables one to
discriminate valid from invalid knowledge. The ultimate goal of Nyaya philosophy,

like that of the other systems of Indian philosophy, is liberation.

All six schools of Vedic philosophy aim to describe the nature of the external world
and its relationship to the individual, to go beyond the world of appearances to
ultimate reality, and to describe the goal of life and the means for attaining this goal.
In Nyadya philosophy, realities are divided into sixteen major divisions, called
padarthas. These sixteen philosophical divisions are: pramana, the sources of
knowledge; prameya, the object of knowledge; samsaya, doubt or the state of
uncertainty; prayojana, the aim; drstanta, example; siddhanta, doctrine; ayayava, the
constituents of inference; tarka, hypothetical argument; nirnaya, conclusion; vada,
discussion; jalpa, wrangling; vitanda, irrational argument; hetvabhdsa, specious
reasoning; chala, unfair reply; jati, generality based on a false analogy; and
nigrahsthana, the grounds for defeat. The true cognition of all these categories leads
to the ultimate goal of the life, i.e., nisreyasah. The subjects discussed under
pramana, the source of knowledge, are the most important and the most thoroughly
and profoundly expounded of all the divisions. A brief outline of these sixteen

categories as enumerated in the Nyaya philosophy is presented here:

16
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1. Pramana: artaparicchittisadhanani pratyaksadidi pramanani|*

The pramanas such as pratyaksa etc are means to know the objects.
2. Prameya: tatparicchedyamatmadi prameyam|®

The soul etc. is to be known by that (pratyaksa etc.).

3. Samsaya: nanarthavamarsah samsayah |46

Doubt means the knowledge of various (contradictory) attributes (with reference to

one and the same object).
4. Prayojana: hitahitapraptipariharau tatsadhanam ca prayojanam|*’
Purpose means attainment of good and removal of bad and the means for that.

5. Drstanta: hetoh pratibandhavadharanam d,rs,tdntah|48

Example means that in which is determined the invariable concomitance of the

probans or reasons.
6. Siddhnata: pramanato bhyupagamyamanah|®

Conclusion means that which is possessed of generality or specific feature and which

is accepted on the basis of proof.
7. Avayava: pararthanumanavakyaikadesabhiitah pratijiadayo vayavah|*’

Members of syllogism are those such as pratijiia etc which constitute the sentences of

Inference for others.

“NM, (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p., 24
* Ibid.
*® Ibid.
7 Ibid.
* Ibid.
“ Ibid.
* Ibid.
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8. Tarka: sandigdhe 'rthe 'nyatarapaksanukilakaranadarsanat tasmin

sambhavanapratyastarkah.”’!

Tarka is the process of questioning and cross-questioning that leads to a particular

conclusion.

9. Nirpaya: sadhanopalambhajanma tattvavabodhe nirnayah|*

Nirnaya, conclusion, is certain knowledge that is attained by using valid means.
10. Vada: vitaragakatha vastunirnayaphala vadah.”

Vada is the discussion of inference which reveals the truth through producing the

knowledge of things by removing doubts.
11. Jalpa: vijigisuakatha tu purusasaktipariksanaphala jalpa >

Jalpa, or wrangling, is the process by which the exponent and opponent both try to

attain victory over the other without making an honest attempt to come to the truth.
12. Vitanda: tadviseso vitanda. S

Vitanda is irrational reasoning, aimed at refuting or destroying an opponent’s position

and that is not at all concerned with establishing or defending one's own position.
13. Hetvabhasa: ahetavo hetuvadabhasamanah hetvabhasah|’®
They are useful to inference by differentiate the real inference from the invalid one.

14. Chala: arthavikalpairvachanavighdtah chalam|”’

* Ibid.
52 Ibid.
*Ibid.
*Ibid.
> Ibid.
% Ibid.
* Ibid.
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Dialectic quibbling means setting aside one’s argument by altering the meaning of

words.
15. Jati: hetupratibimbanaprayam pratyavasthanam jatih |58

Futile respondence means taking objection for which the reason put forward is just a

relaxation of reason and not a sound reason.

16. Nigrahasthana: satyavastvapratibhasah viparitapratibhasascha
nigrahasthanam|>

Vulnerable point means not revealing of the real object and revealing of the opposite

one.

Although Gautama has accepted only the sixteen padarthas, he has also admitted that
whatever is justified through pramana is padartha. Therefore the Nyaya philosophy is
known as ‘aniyatavadi’, that who does not consider invariable paddrthas. As in

Nyayalilavati, Vallabhacarya said,

_____ 160

Again Jayantabhatta said that “Thus, the sage Gautama shows the path of (obtaining)
salvation by starting the sixteen padarthas. Even though there are some other
padarthas they are not stated here because they are not useful for (ensuing) the path

of salvation.”®'

1.4. Nyaya-Vaisesika as Allied Systems

Though Nyaya- Vaisesiaka was separate in the early stage of their development, still a

link between the two schools seems to have existed. Vatsyayana, in his Bhdsya on the

*® Ibid.

* Ibid.

% N.L,P.122

&1 Ityesa sodasapadarthanibandhanena

Nihsreyasasya munina niradesi panthal”

Anyastu sannapi padarthaganopavarga

Margopavogavirahadiha nopadistahl N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p., 34
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Nyayasitra (1.1.29), speaks of Vaisesika and Nyaya as samdanatantra. The earliest
indication of their alliance is found in the Mahabharata, where Narada is mentioned
as proficient in the Nyaya. Although the Vaisesika is not named, the subject of
Narada’s proficiency in unity, plurality, conjunction and inherence, which belong to

the Vaesesika School, means that they were regarded as included in the Nyaya.®?

There are a good number of sitras in the Nyaya, relating to physical theories, which
appear to have been borrowed from the Vaisesika-sitras.®® On the other hand there

are some Vaisesikasitras which seem to have been suggested by Nyayasiitras.®*

Later on Vatsydyana also says that manas should be regarded as one of the senses in
accordance with the theory of the other system (the Vaisesika).®> Furthermore,
Vatsyayana has quoted the six categories of the Vaisesika system.% Uddyotaka, in his
Nyayavartika, has introduced the Vaisesika ideas into the Nya'lya.67 Vacaspatimisra

and Udayana also conceived the ideas of formally combining the two schools.

Jayantabhatta also says that the Vaisesika system is the follower of Nyayavistara.

“Vaisesikah punarasmadanuyadyina| »68
The Nyaya and the Vaisesika explore the significance of time, space, cause, matter,
mind, soul and knowledge for experience, and give the results in the form of a theory

of the universe. The Nyaya and the Vaisesika are regarded as parts of one whole. The

Vaisesika is a supplement to the Nyaya. They are allied systems. They both believe in

62 Nyayavid dhafmatattvajﬁah sadarigavid anuttamah | Aikya-samyoga-nanatva-samavaya-visaradah
LL Mahabharata, Sabhaparva, chap. 5.3. AS quoted in, CIR, p. 91.
H. Ui has pointed out the following examples where the Nydya-sitras are based on the Vaisesika-
sitras:
N.S.3.1.36 =V.Su. 4.1.8.
N.S. 2.1.54 =V.Si. 7.2.20.
Ui gives many other parallel sarras. See H.Ui, p. 16.
* Bodas mentions that the Vaisesikasitras, 3/2/4 (i.e., pranapananimesa, etc.) is clearly an
amphﬁcatlon of the Nyayasiitra, 1/1/10 (iccha-dvesa- prayanta, etc.). HSIL, p. XXVIIL
> Trantrantara- samacarac caitat pratyetavayam iti | N.B. 1/1/4.
As{yanyadapz dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesasamavayah prameyam |Ibid. 1/ 1/9
7 Phrases like ‘samyukta-samavaya’ or ‘samyukta-samaveta-samavaya' used by Uddyotakara in
naming the six types of sense object contact clearly belong to the Vaisesika system. N.V. 1/1/4.

% N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p., 15
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a personal God, a plurality of souls and an atomic universe. Further, they use many

arguments in common.

S. Kuppuswami Sastri rightly says,

“.....the Vaisesika and Nyaya have been treated as sister schools, fundamentally

agreeing with each other in respect of important metaphysical and logical

doctrines...”®

In this context, it should be noted that Bodas provides a strange view that in the first
period (viz. of the sutras) the two schools were allied. “In the second period, (viz., of
the commentaries), however, they become somewhat antagonistic, partly owing to an
accumulation of points of difference between the two, and partly on account of
alliance of the Vaisesika with the Buddhists. The third period saw the amalgamation

of the two systems.”™

Thus, the systems have a close relation since the very beginning and in course of their

development they have come closer.
1.5. What is Cognitive Process?

The study of cognitive process is the most important part of the Nyaya system. It is
primarily concerned with the means of acquiring a true cognition of objects. By
cognitive process here is meant the study of various issues related with the process of

cognition. Encyclopaedia Britannica defines cognition as:

“The process involved in knowing, or the act of knowing, which in its completeness
includes awareness and judgement. The nature of cognition and the relationship

between the knowing mind and external reality have been exhaustively discussed by

philosophers since antiquity.”’"

According to the Nyaya philosophy, four factors are involved in the cognitive process

viz., pramata (knower), prameya (object of cognition), pramana (means of cognition)

8 PIL, introduction XXIV.
7° HSIL, p. XXL.
"V E.B., vol 11, p. 1042.
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and pramiti or prama (result of cognition). As in Nyayabhasya of Vasyayana says,
‘chatasrsu caivamvidhasvarthatattvain parisamdpyate’.’* Out of these the present
research will be focused mainly on pramana, (including pramana-vydpara) and
pramd. The Sanskrit synonym for ‘cognition’ is ‘jiiana’, and for ‘knowledge’ is
‘prama.’ Theories of cognition, in the Indian tradition, are concerned, first, with (1)
cognitions in general, (2) specifically, with true cognitions, and also (3) with false
cognitions. The abstract noun ‘truth’ translates into ‘pramatva’, also into ‘pramanya’.
The instrumental cause of a true cognition is called ‘pramana’. Thus in Nyaya
philosophy cognition and cognitive process are the most important topics of

discussion.

1.5.1 Divisions of Cognition

In Nyaya philosophy, cognition is divided into different forms. In Tarkasamgraha,
cognition is divided into two types - smrti (memory) and anubhava (experiential
cognition). Smyti or memory is the reproduction of previous knowledge which derived
from the storehouse of one's own mind, but ultimately these memories also depend on
experiential knowledge because no one can remember something that he has not
experienced. Anubhava is the presentation of the original thing, which is received
through the four pramanas. Each of these is further divided into yathartha (valid) and
ayathartha (non-valid). In the language of the Nyaya philosophy, valid experiential
cognition is called prama, and non-valid experiential knowledge is called aprama.
According to the Nyaya philosophy, prama can be received through pratyaksa,
anumana, upamana and sabda. Aprama is divided into samsaya (doubt), viparyaya
(faulty cognition) and tarka (hypothetical argument). Memory is not original
cognition because it is not experiential; it is a mere reproduction of experiential
cognition. Cognition based on memory may be either valid or invalid, depending on
 the correctness of the recollection of the experiential cognition that occurred in the
past. A doubtful cognition cannot be called valid (prama) because it is not definite
cognition. Faulty cognition likewise cannot be prama, because it is not true to the

nature of its object. Tarka (hypothetical argument) cannot be called prama because in

2 NB.,1.1.1
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itself it is not cognition, although it may help in drawing some conclusions about a

fact.
Buddhi
2
v v
Anubhava Smrti
v
Prar#d or yathartha céarama‘r or ayathartha i
v v Yathartha ayathartha
> Pratyaksa > samsaya
—> anumiti > viparyaya
—» upamiti » tarka
—» Sabda

Thus the importance of Nyaya philosophy within Indian philosophy cannot be

overvalued. It thoroughly demonstrates the Indian logical and epistemological debate.

As B.K. Matilal remarks:

“Indian philosophical literature did not always deal exclusively with idealism,

monism, subjectivism and mysticism. The Nyaya- Vaisesika writers were, instead,

critical and positive thinkers, and genuinely interested in logic, analysis of human

knowledge and language and descriptive metaphysics.

1.6 Jayantabhatta: Time and Life

5373

Versatile scholar from Kashmir region, Jayantabhatta, has occupied a unique place in

the history of Indian Philosophy. Regarding the date of Jayanta, there is not much

controversy and difficulty. Most of the historians are almost unanimous in assigning

the date of Jayanta in the latter part of 9" century A.D. The various dates as recorded

by some reliable authorities are presented as follows:

7 Matilal, 1977: 112, as quoted in, IPIHBT, p. 130.
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Name of the historians

Date of Jayanta

Reference

1. S.C. Vidyabhusana

880 A.D.

History of Indian Logic. P.147.

2. D. N. Shastri

9™ century A.D.

Critique of Indian Realism.

P.114.

3. V. Rghavan

End of the 9" century A.D.

Agamadambara of

Jayantabhatta. Introduction.

4. B. K. Matilal 965 A.D. The Navya-Nyaya Doctrine of
Negation. P. 99.

5. A. K. Warder Late 9" century A.D. Outline of Indian Philosophy. P.
195.

6. Erich Frauwallner 2" half of 9" century A.D. History of Indian Philosophy.

Vol. 2. p. 9.

7. S.N. Dasgupta

10" century A.D.

A history of Indian Philosophy.
Vol. 2. P. 307.

8. K.H. Potter

870 A.D.

EIP. Vol. 2. p. 343.

9. C.D. Bijalwan

The first half of the 9™ century
AD.

Indian Theory of Knowledge. P.
17.

10. Jwala Prasad 880 A.D. History of Indian Epistemology.
P. 254,
11. D. H. H. Ingalls 10% century A.D. Materials for the Study of

Navya- Nyaya Logic. P. 5.

12. Kuppuswami Shastri

The middle or later then 9T

century A.D.

A primer of Indian Logic,

Introduction

13. Gaurinath Shastri

10" century A.D.

A Concise History of Classical

Sanskrit Literature. P. 175

Regarding Jayanta’s personal life though, not much is known, but his son Abhinanda

has left some evidences in the introduction of his Kadambari Kathasara. From the

introductory verses of the text we know that Jayanta’s family hailed from Gaudadesa

and belonged to the Bharadvaja gotra.”* Jayantat’s remote ancestor Sakti migrated to

Kashmir from Bengal and settled at a place called Darvabhisara.” He had a son

7 Saktinamabhavatgaudo bharadvaja kule dvijah| KKS, sarga 1, $loka- 5-12. The $loka is reffered to
by Abhinavagupta in his commentary on Dhvanyaloka 111, §loka- 5.

”® HBNVL, p. 19.
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named Mitra who was very famous and respected by the people. The son of Mitra was
Saktisvamin, who was well-versed in Veda, became a minister of king Muktapida of
the Karkota family Kashmir. Kalyanasvamin was the son of Saktisvamin, who was
comparable to Yajfiavalkya.” Kalyanasvamin had a son named Candra who was a
devotee of Lord Siva and father of Jayantabhatta.”” Jayanta himself says that he was a
son of Candra.”® Jayanta’s son was Abhinanda.

Jayanta was a follower Veda. In his discussion of Veda-pramanya in the
Nyayamadijari, Jayanta not only puts up an elaborate defence of the atharvaveda but
even holds it as the foremost of the Vedas’ . Thus it may also be observed that Jayanta
was belonged to atharvaveda and his great faith in the Vedas. Jayanta was also a
follower of Lord Siva and the benedictory verses in the beginning and the end of the
Nyayamarjari prove it.® Abhinanda has considered his father as Jagadguru.m
Jayanta, in his Nyayama#ijari describes the king Sankaravarman as Dharmatattvajiia

and performer of the Nilambaravrata.®** One interesting thing is that Jayantabhatta

1.8 But till now there is

himself admits that he has written his work when he was in jai
no suitable evidence regarding the reason of his imprisonment. Jayanta’s family

history is summarized in the following chart:3

1. Sakti Gauda Brahmin of the Bharadvajagotra

who moved to Darvabhisara in Kashmir.

2. Mitra

4. Kalyanasvamin Obtained the village of Gauramiilaka

" Kalanyaswaminamasya yajaavalkya iva abhavat| KKS, sarga 1, sloka- 8.
"Ibid, sarga 1, sloka- 9-10
7% Sanurvyaptadigantarasya yasasa candrasya candratvisa) N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), p. 208
7 N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), p. 237.
80 Namah sasvatikanandajiianaisvaryamayéatmane|
samkalpasaphalabrahmastambarambhaya sambhave || N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 9
Namah sasikalakotikalpyamamarikurasriye|
Prapanna janasamkalpakalpavrksaya sambhave|| N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), p. 208
8 Sarasah sadalamkaranah prasadamadhuram girah|
Kantastata jayantasya jayanti jagatam guroh|l Quoted in N.M., (Kameswara Singh Sanskrit University
edn.), Intro. P. 11.
82 Amitaikapatanivitaniyatastripumsavihitabahucestama
nilambaravratamidam kila kalpitamasid vitaih kaiscit| Ibid. P. 10
8 Rajia tu gahvare 'sminnasabdake bandhane vinihato "ham|
Grantharachanavinodadiha hi maya vasarah gamita| N.M., (Vizianagram Sankrit Series), p. 394.

8 Kei, Kataoka, HPPVT, p., 313
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5. Candra Father of Jayanta
6. Jayanta Minister of king Sankaravarmana (883-
902)

1.7 Works of Jayantabhatta
1. 7.1. Nyayamafijart

The monumental work of Jayanta is Nydyamarjari, which is an exposition of the
sutras of Gautama. This is the most important work of the author. Though he states
himself that he has no capacity to say something new in the field of logic, only the
mode of expression is different.*

Jayanta describes his own work as the essence of the precious herbs of Nyaya and the
butter of the milk of Anviksiki.® In the beginning and the end of the work, Jayanta
expresses his reverence to Aksapada®’ and refers to his own effort in utmost modesty.
In fact, in his dissertation, Jayanta tackles all the sastras, namely, Mimamsa,
Buddhists, Veda, Vyakarana, Dharmasastra, Sahitya and Agama.

But NydyamarijarT is the most matured one of his writings. As V.N. Jha says it as “an

encyclopaedic exposition of the Pracina Nyaya.”*® Nagin J. Shah admits that®

“One find the triangular contest among the Naiyayikas, the Mimamsakas and the
Buddhists. Its study gives us a clear idea of the problems of Indian philosophy and

their solutions offered by three main branches of Indian philosophy.”

The unique style of Nyayamaiijari deserves special mention. The attractive style of

representation makes it distinctive. Simultaneously it is racy, humorous and brilliant.

¥ N.M., (Vidynidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 10.
% Nyayausadhivanebho 'yamahrtah paramo rasah|
ldamanviksikiksirannavanitamivoddhrtam|| Ibid., p. 9

87 Jayanti purajitddattasadhuvadapavitritah|

Nidhanam nydyaratnanam aksapddamunergirahi|Ibid

Praptodaravarastatah sa jayati jianamrtaprarthana-

Namnd 'nekamaharsimastakavalatpado 'ksapado munih} N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), p. 208.
% N.M,. (Sri Garib Das Oriental Series), Introduction, p. V.
¥ NM. G., ed., N.J. Shah, Introduction, p. 3
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It is eloquent in nature and equally mercilessly criticises the arguments of opponents

such as Mimamsakas, Buddhists and Carvakas. Satkari Mookerjee says that,

“Among the intellectual giants that India Produced, Jayanta Bhatta is one occupying

the forefront with Kumarila and Dharmakirti, Sdntaraksita and Vacaspati Misra, to

name only a few.””

Besides Nydyamarijari, Jayantabhatta is also credited with the authorship of
Nyayapallava, Nyayakalika and Agamdambaram.®’ Following is a brief note on each

of them:
1.7.2 Nyayakalika

The second available but a small work of Jayantabhatta is Nyayakalika. Nyayakalika
is the fundamental text for the student of Nyaya philosophy, since author discusses the
sixteen categories of Nyaya philosophy in a very lucid and simple manner in this
book. Simultaneously, here he presents the definitions of twenty two nigrahasthanas.
In Nyayakalika, Jayantabhatta himself cites the purpose and characteristics of the

particular text:
Sodasapadarthatattvam balavyutpataye kathitam|
Ajatarasanisyandamanabhivyaktasaurabham|
Nyayasya kalikamatram jayantah paryadidrsat| |2

There is controversy regarding the authorship of Nyayakalika. Karl H. Potter has
presented some doubts and accordingly solutions regarding its authorship.”
According to G. N. Kavirdja, Gunaratna, in his Saddarsanasamucchayabhdsya has

mentioned Nyvayakalika as the commentary on Nyayasdara of Bhasarvajiia.

1.7.3 Nyayapallava

% CR, p. 251.
°! N.M.,(Sanskrit Book Depot edn.), p. ma.
2 NKa. p.27
% ELP. vol.2.P.394
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The one unavailable commentary work of Jayanatabhatta is Nyayapallava. In
Nyayapallava, Jayantabhatta presents metrical commentary upon Nyayasitras of
Gautama. The only evidence of this work is found in Syadvadaratnakara with the

special mention about the name of Nyayapallava and its author.”

1.7.4 Agamadambara

Besides philosophy, Jayantabhatta has shown his eloquence in the field of literature
also. The only drama written by Jayantabhatta is Agadambara, which is also known
as Sannamanataka. 1t is basically a philosophical rupaka, where the author presents
the theory of Buddhists, Jaina, Carvaka, Mimamsa, Nyayapriyasaiva and Agama
(Paficharatra Agama) and thus the very name Sannamanataka becomes appropriate.
Here Jayantabhatta also briefly presents the viewpoints of Vedanta, Samkhya,

Nilambara schools. The whole drama is divided into four acts, where the characters

are presented as the representatives of every philosophical system.

On the contribution of Jayanta to Indian Logic Prof. R.V. Joshi writes:
“Jayanta's success was based upon his extraordinary power to elaborate his own point
view in simple and lucid Sanskrit. The Nyayamardjari therefore, has virtually become
an outstanding manual of all the schools of Indian Philosophy in general and Nyaya
Philosophy in particular.”95
In this connection, it may be useful to point out that out of these works the following
have so far been recovered and published. They are Nyayakalika, Agamdambara and
Nyayamarijari
1. Nvayakalika was edited by Ganganath Jha, Princess of Wales Saraswati
Bhavana Texts 17, 1925.
2. Agamdambara was edited by V. Raghavan, Mithila Institute, Darbhanga,
1964

The editions and translation of Nyayvama#ijari will be given later.

1.8 Subject-Matter of Nyayamarijart

% Yatha cha samachasta bhattajayantah pallave, Syadvadaratnakara

SITK, p. XL
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Nyayamarijari is divided into twelve ahnikas, where the sixteen categories of Nyaya
philosophy are properly delineated.. Here presents a brief outline of the subject matter

of each ahnika:

In the very starting of the 1* @hnika, Jayantabhatta has addressed a benedictory verse
to Lord Siva.v It is followed by the fourteen vidydsthanas, purpose of the sixteen
categories. In the 1¥ @hnika the author stresses upon basically the means of cognition.
He cites the views of others’ regarding the definition of pramana as purvapaksas and
later examines and establishes his own and siddhantapaksas view. He criticizes the
Mimasakas view regarding arthapatti and anupalabdhi and logically includes them in
anumana pramana. Accordingly he also includes sambhava and aitihya in anumana

and Sabda. Jayanatabhatta also presents his innovative and original arguments

regarding various issues.

In the 2™ ahnika, Jayantabhatta explains the definition of perception, inference and
comparison given by Gautama. He also opposes the puérvapaksas and cogently

establishes his view.

In 3" Ghnika of Nyayamarijari, he discusses the definition of sabda pramana, and
opposes the opponents’ view that sabda pramana is included into anumana pramana.
He also establishes khyativada by refuting the akhyati and armakhyativada.

Jayantabhatta discusses the eternality of word in this particular ghnika.

The 4™ Ghnika deals with the Veda pauruseya and apauruseya, existence of God, the
relation between word and meaning, pramanya of Arthavaveda, establishment of

Saivapaficharatra agama etc.

In the 5™ ahnika, Jayantabhatta puts emphasis on the refuting of apohavada,
jatyashraya and bhdavana. For this he first mentions the opponents and then sets up his

own opinion.

The 6" ahnika deals with different topics as sphotavada, the knowledge of the

meaning of sentence, abhihitanvaya and anvitavidhanavada etc.
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The 7" ahnika basically deals with the prameyas. He accordingly discusses the
purposes and the divisions of prameyas and analyses the Carvakas, Mimamsakas view

on atman.

The other ten prameyas, viz. sarira, idriyartha, buddhi, pravrtti, dosa, pretyabhava,

phala, dukha and sukha are discussed in the 8" ahnika of Nyayamarjari.
In the 9 ahnika Jayantabhatta focuses on the apavarga, i.e. emancipation.

Samsaya, prayojana, drstanta, siddhanta, avayava are vividly discussed in the 10"

ahnika ofNyayamarijarf.

The 11" Ghnika deals logically with tarka, ninaya, vada, jalpa, vitanda, hetvabhasa

and chala with their definitions and divisions.
The last one which is the 12" ahnika deals with jati and nigrahasthana.

Jayantabhatta is known as vritikara to his contemporaries. In Nyayamariijari, he

introduces himself as Navavrttikara.*®
1.9 Editions and Translations of Nyayamaiijart
The following are various available editions and translations of Nyayamaiijari:

1. Nydyamafjart, Jayantabhatta, ed. Gangadhar Shastri Tailanga.
2. Nyayamafijari,, ed. and trans. (Gujarati) Nagin J. Shah, (upto 9" ahnikas).
3. Nyayamanjari, ed, Pt. Suryanarayana Shukla,(2 vols).

4. Nyayamanjari, ed. K.S. Varadacarya with Tippani Nyayasaurabha,(2 vols).

5. Nyayamarijari, ed. Gaurinath Shastri with Granthibhanga of Cakradhara, 3
parts.
| 6. Nydayamarijari [The Compendium of Indian Specu.lative Logic], vol. 1,
Janaki Ballabha Bhattacarya.
7. Nyayamaidijari, trans. (English) V.N. Jha.
8. Nydayamarnijari, trans. (Hindi) Siddheswar Bhatt and Shashiprabha Kumar.

% Vadesvattajayo jayanta iti yah khyatah satamagranih| Anvartho navavrttikara iti yam Samsanti
namna budhah| N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), p. 208.
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9. Nyayamarijart, trans. (Hindi) Pt. Anand Jha, ed. Kishornath Jha, (2 vols).
10. Nyayamarijari, Tippant and trans.(Bengali), Sri Paficanan Tarkavagisa, ed.,

Dr. Amit Bhattacarya.

Moreover there are some independent works based upon Nyayamanjari:

1. A Study of Jayantbhatta's Nyayamanwjari: A Mature Sanskrit Work on
Indian Logic, Nagin J. Shah.
2. Indian Theory of knowledge Based upon Jayanta’s Nyayamanjari, C.D.
Bijalwan.

Along with these, there are a good number of published papers on Nyayamarijari by

Indian as well as foreign scholars which mark the popularity of this robust work of

Jayantabhatta.
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Pre-Jayanta Views on Cognitive Process

2.1. Nature of Valid Cognition (Tattvajiiana)

Almost all the schools of Indian philosophy believe that the true cognition of the
object leads to the ultimate goal of life, i.e., nihsreyasa. The Sanskrit term for valid
not true. The word pramd is used to designate only true or valid cognition
(vatharthajfiana) as distinct from a false or invalid cognition (mithydjfiana). In
Nyayasiitra, the two main divisions of cognition are tattvajfiana and mithydjfiana.' In
Nyaya philosophy three terms are used as synonyms for “Cognition”, viz. buddhi

(intellect), upalabddhi (apprehension) and jiidana (knowledge).”

There are several views regarding the trueness of cognition. According to one view a
true cognition is that which reveals an object that serves some purpose (artha or
prayojana) and leads to the achievement of some end,’ or which favours a successful

volition (samvadipravrtyanukila).® This theory is mostly adopted by the Buddhists.

Another view chiefly held in the Nyaya works is that true cognition is that which
informs us of the existence of something in a place where it really exists, or which

gives us the real nature of an object.’
The third view refers to truth as a harmony of experience (samvada or samvaditva).®
The fourth view is that the truth of knowledge consists in its contradictedness.’

In the first sdrra of Nyayasitra, Gautama has enumerated that the true knowledge
(tattvajiiana) is the cause of the attainment of the highest goal.® Now the question is
that what is fattvajiiana? In Nyayabhasya, Vatsyayana has clarified the term as the

right cognition of the nature of the existing and non-existing things is tattvajiiana.’ He

has also admitted that the ultimate goal, i.e. liberation, is to be attained through the

IN.S., V1/1-2
2 bid., 1/1/15
* Tatah artha-kriya-samartha-vastu-padarsakam samyag jiianam | N.Bi., ch. 1.
* Datta, D.M., SWK, p.18.
3 Tadvati tatprakarakah anubhavo yatharthah | T.S.D., p. XIX
® S.T.K (on karika 51), ‘samvadyate’. Also vide, Pramana-varttika-bhasya, pp. 3-4, ** Pramanam
avisamvadi jiianam.” As quoted in, SWK, p. 18.
" Vedanta-paribhasa, and Advaitasiddhi, “Badhitavisayatvena hi bhramatvam, na tu vyadhikarana-
prakdra-tvena, tasyapi visaya-badhaproyojyatvat...”, Ibid, p. 19.
NS, 111
® Satsaditi grhyamanam yathabhitamaviparitam tattvam bhavati
Asacchadaditi grhyamanam yathabhiitamviparitam tattvam bhavati| N.B., 1/1/1
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means of right knowledge, tattvajiiana.'’ In Nyayabhasyavarttika, Uddyotakara has
vividly clarified the opinion of Nyayabhasya. He remarks that the right knowledge of
the categories is known as tattvajfidna. The real cognition is the path of attaining the
highest goal. The erroneous knowledge (mithyajiiana) can be removed by pertaining
tattvajiiana, the right knowledge. In Nyayabhasyavarttika, tattvajiiana is divided into
two types- drsta and adrsta. The first one can be attained through the four pramanas,
while the other is through the cognition of prameyas, i.e. the object of cognition. Thus
the result of both is known as drstaphala and adrstaphala.

2.2, Different views on Nature of Cognition (Jiidna)

The most vital question is that what is the nature of cognition? Regarding this point of
view there are various issues emerging out from the different philosophical schools. It
is either a quality of the self to which it belongs, or it is an act of the self, or it is a

substance that is identical with the self.

1. Cognition is an Act of the Self

In Indian philosophy the Madhyamika Buddhists and the Mimamsakas refer to
cognition as an activity.'' According to the Buddhists, “knowledge is an existent fact
that consists of the act of showing and leading to an object.”'* According to the
Mimamsakas, the jiAanakriya refers to an object. To Prabhakaras, samvit and jiidna
are two different things rather than two names of the same things. According to the

Bhattas knowledge is an act of the soul. However, this act theory of knowledge is

elaborately presented in Nydyamarjari by Jayantabhatta.

2. Cognition is Self-Subsistent

The Yogacaras or Vijiianavadinas believe that consciousness is self-subsistent. They
only accept the reality of vijiana or consciousness and deny the reality of all other
things. According to them the subject and the object of cognition are the modes of the
alaya, which is a continuously changing stream of consciousness. The alayavijiidna is

a whole containing within itself the knower and the known. This theory holds that

 Ibid. 1/172.
" Jianakriya sakarmika | S.D., as quoted in, ITK, p.13.
2 Chatterjee, S.C., NTK, p. 14.
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there is no objective world independent of the perceiving mind. The Naiyayikas refute
this view. They believe in the distinctiveness of the self, cognition and the object

cognized and deny consciousness as playing all the three roles.

3. Cognition is a Substance

The Samkhya and the Yoga systems consider cognition as a substantive mode of
modification of prakrti. It reflects the light or consciousness of the self in it.
According to the Advaitins, cognition must have as one of its characteristics truth; and

the truth of prama consists in its content being uncontradicted (abadhitartha —

visayakatva)."*
4. Cognition as a quality of the self

Lastly, Nyaya, Vaisesika, Ramanuja and Jaina consider cognition as a quality of the
self. Among them Nydya and Vaisesika treat cognition as the coming property of the

self, while the rest look upon it as the permanent property of the self.

According to Nyaya philosophy, cognition is an accidental attribute of the self. The
cognition occurs in the self when the soul is connected with the mind, mind with
senses and the sense-organs with the objects. It is not permanent, rather an accidental
property of the self. If cognition is considered as the permanent property of the self,
then it should be present in the self anytime but in some conditions it is not present.
Thus according to Nyaya, and also Prabhakaras, the self is essentially a pure
substance and cognition is one of its essential natures.'® For the Nyaya, cognition
appears as the result of a relation between the soul and the body, which in themselves
are not cognition. But when cognition appears, it has to exist as an attribute inhering
in the soul substance.'® Thus cognition is not an essential and inseparable attribute of
the soul. The soul is, in itself, neither material nor mental, but a neutral substance

which comes to have the attribute of intelligence or consciousness in its relation to the

body.'’

BILA, p. 44.

“SWK, p. 19

** Bhat, G.P., BWK, p.10.

" NTK, p. 12.

Y N.V.. 1/1/22, N.M., (Vizianagram Series), p. 432.
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2.3. Means of Valid Cognition (Pramana)

As the Nyaya philosophy is known as pramanasastra, it is likely to put emphasis on
the means of cognition, i.e. the pramana. The simple derivative meaning of pramana
is “pramiyate’'nena tal pramanam”. It means, by which the true cognition of an
object can be obtained. It is in the sense of karana or sadhana. The term pramana
consists of the root ‘ma’ with the prefix ‘pra’ and suffix ‘lyur’, which generally stands
for the means of valid cognition. In Medini Kosa, pramana is defined as, ‘pramanam

nityamaryadasastresu satyavadini| Iyattayaricha hetau cha kitbaikatve pramatari |’

In the Nyayasutra of Gautama there is not any definition of pramana. Later,
Vatsyayana in his Nyayabhasya, defines pramdna as the instrument of valid
cognition.'® Uddyotakara has defined pramana as, ‘arthopalabdhi  hetuh
pramanam’"®, which means that pramana is the means of cognition of the knowable
objects. But the cognition of the object may not always be valid; sometimes it may be
doubtful and illusory. At this point the opponent asks him, if the cause of cognition is

called pramana, then the pramata and the prameya should also be known as

pramana, since these two are also the causes of cognition.?

Uddyotakara answers that the pramata and the prameya produce the immediate cause
of the cognition, i.e., the contact between the sense organ and the knowable object.
But the pramana is directly involved in the process of cognition. Therefore, pramana

differs from prameya and pramata.*'

Vacaspati Misra, however, has faced several objections regarding Uddyotakara’s
definition of pramana. The main objection is that if Uddyotakara’s definition is
accepted, then samskaras will also have to be accepted as the pramana.** For it

Vicaspati has defined the term as ‘pramakaranam pramcinam.’23

"®  Pramanatah artha-pratipattau pravettisamarthyat arthavat pramapam| Pramata yenartham
praminoti tat)| N.B. 1/1/1
PNV 111
® Yadyupalabddhihetuh pramanam, nanu pramatyprameyayor api upalabdhihetutvat pramanatvam
prasajyeta| Nyayadarsanam (Mithila Institute edn.), part. 1, p. 9.

Pramane pramatyprameyayoscaritdrthatvat| pramana-pramata-prameyam ca  caritartham,
acaritartham tu pramanam | ibid.
22 Smrtihetor api pramanyaprasamgah | Ibid, p.35.
% Pramiyate'nena ityasya vikyasyarthye pramanapadaprayogah prama@ ca smrteranyah
aerthavyabhicari svatantrah paricchedah | N.D., (West Bengal State Book Board edn.), Vol.1, p. 84.
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Udayana, in his Parisuddhi, has followed the same definition. In Nyayakusumarnjali,
he has defined pramana as the cause by which there is the relation between the

knower and knowable objects-
Mitih samyak paricchittistadvatta ca pramatrta |

Tadayogavyavacchedah pramanyam gautame mate ||**

It means that valid cognition is true experience and right knowing is the possession
thereof. Authoritativeness, according to Gautama, consists of being devoid of all

absence of cognition.

In this way, eyes and their contact with the object is the pramana for the perceptual
cognition, a probans will be pramana for inferential cognition, the knowledge of

similarity for the analogical cognition and words for the verbal cognition.

2.4. Number of Pramanas

There is a great debate regarding the number of pramanas, as the different
philosophical schools uphold different viewpoints. The Carvaka materialist admits
perception as the only source of cognition. The Vaisesika and the Buddhists
philosophy admit two- perception and inference. The Samkhya admits three-
perception, inference and verbal testimony. Gautama has admitted comparison in
addition to these three. The Prabhakara school of Mimamsa philosophy admits five,
the four sources of cognition mentioned before and postulation. The Bhatta school of
Mimamsa and Samkara’s Advaita school of Vedanta admit a sixth source, viz. non-
cognition, in addition to these five. Some others also recognize unbroken tradition

(aitihya) as well as possible probability (sambhava) as other sources of cognition.

In Nyayasitra of Gautama it is distinctly mentioned that there are four types of
pramanas.®®> Later the Nyaya scholars more or less agree with Sitrakara’s view and
accordingly describe the means of cognition. Thus the four means of cognition are:
pratyaksa (Perception), anumana (Inference), upamana (Comparison) and sabda

(Verbal Testimony). To quote Radhakrishnan and Moore:

% NKu., V.5
INS, 1173

36



Pre-Jayanta Views on Cognitive Process

“The Nyaya Sutras define each of these methods as follows. Perception is that
knowledge which arises from the contact of a sense with its object, and which is
determinate [well-defined], unnameable [not expressible in words], and non-erratic
[unerring]. ... Inference is knowledge which is preceded by perception, and is of
three kinds, viz., a priori, a posteriori and “commonly seen.”...Comparison
[analogy] is the knowledge of a thing through its similarity to another thing

previously well-known. ... Word (verbal testimony) is the instructive assertion of a

reliable person.”26

2.4.1. Perception (Pratyaksa)

The term ‘pratyaksa’ consists of two parts; ‘prati’ means ‘before’ or ‘near’, and
‘aksa’ means the ‘sense-organ eye’, which conjointly means immediate knowledge or

the cause of immediate knowledge. This may be translated in English as perception.

According to Gautama, the definition of perception is as follows—
Indriyartha  sannikarsotpannam®’  jAdnam  avyapadesyam  avyabhicari
yavasayatmakam pr'atyaksam]28
Perception is a cognition resulting from sense-object contact which is inexpressible by
words, which is not erroneous and it is determinate i.e. - definite in character. Thus,
the definition means that pratyaksa pramana is that from which arises the knowledge
that is based upon sense-subject contact.
This definition of perception comes from the etymological meaning of the word
pratyaksa. The derivative meaning of pratyaksa is the functioning or operation of the
sense organs, each in relation to a particular object.”’ In Nyabhasya, Vitsyayana has
also considered sannikarsa or relation as perception.”® According to him the process

for perception is the connection of the self (afrman) to mind and the mind (manas) to

% Radhakrishnan.S. and C. A. Moore, SBIP, p. 359.
%7 The six kinds of sannikarsas are (i) conjunction (samyoga), the connection between a sense faculty
and an object; (ii) inherence in what is conjoined (samyukta-samavaya), the connection between a
sense faculty and a property which inheres in an object; (iii) inherence in what inheres in what is
conjoined (samyukta-samaveta-samavaya), the connection between a sense faculty and the universal
which is instantiated in a property; (iv) inherence (samavaya), the kind of connection which makes
auditory perception possible; (v) inherence in what inheres (samaveta-samavaya), the connection
between the auditory faculty and a property-trope which inhere in a sound; (vi) qualifier-qualified
relation (visesya-visesanabhava), the connection which allows for the perception of inherence and
absence in objects.
® NS, 1/1/4
:: Aksasyakasasya prativisayam vrttih pratyaksam| N.B., 1/1/3

Ibid,
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the sense organs (indriyas) and they are getting connected with the object. In this way,
there is a relation between afman and manas and the perceptual cognition arise in
datman.”' For example, when the visual cognition of a pot is obtained, then the
connection occurs between the self to mind, mind to eye and then eye to pot. So, in
perception the cognition arises from the sense-object contact. Hence, perception gives
us the cognition of what is directly present to sense and we do not require any
inference or verbal testimony for its cognition.

Uddyotkara has defined perception as the type of cognition which is brought out by
the sense-object contact. In this connection regarding the term wtpannam,
Vacaspatimisra states that it is indicative of the fact that the contact of the ‘sense’
with the ‘object’ is instrumental in bringing about perceptual knowledge.*
Uddyotakara on N.V 1.1.4: “perception is that cognition which follows and varies
with the variations in the object and appears in a person who has not made use of, and
does not yet know the (denotative) relation that the object may bear to any word or
words.”

Perception occupies the foremost position in the Nydya epistemology. According to
Nyaya philosophy, perception is not only the source of our cognition, but it is also the
basis of the other sources or methods of cognition i.e. inference, comparison and
verbal testimony. Hence it is said that all the other means of cognition accept
perception and must be based on cognition derived from it.*® For instance, inference
as a mean of cognition depends on perception. The first step in inference is the
observation of a mark or the middle term, i.e. lingadarsana, and the observation of the
relation between middle (ketu) and major term (sadhya). Hence, inference is defined
as the cognition which must be preceded by perception (tatpirvakam).>* Likewise,
upamana or comparison as a mean of naming depends on perception of the points of
similarity between two objects. Similarly sabda or verbal testimony is dependent on
perception. As the first step in the verbal testimony is the visual or auditory
perception of written or spoken words, such words come from a person who has a
direct knowledge of the truth. So, perceptual cognition is the ultimate ground of all

other types of cognition.35 Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara®® add another reason:

M s
" 1bid. 1/1/4
2 Utpannagrahanena ca sannikarsasya utpadakatvam sicitam| N.V.T.T., 1/1/4

3 Sarvapramananam pratvaksapitrvakatvat| tbid, 1/2/3
*N.S.and N.B., 1/1/5

*NB.and N.V., 1/1/6-7

*Ibid., 1.1.3
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perception tends to produce a higher level of .conviction than other knowledge
sources; the conviction it produces has a distinctive kind of authority.

Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam: Vatsyayana maintains that in perception the self
connects with the mind, the mind with the sense and the sense with the object. He
makes it clear that sense — object contact is not the only cause of perception. The self
— mind contact and the mind — sense contact is also necessary for it.” The Varttika
supplies elaborate explanation. He admits that the mind -organ contact is as good a
distinctive feature of perception as the sense -object contact; this is what is meant by
‘samanatvar’. In this regard he discusses six types of sense —object contacts.’®
Vacaspatimisra states that the S#trakara has introduced the term sannikarsa instead of
samyoga and samavaya. The term utpanna indicates the contact of the sense with the

objects is instrumental in bringing about perceptual cognition.*®

Avyapadesyam: Avyapadesya in the sitra is understood in various ways by different
logicians. According to Vatsydyana, objects are associated with the words or names.
By the help of these words the objects are properly cognized. Whatever comes to the
framework of our cognition is subjected to verbal expression. The fact is that
whatever is knowable is nameable. Therefore, while our sense-organs come in contact
with the object, colour or taste, our perceptual cognitions of the objects are denoted by
the words like colour, taste etc. Again this type of cognition arises due to the words
naming the object, so one may doubt that the cognition is due to words and not a case
of perception. Thus, to remove this difficulty, Gautama has used the word
avyapadeSya in the sitra.®® Udyotakara supports this view of Vatsyayana.
Vicaspatimisra takes the word avyapadesya (non-verbal) and vyavasayatmaka
(definitie and determinate) as referring to the two kinds of perception, viz.,
nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka .According to him the one part of the sitra, viz,
Indriyartha sannikarsotpannam jfianam avyabhicdri is the definition of perception
and the rest two words indicate two types of perception. Regarding this interpretation
of Vacaspatimisra D.N. Shastri remarks that,

“This interpretation does violence to the text of the sa#tra where the word

avyabhicarin (which, according to Vacaspatimisra, is a part of the general definition)

occurs in between the two words avyapadesya and vyavasaydtmaka. Obviously, all

Y N.B., 1/1/4

BNV, V14

®NV.T.T, p. V1/4

“ Namadheyasabdena vyapadisyamanam sat sabdam prasajyate, atra aha avyapadesyamiti| N.B. 1/1/4
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the three are the attributes of perception. As the same knowledge which is held to be
unnameable (free from verbal element) is also held to be vyavasayatmaka definite or
determinate, the former word can in no way suggest indeterminate perception.”'
Avyabhicari: The next term in the sitra is avyabhicari (non-erroneous). It blocks
false cognitions, like the misperception that belies the inerrancy of pramans.
According to Vatsyayana, during summer when your eyes come in contact with the
sun rays, the glimmering of the sun rays along with the heat waves radiating from the
hot surface of a desert appears as water. So in order to avoid this type of erroneous
perception, avyabhicari is used in the sitra.*? Uddyotakara takes the term in the same
sense in which the Bhasyakara does. He adds that it is not the object, but its
apprehension which is subject to error when we take the flickering rays of water.
Vacaspatimisra gives three interpretations of this term:

1. Though by the other characteristics erroneous forms have been excluded

from the scope of perception, yet this term is mentioned to assign authoritative

sanction to it.*

2. The term also implies that the cognition brought about by the other

pramanas should be non- erroneous as well,

3. The term pratyaksa refers to the resultant cognition, while the other

pramanas refer to the form of the means of cognition. To bring out this

distinction the sitrakdra puts the term in the sitra.*
Vyavasdyatmakam: The term vyavasayatmaka has been mentioned in the sutra to
convey the sense of another perceptual cognition which is definite in nature.
Vatsydyana opines that the word is employed in the sitra to exclude the doubtful
apprehensions like “Is this smoke or is this dust?” from the scope of perception.*®
Uddyotakara also considers that the term in the sitra refers to exclude doubtful
perceptual cognition. He says that both the mind- soul contact and the sense- object
contact are responsible for producing a doubtful cognition.*’
According to Vacaspati Misra, the term refers to savikalpa perception. Vacaspati

validates his interpretation by saying that Vatsydyana and Uddyotakara have not

“! CIR, p. 431.

2 Grisme maricayo bhaumenosmand samsrstah spandamanadirasthasya caksusa@ sannikrsyante
tatrendriyarthasannikarsadudakamiti Jianamudpadyate... ....tadavyabhicari| N.B., 1/1/4

® Siddhe satvarambho niyamarthah| N.V.T.T, 1/1/4

“ Ibid.

“ Ibid.

““NB. 1/1/4

TNV, 11/4
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mentioned it since this interpretation, being very simple, does not need any

explanation.*®
2.4.1.1 Types of Perception (Pratyaksa)
The Nyaya divides pratyaksa in the following way:

Pratyaksa

|

Laukika Alaukik:
—— visual —— nirvikalpaka samanyalaksana jaanalaksana yogaj.
——— olfactory L—» savikalpaka

—— auditory

———tactile

—— gustatory

l—— mental

The six types of laukika pratyaksa refer to the senses concerned in perception.
Another two types of laukika pratyaksa are savikalpa and nirvikalpa. The Nyaya
holds that both of these are equally valid and based on reality.*’ This classification
depends on the character of the perceptual cognition which arises from sense- object

contact. The nirvikalpaka stage reveals the universal associated with the particular,

s Vyavasayatmakam saksat vikalpasya vacakam- tadetadatisphutatvat Sisyairgamyat eveti
bhasyavartikabhyamavyakhyatam| N.V.T.T,, 1/1/4

* 1t is said that distinction between savikalpa and nirvikalpa is not recognised in Nyaya- Sttra, Bhasya
and Varttika. Vacasspatimisra for the first time in his 7atparyatika makes the distinction to Nyayasitra
1.1.4. The two terms ‘avyapadesyam’ and ‘vyavasaydtmakam’ in Gautama’s sutra, according to
Vicaspatimisra, mean respectively savikalpa and nirvikalpa perception.
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but as there is no association of name at this stage, the universal and the particular are

taken in one sweep and not as terms of relation as subject and predicate or substance

and attribute.™

Savikalpaka perception is the cognition of an object as possessing some character.
Nirvikalpaka is an indeterminate apprehension and savikalpaka is a determinate
judgement. There cannot be any savikalpaka perception without a previous
nirvikalpaka perception of an object. It is a judgement in which certain attributes are
related to the object by way of prediction, e.g., this is a cow.’’ Here the attribute

cowness is predicted of the presented object.

From early on, Nyaya recognizes certain kinds of extraordinary perception. It is of
three types: samanyalaksana, jianalaksana and yogaja.52 Samanyalaksand is the
perception of a whole class of objects through samanya (generic property) found in
any individual of that class. For example, when the knowledge of a pot is perceived
the universal ‘potness’ is also perceived. The perception of ‘potness’ in the present
pot serves the purpose of contact between sense and all other pots. The cognition of
the universal is the medium of sense — object contact, by which the perception of all

pots are possible.*?

The second type is jRanalaksana, which is the perception of an object which is in
contact with the sense — organs through a previous cognition of itself.>* For example,
when a man says ‘I see a piece of fragrant sandalwood’, the man not only has a
perception of its fragrance by means of his eyes, but he also has the immediate
perception of its fragrance. The Naiyayikas say that our past olfactory perception is
closely associated with the visual perception. The present perception of fragrance is

due to the revived past cognition of fragrance. This can be explained only through

JAdanalaksana.

5 Jatyadisvartipavagahi na tu jatyadinam mitho visesanavisesyabhavavagahiti yavat| N.V.T.T., 1/1/4
S Savikalpakam namajatyadivojanatmakam| T.B., p. 49
52 Alaukikastu vyaparastrividhah parikirtitah|
Samdanyalaksano jiianalaksano yogajastatha| B.P., (Advaita Ashrama edn.), p. 99.
3 Asattirasrayanam tu samanyajfianamisyate| Ibid.,pp. 101-2.
** Visayl yasya tasyaiva vyaparo jianalaksanah) Tbid., p. 102.
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The third type is yogaja pratyaksa. 1t is the intuitive perception of all the objects-
past, distant and future, because of some supernatural power. This power is generated

in the mind by meditation (yogabhyasajanito dharmavisesah).

2.4.2 Inference (Anumana)

Except the Carvakas, all the other schools of Indian philosophy hold that anumana is
a distinct means of cognition. The word anumana is generally translated as inference.

It is used in two senses:
1. Anumiti, i.e., inferential cognition.
2. Anumiti-karana, 1.¢., the instrument of inferential cognition.

The word ‘anumana’ consists of two parts, viz., anu and mana which mean ‘after’
and ‘cognition’ respectively. Thus, ‘anumana’ in a general sense means the cognition

coming into being after perception of paramarsa.

Anumana literally means such cognition which follows some other cognition.
Anumana is one of the most important contributions of Nyaya. While defining

anumana, Gautama says that,

“atha tatparvakam trividhamanumanam pirvacchesavat samanyato drstam

Cal )155

It indicates the sense of ‘after proof”, as Gautama has used the term ‘fatpirvakam’. It
is ‘after-proof’ in the sense that it uses the knowledge derived from perception
(pratyaksa). Bhasyakara discusses that the term ‘tatpiirvakam’ refers to hetu and
sadhya and the relationship between the two, i.e. vyapti. It also refers to
pratyaksa.”ln this way, Bhdasyakara has defined it as “te pirve yasya”. He puts it as
the equivalent of anviksa and it depends upon pratyaksa.’’ By these definitions it is
distinctly proved that for the cognition of inference the prior cognition of perception

is needed. For instance, when smoke in a hill is seen then it is understand that there is

55
N.S. 1/1/5
lingalinginoh sambandhayordarsanena lingasmrtirabhisambadhyate| smriya lingadarsanena

ca 'pratyokso ‘rtho 'numiyate| N.B., 1/1/5
5T pratyaksabhyasritamevanumanam| sa anviksal ibid.
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fire. So, first through perception cognition of smoke occurs, followed by the inference

about the fire.
According to Uddyotakara, there are three meanings of the term “tar™:
1. tani te tatpiirvam vasya tadidam tatpiirvakam|
By this interpretation, the definition of anumana presupposes pratyaksa.
2. tani purvam yasya|
By this etymology, anumana is defined as presupposes to all pramanas, as “tani” is
in plural number.>®

3. te dve parvam yasya|

This etymology shows that there are two types of perception occur before anumana.>

According to Uddyotakara, anumdna is based upon relation between the linga and
paramarsa aided by a remembrance of that relation-“smrtyanugrhito lingaparamarso
anumanam™.®® For example, the cognition that the hill is fiery is based upon the

relation between the smoke and fire and the remembrance of that relation.

Thus, inference is a process of reasoning in which we pass from the cognition of linga

to that of something else, by a relation of invariable concomitance (vyapti) between

the two. To quote Dr. B.N. Seal:

“Anumana (inference) is the process of ascertaining, not by perception or direct
observation, but through the instrumentality or medium of a mark, that a thing
possesses a certain character.”'

Vvapti is the special relation between two facts which is universal in its nature.
Literally, vyapti is the state of pervasion; one of the facts pervades (vyapaka) and the
other is pervaded (vydpya). For example, ‘parvato vahniman dhimavattvat’ here
smoke is pervaded and fire is pervades. This special relationship is known by various
synonyms such as: linga- lingi- sambandha, gamyagamakabhava etc. The Nyaya

method of ascertaining vyapti consists of four stages. They are:

*® Yada taniti vighrahah taddasamastapramanabhisambandhat sarvapramanapirvakatvamanumanasya
varnitam bhavatil N.V., 1/1/5

“Ibid, N.V.T.T. 1/1/5

NV, 1/1/5

% Seal, B. N., PSAH, p. 250
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e The first is anvaya, or uniform agreement of two things together. For example,
wherever there is smoke there is fire.

e The second type is the uniform agreement in absence (vyatireka). In this
method, a negative universal relationship or invariable concomitance is
observed. For example, wherever there is no fire, there is no smoke.

e The third kind of method is a combination of the first and second methods. In
this method, known as uniform agreement in both presence and absence
(anvaya-vyatireka or vyabhicardagraha), both constituents of a relationship are
always found together; neither is ever present without the other. For example,
whenever smoke is present fire is also present and whenever fire is absent

. 2
smoke is also absent.®

2.4.2.1 Classification of Inference (Anumana)

The Nyaya provides four general classification systems for inference:

1. Firstly, inference is of two types- svartha and paratha.®

2. Secondly, inference 1is of three kinds- parvavar, Ssesavat and
sdmc'myatodr,s,l'a.64

3. The third classification is — kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki and anvaya-
vyatireki.

4. The fourth classification is — vifa and avita. Vita includes piirvavar and

samanyatodrsta and avita is Sesavat. This particular type of taxonomy is given by

Vacaspatimisra.
Anumdana
—— Svartha (— Pirvavat — Kevalanvayi —» Vita
— Parartha — Sesavat ——» Kevalavyatireki ~ ~——»Avita
—» Samanyatodrsta  |—» Anvayavyatireki
%2 7.8, XXVII
e accanumanam dvividham, svartham parartham ceti| T.B., p. 79.
¥ NS.1/1/5

45



Pre-Jayanta Views on Cognitive Process

The svartha means "for oneself,” and pardrtha means "for others." In svartha, the
purpose of the inference is for one to gain correct knowledge by oneself and for him.
In this kind of inference, one wants to obtain the inferential cognition for himself by
relating it to the major (sadhya) and minor (paksa) premises. In pararthGnumana, on
the other hand, the inference is meant for others. Here someone is trying to prove the
truth of his view. For instance, a man who is convinced of the existence of fire on a
hill would use parartha when attempting to convince others of the fire's existence. It

requires a systematic methodology of five steps.®®

The second classification system divides inference into three categories: purvavat,
sesavat, and samanyatodrsta. Pirvavaf means inferring an unperceived effect from a
perceived cause,” Sesavat means inferring an unperceived cause from a perceived
effect and samanyatodrista refers to that type of inference when it is not based on
causation but on uniformity of co-existence. A parvavat inference is that which is
based on previous experience. For example, “It will rain because there are dark heavy
clouds in the sky, and whenever there are dark heavy clouds, it rains." Here the future
rain (effect) is inferred from the appearance of dark heavy clouds
(cause).Uddyotakara criticizes this view holding that no sensible person could venture
to cognize the effect simply on the basis of the perception of a cause.®’

Sesavat is the reverse type of reasoning, in which an unperceived cause is inferred

from a perceived effect, e. g., when it is seen that the water of the river is swollen, it
68

can be inferred that there has been rain.
The Samanyatodrsta inference is that in which the inference is based upon a general
observation. In this kind of reasoning, conclusions are based on direct experience and
on generally known truths. For example, “We have observed in all cases that we see a

thing in a place different from where we saw it before only when it has moved; and

Anumanam dvividham -svartham parartham ca| Svartham svanumitihetuh|... ...yattu svam dhimat
agnim anumaya param prati bodhayitum paficavayavavakyam praywjyate tat pararthanumanam| T.S.,
XXVI1

® N.B., 1/1/5

A RUTE

®NB., 1/1/5
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from this fact of general observation we infer that the sun must be moving, even
4969 ’

though we cannot perceive it.
Uddyotakara is the first logician to introduce the third type of classification as:
kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki and anvaya- vyatireki.” O In the first, ‘kevalanvayi, the
middle term is only positively related to the major term. For example: “Sound is non-
eternal because it is a product.” In the second, kevalavyatireka, the middle term is
only negatively related to the major term. For example: "Whoever is dead has no
pulse: this person has a pulse; therefore he is not dead." In the last category,
anvayavyatireki, the middle term is both positively and negatively related to the major
term. This is the joint method of both anvaya and vyatireka. For example: “All smoky

objects are on fire: the hill is smoky; therefore, the hill is on fire.”

The fourth classification is expounded by Vacaspatimisra as vita and avita.”' Vita is
based upon the universal agreement in presence, e.g., whatever is smoky is fiery, the
hill is smoky and therefore the hill is fiery. The avita is based upon the universal
agreement in absence. For example, what is non- different from other elements has no
smell. The earth has smell and therefore the earth is different from other elements.

Vita is sub-divided into two kinds- parvavat and samanyatodrsta; and avita is also

termed as SeSavat or paris’e._s'a.72
2.4.2.2 Constituents of Inference (Avayavas)

The methodology of inference involves five steps,73 as in the example shown:

e There is fire on the hill (called Pratijfid, required to be proved)
« Because there is smoke there (called Hetu, reason)
o Wherever there is fire, there is smoke (called Udaharana, i.e., example)

e There is smoke on the hill (called Upanaya, reaffirmation)

* Ibid.

" Trividhamiti, anvayi, vyatireki anvayavyatireki cetil N.V., 1/1/5

™ Tatra pratham tavat dvividham vitamavitam cai S.T,K,. (Bengali Trans.) p.33

7 Anvayamukhena  pravartiam@nam vidhayakam vitam, vyatirekamukhena pravarttamanam
nisedhakamavitgm)| tatr-dvitam Sesaval, ... ..................vitafica dvedhd, parvavat samanyatodystafica|
Ibid.

Though Vacaspatimiéra does not mention these two types of classification in the Tatparyatika, but it is
mentioned in his Sdmkhyatattvakaumuds.

73 Potter discusses various Nyaya responses to the charge that the five- step argument pattern contains
unnecessary redundancy. EIP, Vol. 2, p. 186.
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» Therefore there is fire on the hill (called Nigamana, conclusion)

In Nyaya terminology for this example, the hill would be called as paksa (minor
term), the fire is called as sd@dhya (major term), the smoke is called as hetu, and the
relationship between the smoke and the fire is called as vyapti (middle term). Hetu
further has five characteristics: (1) It must be present in the paksa, (2) It must be
present in all positive instances, (3) It must be absent in all negative instances, (4) It
must not be incompatible with the minor term or paksa and (5) All other
contradictions by other means of cognition should be absent. Gautama in Nyayasiitra
has mentioned these five types as:
“pratijiiahetiadaharanopanayanigamanyayavayavah|”™

Vatsyayana has admitted these five types of constituents as the “parama nyaya””. He
himself has also refuted the view of Naiyayikas, who consider ten constituents of
and Saméayavyuddsa.” Though Gautama does not bother giving the general
definition of avayava, instead gives the etymological meaning as, “atra sadhyasya

avadharapaya yuvanti misribhavati bhityante misrikrivante va ityavayavaly”"’

2.4.2.3 Fallacies of Reason or Hetu (Hetvabhdsas)

In Indian logic, especially in Nyaya, hetvabhasa or fallacy has a vital role. Gautama
does not provide us with any definition of hefvabhasa. Rather he has mentioned that
there are five kinds of fallacies of reasons. They are savyabhicara, viruddha,
prakaranasama (satpratipaksa), sadhvasama and kalatita (badhita). 78 According to
Vatsyayana the term hetvabhasa means fallacious probans. They are so called because
they do not possess all the characteristics of the true probans and yet they are

adequately similar to the probans so as to appear as such.”

NS, 1/1/32

" So yam paramo nyaya iti) N.B, 1/1/1

samsayavyudasa iti. N.B., 1/1/32

77 Sadhakavakyaikadesa iti. Tbid.

7 Savyabhicara-viruddha-prakaranasama-sadhyasama-kalatita hetvabhasah | N.S. 1/2/4 .
” Hetulaksanabhavadahetavo hetusamanyat hetuvadabhasamandh | N.B., 1/2/4
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In Sarvadarsanasamgraha, it is defined as ‘na tu saksad hetuh kintu tatha
prarz‘yate.’sq It means that hetvabhasa or the fallacious middle is one that appears as,
but in truth, is not a valid reason or middle term for an inference. For the purpose of
proof, an inference is made to consist of five members, namely pratijiia, hetu,
udaharana, upanaya and nigamana. Similarly, the validity of an inference is based on
the validity of its five members. So, it can be said that the fallacies of pratijfia etc.
come under the fallacy of inference (nyayabhdsa). But it must be admitted that the
validity of an inference depends ultimately on the validity of the hetu or the reason
employed on it. So, the Naiyayikas bring the fallacies of inference (nyayabhasa)
under the fallacies of the reason (hetvabhasa). There are five types of hetvabhasas as
enumerated by Nyaya logic. The fallacies in anumdana (hetvabhdasa) may occur due to

the following:

1. Asiddha: 1t is also called sadhyasama.®' This is the unproved hetu when a reason is
supplied to prove the predicate but the reason itself requires to be proved like the
predicate. Uddyotakara names it as asiddha. Vatsydyana gives the example as,
‘Shadow is a substance because it possesses motion.”®* There are three types of the

fallacy of asiddha: asrayasiddha, svariipasiddha and vyapyatvasiddha.

o Asrayasiddha: If paksa itself is unreal, then there cannot be locus of the hetu,
e.g. the sky-lotus is fragrant, because it belongs to the class of lotus. Here the
paksa ‘sky — lotus’ is unreal, therefore the hetu ‘class of lotus’ cannot exist in
it.

e Svaripasiddha: In this type of fallacy the hetu cannot exist in paksa at all, e.g.
sound is a quality, because it is visible.

e Vyapyatvasiddha: Here concomitance between hetu and sddhya cannot be
proved, e.g., all real are momentary; sound is a real, so sound is momentary.
Here the major premise is false, because there is no universal concomitance

between the ‘real’ and the ‘momentary’.

¥S DS, p. 470
8 Sadhvavisistah sadhyatvat sadhyasamah| N.S. 1/2/8
8 Dravyam chayeti sadhvam, gatimatvaditi hetuh| N.B., 1/2/8
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2. Anaikantika or Savyabhichara:* Gautama says that it is an inconclusive hetu
because it has variable concomitance with the predicate as well as the absence of the
predicate. Vatsyayana holds that if a reason presents in similar as well as dissimilar

examples and thus raises the doubt or does not remove the doubt about the predicate,
it is inconclusive and hence fallacious.?* According to Vacaspatimisra, the two terms
savyabhicara and anaikantika are synonymous and one can be used as the definition

of the other. It is of three types: Sadharana, asadharana and anupasamhari.

e Sadharana or ordinary fallacy: It occurs when hetu is in some cases related to
the sadhya and in the other cases related to the absence of it.%’

* Asadharana or extraordinary fallacy: In this type of fallacy the hetu is neither
related to things in which the sadhya exists nor to those in which it does not
exist.*

e Anupasamhar or the indefinite fallacy:®’ Here the heru is related to a paksa
that stands not for any definite individual or class, but indefinitely for all

objects.

3. Kalatita or Badhita: 1t refers to the middle term which is vitiated by the lapse of
time.%® Vatsyayana gives the following example, ‘sound is durable because, it is
manifested by conjunction by colour.” Here the reason is fallacious since in the case
of colour the manifestation takes place simultaneously with the contact between light
and the coloured object. However, the manifestation of sound is separated by a gap of
time from the contact between two objects. So here the reason is not appropriate with
the instance.®® Uddyotakara gives the same interpretation. But Vacaspati takes it in the
‘sense of badhita. He maintains that the reason is contradicted by perception, inference

and testimony.

4. Viruddha: According to Gautama, “siddhantamabhyupetya tadvirodhi

viruddhah.”*® 1t is the opposition of one doctrine to a previously accepted doctrine.
pp

8 Anekantikah savyabhicarah| N.S., 1/2/5.

“N.B., 1/2/5

4 Sadharanah sadhyavat tadanyavrttih) N.V. 1/2/5

8 gsadharanah sapaksavipaksavyavrttah| Ibid.

& Anvayavyatirekadrstantarahito 'nupasamhart) T.5.D., p. XXXIII
% Kalatyayapadistah kalatitah| N.S., 1/2/9

¥ NB., 12/9

O NS, 1/2/6
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Vatsydyana cites two contradictory examples, world ceases from manifestation
because it is not eternal, and that even then it exists because it cannot be destroyed.‘gl
According to Uddyotakara when hetu disproves the proposition which it is meant to

prove then the viruddha fallacy occurs.”

5. Prakaranasama: According to Gautama when a reason is counterbalanced by
another reason and does not lead to the conclusion, then it is called prakaranasama.
Vatsyayana interprets it as the alternation of mind between two contradictory

characters of an object.” Vacaspatimisra names it satpratipaksa.
2.4.3. Comparison (Upamana)

Upamana or comparison is the third means of cognition accepted by the Nyaya
philosophy. The term upamana is derived from the words upa means sadrsya or
similarity and mana means cognition. Thus upamadna derivatively means the
knowledge of the similarity between two things. Upamana is another means of
cognition. As a pramana, upamana is the cognition of the relationship between a
word and the object denoted by the word (samjaa-samjiiisambandha). 1t is produced
by the cognition of resemblance or similarity, given some pre-description of the new

object beforehand. The definition of upamana as given by Gautama is:
Prasiddhasadharmyat sadhyasadhanamupamanam ||6||94

It means that the knowing of an unknown thing (sadhya padartha) by virtue of its
similarity to a known thing (siddha padartha) is called upamana. Here Gautama
explains the instrumental cause of the upamiti, i.e., upamana. Gautama defines
upamana as the instrumental cause (kdrana) of true cognition of an object which is
cognized on the basis of similarity with an already well-known object. The process of
acquitting the knowledge of upamiti may be described thus: A man who has never
seen a gavaya and does not know about it, is told by a forester that gavaya is like a
cow. He then goes to a forest and sees one unfamiliar animal. He then perceives in the

animal some resemblance with a cow, which is known to him. This resemblance

' N.B., 1/2/6
%2 Pratijiighetvorva virodhah| N.V., 1/2/6
**N.B., 11217

% Tbid, 1/1/6.
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reminds him of the former saying (atidesa vakya) of the forester and then he has the
knowledge that ‘this objects bears the name gavaya’. Besides the Naiyayikas, the
Purva Mimamsakas and the Vedantins accept upamana as an independent source of
valid knowledge, though the process of knowing is different from that of the
Naiyayikas. The Jainas, the Buddhists, the Samkhyas and even the Vaisesikas deny

admitting upamana with some critical notes on them.

Vatsyayana explains that the compound “prasiddhasadharmya™ in the sitra of
Gautama means either whose similarity is known or which has similarity with other
things. It means by which we have the cognition of an object that is very similar to
that of previous object which is well —known to us. Bhasyakara has enumerated that,
having the earlier cognition of cow, we can recognize gavaya, which is of same
property .For him upamana is a way of cognition the denotation of words and solving
the problem of identification.” Vatsyayana states that the upamana is the cognition of
an unknown object by means of its resemblance to a known object. But he uses the

term samanadharma in place of sadharmya.®

Uddyotakara analyses upamana by splitting the compound prasiddha sadharmya as
prasiddham and sadharmyam yasya or prasiddhena va sadharmyam yasya, and says
that the compound qualifies the term gavaya.”” He also introduces vaidharmya and
says that the term sadharmya in the s#tra is symbolic and it comprehends vaidharmya
as well.”®

Vacaspati Misra, in his Nydyavarttikatatparyatika first mentions the opinion of the
other philosophers who deny upamdna or comparison as an independent source of
knowledge. The opponents say that when a southerner, who has not seen a camel,
hears the description of a camel, that camel is such and such an animal, later on comes
to the north and identifies an object as camel. Such identification cannot be
considered to be comparison because the element of similarity is absent. This is not a
separate source of cognition, rather a sequence of verbal testimony, perception and

inference. So, the identification of gavaya through the similarity with a gau cannot be

% Yatha gaurevam gavaya ityupamane prayukte gava samanadharmam artham indriyarthasannikarsad
upalabhamano’sya gavayasabdah samjnieti samjiia samjiisambandham pratipadyate| N.B. 1/1/6

* Prajiiatena samanyalprajiiapaniyasya prajiapanam upamanam| N.B., 1/1/6

% Ya'sau samjiiasamjiisambandhapratipattih sa upamandarthah| N.V., 2/1/48

% Prasiddhasadharmyasya vaidharmyasya sa upamanahetutvat| N.V. 2/1/45
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comparison or upamana. Vacaspati Misra replies that the word ‘similarity’ in
Gautam’s siatra (N.S. 1.1.6) means by laksand properties in general and not just
similar properties. He emphasizes that the value of cognition by similarity consists of
a definite identification of an object by a certain name. The sense- perception cannot
be achieved with comparing the object with another object. The definite cognition of
the particular object gavaya depends upon the act of comparison with reference to

some kind of similarity.”
2.4.4. Verbal Testimony (Sabda)

Verbal testimony or Sabda is the last and the fourth means of cognition accepted by
Naiyayikas. Etymologically, Sabda signifies ‘sound’; literally it stands for ‘word’ and
epistemologically it refers to a mean of cognition, viz., ‘verbal testimony’. Apart from
Carvaka, Vaisesika and the Buddhist, all the other systems of Indian philosophy
accept Sabda as a distinct source of cognition. But considering the nature and forms of

sabda, each of them differ from one another.

k1% 1t consists of the assertion of a

Gautama defines sabda as, “aptopadesah sabda
trustworthy person. It can be of two types according to Vatsyayana: drstartha or that
relating to perceptible objects, and adrstartha or that relating to imperceptible

objects.'"!

Vatsydyana explains the term apta as signifying a person who has immediate
knowledge of dharma, who is accomplished with the real nature of the object and
who communicates real knowledge to others out of compassion.'” According to

Vatsyayana, dpta can be anyone, a rsi, or a arya or a mleccha.

Uddyotakara defines verbal testimony as the element of verbalisation which is
important in this source of knowledge and which separates it from inference and

perception. ' He introduces a controversy over the interpretation of aptopadesa in the

i Prajiidpanivasva  gavavasabdavacyataya pratyaksadpsyamanagosadysyasya gavayatvasamanya
visesavatah pindasya prajfidpanam upamanam | N.V.T.T, 1/1/6

NS /17

"' Ibid, 1/1/8

102 Aptah kahlu saksatkrtadharma yathadrstasya arthasya cikhyapayisaya prayukta upadesta | N.B.
1/1/7.

1% Indriyasambaddhasambaddhesvarthesu ya sabdollekhena pratipattih sa’ ‘gamarthah | N.V., 1/1/7
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Nyaya and refutes the theory of Dinnaga that verbal testimony can be included either

in inference or in perception.

Vacaspati Misra in his Nyayavartikatatparyatika says that the word upadesa stands

for words uttered for the benefit of others.

In the Nyayaparisuddhi it is observed as follows: there are two kinds of persons-
omniscient and not-omniscient; of these, the reliability can be proved from the fact
that who is prove& to be omniscient is also proved to be free from all defects of
ignorance, love, hatred and the like. As for the not-omniscient person, his assertions
can bear testimony to his being reliable, by reason of his being possessed of-(a) due
knowledge of the thing spoken of, (b) desire to convey true information, (c) efficient
faculty of right articulation etc.; and one can be sure of this only after having

repeatedly found the man to be possessed of these qualities.104

2.4.5. Refutation of the other means of Cognition

It may be objected by the opponents that apart from these above mentioned means of
cognition (perception, inference, comparison and verbal testimony), there are also
four other means of cognition, viz., aitihya or tradition, arthdpatti or presumption,

sambhava or probability and abhava or non-existence.

Na chatustam aitihyaarthapati sambhavabhav pramanyat|'®

2.4.5.1 Tradition (Aitihya)

106 as a testimony

Aitihya or tradition is defined by Vatsydyana (under N.B.2.2.1)
chain whose originator is unknown. In Nyayasitra'® also aitihya is refuted as a valid
means of cognition other than pratyaksa, anumana, upamana and $abda. Aitihya is
something which is carried on from one person to another without it being clear what
the exact source is. For example one may hear that, ‘ghosts live on peepal tree’.
Nobody knows from where this rumour is emerging out, yet everyone keeps on telling

one another that this is so.

Ny T.P., 1/1/7, Ganganath Jha translation.

NS, 221
"% Hocurityanirdristapravaktrkam praviadaparamparyamaitihyam | N.B., 2/2/1
"I N.S., 21212
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2.4.5.2 Postulation (Arthapatti)

According to J.N. Mohanty, this is a pattern of reasoning which has been compared to

"% a standard example is as follows: Devadatta is getting

transcendental argument;
increasingly fat, but no one sees him eat during the course of the day. Given these two
facts, it postulates that he must eat at night when no one is around. That Devadatta
eats at night is the content of the cognition generated by arthapatti.

The Vedantis and the Mimamsakas consider arthapatti as a separate source of valid
cognition.

19 does not consider presumption as the different source of cognition and

Gautama
reduces it to inference. In this way of cognition, there will be two objects related by
pervasion. One object will be the vyapya and the other will be the vyapaka. Without
the relation of pervasion there cannot be any presumption. Thus, this form of knowing
can be included in inference. For example, paksa is Devadatta, the sa@dhya is ‘eating at
night,” and the hetu is ‘growing fat, while not eating during the day.” The universal
rule that is used is negative, or vyatirekivydapti. Wherever there is absence of sadhya
(i.e., absence of eating at night), there would be absence of hetu (i.e., absence of
growing fat, if not eating during the day). The problem is, in that case, to come

forward with an agreed example (drstanta) in which that rule is instantiated. 1o

2.4.5.3 Probability (Sambhava)

' said that, “sambhava is the grasping of the

Vatsyayana in his Nydyabhasya''
existence of another thing as the result of grasping the existence of a thing which in its
avinabhavin, i.e. does not exist without it.”'*2 For example, the existence of ddhaka (a
weight which is the quarter of a drona), can be understand from apprehending the
existence of a drona; and of a prastha (which is the quarter of a adhaka) by

understanding the existence of an ddhaka. Thus:

% CIp, p. 32.

NS 20212

HoCIp, p. 32.

HUNB.7-8 and 12-14, 272

12 «“The inclusive quantity is accurately called the avindbhdvin, as being that which cannot
exist without the included quantity. The smaller of course can exist without the larger. A
hundred can exist without a thousand, but a thousand cannot exist without a hundred.” ILES,
p.327.
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“A quantity and its constituents being united by the relation of inseparable
concomitance (avinabhavavrttyasambaddhayaoh  samudayasamudayinoh), the
apprehension of the constituent by means of the aggregate (samudayena) is

‘inclusion.””!"?

In most of Indian philosophical schools, sambhava and aitihya are not considered as

the separate sources of cognition.
2.4.5.4 Non- Cognition (4dnupalabdhi)

In Indian philosophy anupalabdhi is accepted as a distinct means of valid cognition
by the Bhatta Mimamsakas and the Advaita Vedantis. Their argument is that none of
the recognized pramadnas are able to generate the cognition of an absence. So a
distinct pramana is required.''* All other philosophical schools oppose it. However, in
Indian Philosophy abhdva has been discussed in two ways- as an ontological reality,
and a means of cognition. In the first form it is mentioned as asat and in the second it
is considered as anupalabdhi. A general epistemological notion of the Bhatta
Mimamsakas regarding negation is that there is some reality known as abhdva and

there is a way of ascertaining it which is known as anupalabdhi. ts

The Naiyayikas do not accept more than four means of true cognition. And for
cognizing absence or abhava they do not need a distinct pramana. The Naiyayikas
reply that the cognition of absences is accounted for by means of the other sources of
cognition.""®

In Nyaya philosophy there is no object of true cognition like abhava.""” Vatsyayana
remarks that since absence is not found to be an object in many cases of true
cognition, the argument that abhava is not a means of true cognition because there is
no such object of true cognition as absence, is not proper.''8

Vatsyayana says that this absence is proved to be a prameya because when a person

wants to bring a cloth which is not blue, the absence of blueness is a mark which will

enable him to mark out the particular cloth he wants to bring and to exclude the other

2 1bid, p. 327

'SV, Abhava.

5 ITK, p. 274.

See ITK, pp., 275-6 for a summary of Jayanta’s critique of the Bhattas’ position.
Nabhavapramanyam prameyasiddheh| N.S. 2/2/7.

Abhavasya bhiiyasi prameye lokasiddhevaiyatyahucyate \N.B., 2/.

116
117
118
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cloths which are blue. Thus an object may be known through the non-existence of its
mark. Here, the cognition of absence of mark is the cause of true cognition.'"’
Uddyotakara maintains that negative judgement denies whereas positive judgement
asserts.'? According to him abhava is:

“Abhavo nama pratyanikasya grahanat tadvirodhino grahanam|” N.V.T.T.
221
According to Vatsyayana (N.B. 2/2/12) there are twofold divisions of abhava-
pragabhdva and pradhvamsabhava.'®' But he does not mention the other varieties
recognized by the later school. The fourfold classification of abhdva appears to be
from the time of Kumarila:'?

Ksire dadhyadi yannasti pragbhavah sa ucyate

nastita payaso dadhni pradvamsabhava isyate

gavi yo 'svadyabhavas tu so 'nyonyabhdva ucyate

siraso 'vayava nimna vrddhikathinya- varjitah

Sasasrngadirupena so tyantabhava ucyate|'?
Later, the three varieties- pragabhdava, pradhvamsabhava and atyantabhava- are
classed together under samsargabhava.
Thus Nyaya- Vaisesika School believes in the ontological reality of negation as an

additional category,l24 but not as an independent means of cognition.

2.5. Validity of Cognition (Jiidnapramallya)

Now the question arises whether the cognition obtained through the means of
cognitions is valid or invalid. Two important questions regarding validity of cognition

are;

1. Whether conditions which generate the validity of a perception or any other

knowledge are intrinsic to the conditions that generate that knowledge.

19 Pratipattihetusca pramanamiti| N.B. 2/2/8

Asattu paratantrapratisedhamukhena pratipadyate pradipavat| N. V.

¥ gbhgvadvaitam khalu bhavati . prak cotpaiter avidyamanatd, utpannasya cdtmano hanad
avidyamanatd| N.B.

2 11 ES, p.330.

5. v., Abhava, 2-4

“The non- existence of curds in the milk is antecedent non- existence; the non- existence of
milk in curds is non- existence after destruction; the negation of horse in the cow is mutual
negation; absence on the slope of the head of hardness and excrescence is absolute non-
existence- non- existence of such things as the horns of a hare.” ILES, p.330.

2% Mookherjee, Satkari, BPUF, p. 409. AS quoted in VDPN, p. 564.

120
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2. Whether the validity of that cognition is known by the knowledge itself.

There are debates among the different philosophical systems. The extrinsic validity of
Nyaya and the intrinsic validity of Mimamsa are the two important views in this

regard are discussed below.
2.5.1. Intrinsic Validity (Svatah-Pramanya)

The structure of whole Mimamsa philosophy is based upon the doctrine of the self-
validity of cognition, i.e. the svatah-pramanyavada. Validity of cognition means the
certitude of truth. Kumarilabhatta asserts that,

‘Svatah sarvapramananam pramanyamiti gamyatam |

Na hi svato 'sali $aktih kartumanyena skyate ||'*
The Mimamsa philosophy admits that all cognition excepting the memory (smrti), is
valid in itself, for it itself certifies its own truth, and neither depends on any other

extraneous condition nor on any other cognition for its validity. According to the

Mimamsakas:

1. All cognition is intrinsically valid.
2. All cognition is valid by itself, and does not need to be validated by any other
cognition external to itself.

3. Its validity arises from the very causes from which it arises.

The nature of cognition is to reveal its object. Hence cognition requires no other
conditions than itself in order to reveal its object. So, cognition must be true or valid
in nature to reveal the true nature of an object. There is no external condition of
cognition to reveal its object (karakatiriktatadgataguna). So the Mimamsakas say that
the wvalidity of cognition is due to the conditions of cognition itself
(svarapasthitahetuja), i.e., it is intrinsic to cognition.126 This is best understood as the
notion that the same causal conditions which give rise to the awareness of cognition
also give rise to awareness of its high-grade positive epistemic status. Here, validity is

conceived intrinsically because there is no source of the entitlement other than the fact

of the cognition’s occurrence itself.

155 y. Sitra-2, Sloka-47.
1% 5.D., pp. 20, 21, 48.
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2.5.2. Extrinsic Validity (Paratah-Pramanya)

The Nyaya and Vaisesikas hold that both validity and invalidity of cognition is
paratah or extrinsic. The term paratah- pramanya is first used in

Nyayavaritikatatparyatika by Viacaspatimisra.'?’ In Nyayamarjari we find,

“Sthitimetadarthakriyajianat  pramanyaniscaya iti | Tadidamuktam,
‘pramanato rthapratipattau pavrttisamarthyadarthavat pramanam |’ [N.B. p.
1] iti | tasmadapramanyamapi paroksamityato dvayamapi paratah ityesah eva
paksah sreyaniti |”128

According to the Nyaya, the conditions of validity and invalidity of cognition must be
different from and. other than the conditions of the cognition itself. The Naiyayikas
admit that the validity and invalidity of cognitions are known by certain external
conditions (paratah pramanydpramanyajfipti). This is the view that the causal factors
which give rise to a cognition are not sufficient to provide ultimate knowledge of its
own validity. If the validity of cognition is known intrinsically by the cognition itself,
then there can be no doubt with regard to the validity of any cognition. Besides, if
cognition is invalid due to the conditions of cognition itself, there can be no wrong

action.

The fact is that cognition must be accepted valid, for without it one cannot achieve
practical objects. The Naiyayikas hold that both validity and invalidity of cognition is
known by inference. It is to be inferred from extrinsic conditions as its capacity or

incapacity to produce successful activity (pravrttisamarthya).'*

2.6. Result of Cognition (Prama)

The result of cognition or prama is defined as the absolute valid cognition of an
object. As in Tarkasamgraha, ‘yatharthanubhava prama.’" 1t is a definite and

certain (asamdigdha) cognition of an object. In Nyayabhasya also it is said that,

YNV.T.T., 11N

128 N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), part- I, p. 160,

129 Pramdnyam hi samarthapravrttijanakatvadanumeyam| N.V.T.T.P., 1/1/1
B0 1.8, pratyaksa khanda
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131

Yathdrthavijianam sa pramd. ' Hence prama excludes all kinds of non-valid

cognition, such as, memory, doubt, error, hypothetical argument etc.

Now the question is what makes cognition yathdrtha or true? The answer is that a
cognition is true when it is not contradicted by its object (arthavyabhicari). The sense
is that a cognition is true when it reveals its object with that nature and attributes

which exist in the object, despite all changes of time, place and other conditions.'*

According to the Naiyayikas, prama should be a presentational cognition (anubhava),
otherwise memory will be considered as prama. But memory is not a preventative

cognition; rather it is representative, since it is only a reproduction of past experience,

therefore other than presentational cognition (anubhava).'33

3134

Udayana also says that

“Yatharthanubhavo manamanapeksatayesyate.

Thus this chapter presents an outline of pre-Jayanta’s view on cognitive process. It
elucidates concisely various issues on cognitive process before Jayanta which helps to

get the idea of Jayanta’s own view discusses in the next chapter.

131

N.B., 1/1/1

“INV.T.T, pp.. 5. 21

B NM., (Vizianagram Series), p.23

134 Quoted in, N.D., (West Bengal State Book Board edn.), p. 84
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Jayanta’s Exposition of Cognitive Process

This particular chapter is based on the first ahnika of Nyayamarijari. 1t discusses all
the possible issues regarding the process of cognition as presented by Jayantabhatta.

Likewise, it examines the views of the opponents and critically refutes them. It is the

attempt to present a keen observation on Jayanta’s theory on cognitive process.

3.1 Jayanta’s Hypothesis on Cognition (J7iana)

Jayanta considers that Gautama’s use of the terms fjAana’ and ‘upalabddhi’ as
synonyms of ‘buddhi’ is sufficient for understanding the nature of cognition.'
Regarding Jayanta’s hypothesis on jiiana, he argues against the contention of the
Samkhyas, who maintain that these three terms represent different concepts.’
According to the Samkhyas, cognition is a mode of buddhi. The Purusa for them is
immutable and conscious. Pain, pleasure, etc. belong to buddhi which is evolutes of
prakrti. Cognition transforms itself into the shape of the object of cognition. Though
the purusa is inactive, due to the intelligence of buddhi, purusa gets active and the
phenomenon of cognition arises as an amalgamation. The reflection of the buddhi in
the self is assumed to account for the cognition of buddhi modified into the forms of

objects by the self.’

Now Jayanta repudiates the Samkhyas’ view on cognition. Although it is not an
activity of any kind, is still a transient phenomenon as it appears from the three tenses
of the verb ‘to known’. It is to be regarded as quality and so can be perceived like
physical qualities. Just as physical qualities are perceived by their special sense
organs, the same \‘Jvay knowledge is perceived by the internal sense called manas.*
Cognition is the property of the immaterial substance, i.e. the soul. Cognition is not an
essential attribute of the soul. The soul has acquired this property in relation to a
body. Jayanta points out that if the Samkhyas hold buddhi and purusa as two different
entities, then it is an error to impose the properties of buddhi on purusa and vice
versa. According to him, the Samkhyas have made this mistake due to their belief in

satkarvavada. As Jayanya writes:

' Paryayaprayogasyaiva laksanaksamatvat| NM, p. 486 (Vizianagram Series.).

2 Evam hi samkhyah samgirante buddhiranya jianamanyadupalabdhiranyeti
tadbhramapanayanayaivamucyate| 1bid. p. 487.

3 Pratyabhijiianusandhanadivyavaharaprabandhanirvahanaksama buddhih |Jiianam tu tasya vritih|
Upalabdhistu pumso vrttimadbuddhidarsanamiti naisam paryayasabdatvamiti| Ibid, p. 490

4 Astyeva nityamantahkatanam manah, tena karanena karturatmano visayopalabdhikriya nirvartyate
saiva ca buddhirityakhyayate na tvanya nitya buddhirastiti, kifica kasya krte paridrsyamanamatmano
JjAanadikrivakartytvamupahsriya buddheradrsyamanamupeyate, ko 'trasaych  Thid ~ A0
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“Api ca satkaryavadamiila esa tapasvinam vibhramah sarvam sarvatrastiti
tato 'nvayasiddhim buddhyamanaste pradhanasiddhavadhyavasitah |”°

Furthermore, the Samkhyas are of the view that cognition is a substantive mode of
matter which makes cognition material, whereas the fact is that cognition is formless
and matter is never without a form. So, according to Jayanta, cognition is a quality of
the soul. It is not the instrument, as the Samkhyas hold it. Buddhi is cognition and not
an instrument of cognition. Even in Nyayasiddhantamuktavali the Samkhya view is

broadly is discussed and refuted.®
3.1.1 What is Valid Cognition (Tattvajiiana)?

Tattva is the true nature of bhavapadartha and abhavapadartha determined by

different means of valid cognition.” Jayantabhatta mentions the derivative meaning of
tattva as, “tasya bhavah tattvam”, the nature of that (object) is tattva. It is determined

by cognition.
‘Tat paricchindyat jianam tattvajiianamtyuchyate| 8

The cognition which determines that (tattva) is called rattvajiiana. Now the question
is how the true cognition of the sixteen categories of Gautama’s logic leads up to the
attainment of the highest goal, i.e., nisreyasa. The true cognition of the twelve objects
beginning with the soul and ending with the apavarga is the direct means to the
realization of the final state of freedom from all sufferings and that the true cognition
of other objects is not helpful to the goal of life. When our erroneous cognition is

chased away by the true cognition of the soul etc., our cycle of worldly existence

based on errors comes to an end.

The compound word ‘attvajiiana’ has the sixth case ending. It is syntactical with the
term ‘tattva’. It has the general relation in the expression pramanadinam tattvam (The
essence of pramanas etc). The two generative case endings, i.e. taftvasya and
nisrevasasya in the expressions tattvasya jaianam (cognition of the real nature of the

padartha) and nihsreyasasyadhigamah, are in generative case-endings because tattva

* Ibid, p. 492.
6 See, N.S.M., (Chaukhamba Surabharati Prakashan edn.), pp. 259-71
Kim  punaridam tattvam nama? Sato’sato va vastunah pramanapariniscitasvarapam
ﬁabdapravrttinimittam tadityucyate | 1bid, (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.) p.27.
Ibid, p.7.
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and nihsreyasa are objects since it is tattva which is to be known and it is nihsreyasa

which is to be attained.’
3.1.2 Jaana: Sakdra or Nirakéra

Jayanta in his NydyamaiijarT discusses two views considering the sakara and nirakara
nature of cognition. First, he mentions the Vaibhasika theory of nirakarajiiana. Then

he proceeds to discuss the theory of sakarajfiana as propounded by the Sautrantikas.
3.1.2.1 Jayanta’s Account of the Vaibhasika Theory

Jayanta deals with the position of the Vaibhasika school as follows:

Cognition and object are two co-existent momentary entities, as they are
originated by kindred cause-complex (talyasamagryadhina).'® In the production of a
cognition the preceding cognition is the material cause énd the object is the accessory
cause. Again in the production of an object the preceding object is the material cause
and the preceding cognition is the accessory cause. Thus, the cognition is produced by
a cognition and an object and similarly the object is produced by an object and a

cognition. Hence a cognition is invariably produced by the same causes as an object.”

Thus, both cognition and object depend on s@magr? and the cognition which rightly
corresponds to the object is the pramana. 12 In spite of the fact that cognition as well

as object is of a momentary character.

Jayanta refutes the above view and says that if cognition alone is accepted as the only
means, then there will be a possibility of taking even that cognition as pramana which
does not produce any result."> Cognition being of the nature of illumination is
regarded as the knower or the subject (grahaka). The object being of the nature of

insentience is regarded as the knowable (grdhya).14

° Pramanadinam tattvamiti  sambandhamdtre sasthi | Tattvasya jiianam, nihsreyasyadhigama iti
karmani sasthyau, tattvasya jidyamanatvena nihsreyasasya cadhigamyamanatvena karmatvar || Ibid.,
p.25.

° Anye tu tulyasamagryadhinayoh jhanarthayoh grahyagrahakam bhavam vadantah bodham
pramanamabhyupagaman | Ibid., p. 44.

Y Jianam ca jianarthajanyam, arthasca arthajiianajanyol Ibid., p. 45.

2 Bhavatityevamekasamagryadhinataya tamarthamavyabhicarato jianasya tatra pramanyami

1 Tadidamanupapannam- aphalajanakasya pramanatvanupapatterityukitvat | Ibid.

1 Jianam svaprakasasvabhavamiti grahakam artho jaddatmeti grahyam iti | Ibid.
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The Siddhantins again question them that from where do the cognition and the object
get their distinctness, i.e. one is prakasasvabhava and the other is jadasvabhava,
when both have the same causes? Jayanta says that if they argue that since there is a
difference in the material cause and the accessory cause in the production of cognition
and object, there is also a distinction in the cognition and the object. Hence, one is
grahaka and the other is grahya."

Regarding this explanation, D. N. shastri'® remarks that,

“This is indeed an ingenious explanation which postulates a simultaneously running
double thread of causality to explain the relation of a cognition with its object. This
kind of explanation becomes necessary in view of the Buddhists doctrine of
momentariness and dependent origination. Although it seems difficult to point out the
Buddhists source of this theory, there is little doubt that Jayanta, careful as he is
setting forth the theories of his opponents, must have been taken it from some
Buddhists source. It is not quite clear whether this is an alternative theory to, or

amplification of, saripya theory of the Abhidharma Kosa.”"’

3.1.2.2 Jayanata’s Account of the Sautrantika Theory

Durgacharan Chatterji'® remarks that the Sautrantika school of the Buddhist
philosophy does not recognise the perceptibility of the external objects like the
Vaibhasikas. According to them the world of matter is not directly apprehended;

nevertheless it has a real existence of its own. Objects can be cognised by inference.

Cognition assumes the form of the object which itself cannot be intuited. So the

** Upadanasahakarikaranabhedaditi cet | Ibid., p. 45

** CIR, p.59.

" The relation of a cognition with the external object has been one of the most refractory problems of
the realist school, ancient and modern, eastern and western. The difficulty is not confined to the
Vaibhasika School alone. Even the Nyaya-Vaisesika is confronted with the same problem. According
to it an external object is directly presented in its cognition which in itself is formless (nirakara). Now,
the question arises: how is it that the cognition of a jar refers to the jar, and not a cloth? In as much as
the cognition is formless, and no specific change has been brought about in it by the jar or the cloth, it
is equally unrelated to both. To this the Nyaya-Vaisesika may reply that the cognition in question has
been produced by the jar and not by the cloth, and that it refers, therefore, to the former and not the
latter. But the opponent would retort that, so far as production is concerned, the sense of vision has also
been equally instrumental in producing the cognition in question, and the cognition should, therefore,
refer to the sense as much as to that jar. Ibid.

® ABORI, vol. X11, pp., 208-209.
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object is to be inferred from the form it imprints on our cognition. Consciousness is,
as it were, the mirror in which the external realities are reflected."’
According to Prof. Stcherbatsky, there is not much difference between the
Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas on the interpretation of the origin of cognition. In
their opinion cognition is a complex phenomenon in which several elements
participate, interconnected, but separate, with the essential presence of the element of
consciousness among them.””
Again, to quote Prof, Stcherbatsky:

“The Sautrantikas denied the reality of the past and the future in the direct sense,

the admitted the reality only of the present.””!
The Sautrantikas admit that cognition is the form of the object. They think that the
invariable association between cognition and the object is viable only when the
cognition, i.e., the pramana, has in it a reflexion of the object. Because if the nature
of cognition is taken as nirdkarajfiana or having no particular form, then it will be
applicable to all kinds of cognition such as blue thing, yellow thing etc., and over-
applicability will go to eyes etc., since the productive nature is also there.?
Since there is no jAanakarmaniyama possible, there is no way to tell that cognition
would reveal particular objects distinctly. This jAanakarmaniyama is possible if
sakarajiiana is taken as pramana, because it reveals the object in its own fo
as such if we take nirakarajiiana, there would be the possibility of reve

objects at a time because cognition is without any form of any object.

To this the Naiyayikas reply that object produces the cognition of it and ther¢
cognition would reveal only that object and as such jAanakarmaniyama
intact. To this the Buddhists have opposed that for the Naiyayikas the sens
eye, etc. are also janakas and hence they should also be revealed by their

cognition. Therefore over-application will occur.

Again the Naiyayikas put objection on them that according to the Sautran

object itself does not exist. If it exists it should be either inferred or perceived

1o According to Prof. Stcherbatsky the Brahmanic account of the Sautrantika theory of cogi
bahydrthanumeyatvavada (the theory that the external objective world is not directly ir
cognised inferentially) is due to some confusion between the Sautrantika and the Yogacara
CCBMWD, p. 63,f.n. 5.
“ Ibid, p. 63.
2! 1bid, p. 42.

Ye'pi nirdkarasya bodhasvarapasya nilapitadyanekavisayasadharanatvat, janakai
caksuradavapi bhavenatiprasangatl |N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p.46.
B Arthastu sakarajianavidino na samastyeva | sa hyanumeyo va syat? Pratyakso va ? Tbid.
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The object cannot be inferred as there is no invariable concomitance between the
object which is outside and the sakara cognition which is inside the mind. Cognition

does not have any form until an object is presented to it, but as soon as the object is

presented, it assumes the form of that object.?*

Again the worldly object cannot be perceptible, since no body subscribes two forms at
a time, i.e. one of the sakara cognition which is the means and other is the object. If
we consider the object as perceptible, it will cause anavastha or infinite regression.
The form of an object cannot be realised by the formless cognition. Now, the form of
cognition of the object also becomes an object of some other cognition and it is to be
realised by some other cognition having the form. This cognition also requires a

cognition having form for its realisation. In this way it will cause anavastha.

However in this regard, it is to be noticed that V.N. Jha in his English translation of
the first ahnika of Nyayamarijar? considers that it is the view of the Yogacars.
According to V.N.Jha, for Yogacaras neither there are objects outside nor there are
different forms of knowledge inside the mind. Knowledge has only one form. This
knowledge they call alayavijiiana.”® The basis of his hypothesis may be Jayanta’s use
of the word ‘vijianadvaita’ (subjective idealism), which belongs to the Yogacaras.
Shashiprabha Kumar and Siddheswar Bhatt also admit that both the Yogacaras and
the Sautrantikas hold the view of sakdra- jignavada.*® But Jayanta here intends to

present only the Sautrantika view.

3.1.3 JAidna: Svaprakasa or Paraprakasa

In the process of cognition there are two important questions that arise, i.e., is
cognition svaprakasa or self-illuminated and is it paraprakasa or illuminated by
others? The first view is held by the Advaita Vedanta, Mimamsa and Buddhists. The
second view is of the Naiydyikas, who believe that cognition only illuminates its
object, not itself. Cognition requires other cognitions to illuminate it. Here we will

discuss only the Mimamsakas view as presented by Jayantabhatta in his



Cognition consists simply in the manifestation (prakasa) of objects.”” All things are
revealed to us when they become objects of cognition. Cognition is an attribute of the
self. It always refers to objects beyond itself. Cognition is never self-manifested.?®
According to the Nyaya, it is a mere hypothesis of the Samkhya, Vedanta and the
Prabhakara Mimamsa that the capacity of self-manifestation is inside the cognition.
Nyaya holds that while cognitions manifest (prakasaka) their intentional objects, they
rarely manifest themselves. When they are directly cognized, cognitions are grasped
by other cognitions i.e. anuvyavasaya. This awareness reveals a cognition along with
its object.

According to the Mimamsakas, cognition leads to the result of revealedness. Aiming
at this function all the factors of cognition come together. In this way, soul gets
connected with the mind, the mind with the sense organ, the sense organ with the

object and finally the action of cognition comes into existence.
Soul——>»Mind ——>»Sense — organ ————» Object ————» Cognition

According to Sabara, unless the object of cognition is known, the cognition is not
known and after the object is known, one can grasp the cognition by inference. Thus,

according to the Mimamsakas the process of cognition is:

Existence of the object —>contact with the object ——»cognition —»
jiiatata

3.2 Means of Valid cognition (Pramana)

Regarding the means of valid cognition, Jayantabhatta accomplishes his task by doing
the following four things:
a. Formulating his own definition of pramana and criticising the Buddhists,

Mimamsakas and Samkhyas.



Jayanta’s Exposition of Cognitive Process

3.2.1 Jayanta’s Definition of pramana

In the history of Ny#ya philosophy, Jayanta is famous for his outright elimination of
the whole approach regarding definition of pramana prior to him. Jayanta puts
forward a new thesis on the concept of pramdna. Thus he admits that the total causal
aggregate of factors which are both of the nature of knowledge” and non-
knowledge,m and also to be free from error and doubt, is known as pramcina.3l His
theory is that none of the kdrakas alone can produce a result. Thus every cognition is
the result of certain causal collocations i.e. samagrasya bhavah, and as such depends
upon them for its production.

In this way, for the savikalpa perceptual knowledge of a pot, the factors concerned are
the eyes, the pot, the soul, the mind, the contact of eyes with pot, and the
nirivikalpapratyaksa of it. Thus nirivikalpapratyaksa is the nature of cognition and
the rest are of non-knowledge.*?

Likewise in the case of inference, the factors involved are: the smoke, the mountain,
their contact, the cognition of smoke etc. Thus, here also the collocation is the nature

of cognition and non-cognition.

Similarly, factors involved in upamana and Sabda are of the nature of knowledge and

non-knowledge.

® For example, the epistemological process of the perceptual knowledge will be as follows:

(soul + mind + eyes + the pot + light)

(indeterminate knowledge of pot)

(determinate knowledge of pot)
Thus, one of the factors which produce the perceptual knowledge is of the nature of knowledge,
namely, the indeterminate knowledge of an object.
Similarly, the factors generating the inferential cognition consist of knowledge also, namely, the
vyaptijiidna, paramarsa etc.
Likewise, Upamiti also requires sadrsyajfiana as its generating factor which is of the nature of
knowledge.
In the same matter, verbal knowledge also requires the knowledge of word, rememberance of the
meaning,.
3% Eyes etc. in the case of perception and object etc. in the case of inferential knowledge, analogical
knowledge and verbal knowledge are of the nature of non-knowledge.

avyabhicarinimasandigdhamarthopalabddhim  vidadhatt  bodhabodhasvabhava  samagri

pramanam’, NM, (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), p. 36.
2 cf . samagranupeavisto bodhah visesanajiianamiva kvacitpratyakse, lingajianamiva
lingapramitau,  sarupyadarsanamivopamane  sSabdasravanamiva  tadarthajiine  pramanatam
pratipadyvate |ata eva bodhabodhasvabhava samagrt pramanamityuktam | Ibid., p. 44
Also in N.MG., Bodhabodhasvabhaveti| Visesanajianaderbodhasvabhavasya tatranupeavesad
bodhabodhasvabhavetyuktam | (Sampurnanand Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya edn.) p. 20.
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Jayanta further clarifies that both the nature of knowledge and non-knowledge®® and a

collocation of factors which produces an undoubtful and valid cognition is called

= 34
pramana.

C. D. Bijalwan says that Jayanta includes the term ‘bodhabodhasvabhava’ just to
neutralize the Buddhists’ view on pramana propounded by Dinnaga and Dharmakirti,
who maintain that cognition alone is pramana and non-cognition does not constitute
it.*

Although Jayanta has presented a new notion of pramana, several objections are

raised against his new thesis. Following are some of the important objections:

a. The foremost objection from the side of opponents is that pramana is in
instrumental case (pramiyate yene tat pramdanam) and Panini has defined it as
sadhatamam karanam. Here the suffix famap is used in the sense of
‘excelling’. So, it is necessary to have more than two factors to accept one as
the most ‘excellent’ sadhaka or instrument of a result. Since samagri or
collocation is the single entity, there can be no other instrument or s@dhaka of
cognition. Then the definition of karanakaraka cannot be applied here. So,
how can samagri be considered as the most vital factor?*®

b. The second objection is that since the collocation includes all the factors for
the generation of cognition, undeniably the object of cognition or prameya is
also included there. So, the question is that with reference to what object

pramana should function??’

c. Likewise, since the knower is also included in the samagri or collocation,

there will be no pramata or agent.*®

% Bodhabodhasvabhava samagri hi tasya svaripam | N.M.,(Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.) p. 36.
3 Avyabhicaradi visesanarthopalabdhim sadhanatvam laksanam | 1bid.

Y ITK, p. 52.

% Nanu ca pramiyate yena, tal pramanamiti karanasadhano'yam pramanasabdah | karanam ca
sadhakatamam|  tamabarthascatisayah | sa  capeksikah |  sadhakantarasambhave  hi
tadapeksaya 'tisayayogat kificitsadhakatamamucyate | samagryascaikatvat
tadatirikiasadhakdntaranupalambhat  kimapeksamasya atisavam brumah || NM, (Vidyanidhi

Prakashana edn.), P.37.
¥ Api ca kasmin visaye samagryah pramanatvam? Ibid.
38 .

Ibid., p.37
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By the second and the third objections opponents also show the direct disagreement
with the statement of Bhasyakara Vatsyayana, ‘pramatd pramanam prameyam

pramitir iti catasrisu vidhdsu tattvam parisamapyate’.®® Thus in the process of

cognition there is a pramata or knower, pramdna or the means of cognition, prameya
or the object of cognition and pramiti or the right cognition of the knowable object.
So, according to the opponents if we consider samagri as pramana, then the above

statement will be objectionable.

d. The fourth objection is that if sGmagri is considered as the pramana, then
people do use instrumental case-ending after the word samagri. But
instrumental case-ending is used generally after caksus, dipa etc. In this way
we find the use like caksusa nirtksamahe, dipena pasyamah. But nobody uses

samagrya pasyamah. Thus samagri cannot be taken as pramana.

Jayantabhatta, in his Nyayamaiijari, systematically and carefully refutes these

objections and proves his thesis.

a. To the first objection Jayantabhatta replies that the opponents do not
understand the implication of his view. In this regard Jayanta considers three
alternative senses in which a thing is called a chief cause and in all the three

senses causal aggregate alone deserves to be pramana.

1. Since karana is defined as sadhakatama and the term pramana has an

instrumental derivation, samagri fits properly with the idea of pramana.*’

2. The meaning of the tamap can be applicable only to the samagr? and not to
the individual karakas, because only samagri can produce the result. Jayanta
replies that if the necessary karakas come together then the result can be
obtained, and if any one of them is not present then the effect is not

observed.*!

3. If the prameya and the pramata are not present in the process of cognition,
there cannot be the perceptual cognition. Again the chief cause is that thing

whose immediate presence brings into existence the effect. Jayanta tries to

*NB,1.1.1
“ Yata eva sadhakatamam karanam, karanasadhanasca pramanasabdah, tata eva samagrah

pramanatvam yuktam | N.M., (Vidyanidhi prakashan edn.), p. 38.
41 :
Ibid.
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explain it with an example that if anybody wants to have the delightful
perceptual cognition of a beautiful lady in the lightening in a dark night of
rainy season, the lady must be present there. One can only get such cognition
if the lady comes. Thus, in such a situation the object also becomes necessary.
In this way no individual karaka has the excellency. It is only the samagri

which can claim excellency. Therefore samagri is pramana.*

b. Regarding the second and the third objections Jayanta replies that when
samagri is considered as pramana, it does not mean that the individual
karakars are destroyed.”’ The individual k@rakas remain in the samagrT and so
pramata and prameya also remain there. So, to that prameya, pramana will
operate. Thus, the collocation of factors produce the cognition and once

cognition has occurred the person is called pramdta and the object is called

prameya.

In this point again opponents raise the question that whether the collocation is

different from the each factor or the same? If collocation is different from the factors

then how is it not realised separately?** If they are identical with the collocation, then

there will be only one karaka.

Jayanta replies that collocation can only be realised when all its elements are present.

This can be ascertained by the process of anvaya and vyatireka. In the presence of

factors like the pot, the fireplace, water, rice etc., we get the knowledge of collocation

and when they are separated we do not have such an idea.

c. To the fourth objection that people do use instrumental cause in caksu etc.,
not in samagri. Jayanta says that samagri is nothing but the collocation of the
factors. Except in the case of togetherness, elsewhere the word samagri is not
used.*’ In the case of dipenapasyamah etc. people superimpose the idea of
samagri on one karaka. As for instance, in sthyalya pacati we find that

samagri is superimposed on the adhikaranakaraka *®

“2 Ibid, pp. 38-9.

3 Karakanam dharmah samagrih na svaripahanaya tesam kalpate) 1bid, p.40.

* Nanu samagrebhyah samagrT bhinna cet katham prthannopalabhyate? Tbid.

* Samagri hi samhatih sa hi samhanyamanavyatirekena navyavaharapadavimavatarati | Ibid., p. 41.

4 Ibid.
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Having refuted all those objections, Jayanta now proceeds to criticise some other

philosophers view (apare punah acaksate). Following are their objections:

1. The opponents criticise the dual nature of the single thing, i.e., samagri. The
fact is that the same karakas when gathered together become karana and if
they are separated they become known as karta, karma etc. In spite of this, the
opponents suggest that other than karta and karma karakas, a karaka should

be called as pramana.*’

Jayanta replies that it is accepted then there should only be three karakas. *

2. Again the opponents reply that it happens in the process of cognition only.
In this case there is no difference between the mind, the lamp or the eyes. So,
they are to be taken as karanakaraka only. But in the case of other actions like

paka etc., one can justify the usage of adhikarana etc.®’

Jayanta then replies that which one of these three karakas has to be considered as the

most essential factor.

3. The opponents say that the people always use instrumental case- endings to
the words like dipa, manas, caksus etc, and since they are different from karta
and karma, we must imagine excellency in dipa, manas, caksuas only. This
discrimination by people itself we can take as their excellence.’® We do not

find any answer from the side of Siddhantins.

In this regard, there is a problem in the last sentence of Jayanta. Scholars like

Janakiballabha Bhattacharya®' have taken this as the concluding remark of Jayanta

7 samagri nama samuditani karakani | tesam dvirupyamahrdayangamam | atha ca tanyeva
prthagavasthitani karmadibhavam bhajante, atha ca tanyeva samuditani karanibhavantiti ko'yam

nayah ? tasmat kartrkarmavyatiriktam  avyabhicaradivisesanakarthapramajanakam  karakam
karanamucyate |Ibid., p. 42.
* Trinyeva karakanyasmin pakse bhaveyuh| Ibid.
49 .. .

Ibid.
% Ibid., p. 43.
5! He translates the last sentence as follows: ‘Therefore, we arrive at the final complete definition of a
proof of true knowledge that is the collocation of all conditions other than a subject or an object
partaking of the nature of consciousness and unconsciousness and productive of the knowledge of an
object other than an error or a doubt is the instrumental cause of true knowledge.” N.M., Eng. Trans.,

Janakiballabha Bhattacharya, p. 28.
c.f., Prof. Shashiprabha Kumar and Siddheswar Bhatt also consider it as ‘siddhantamata’.
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himself in favour of his theory, which is totally wrong according to V.N. Jha%?
According to Jha, the fact is that Jayanta put his own view first and then refutes the
entire objections raised by his opponents. After that he simply records criticism of his
view by some philosophers which is known from ‘apare tu’. In the last sentence the
word ‘Kartrkarmavilaksand@’ presents which is just against Jayanta’s theory. He

includes each and every karaka to form his samagrr.

Cakradhara in his Granthibhanga® admits that Jayantabhatta has to adopt this course
only to show the cogency between the beginning and the conclusion of the opponent’s
view. He would have been happy if he would have got a manuscript which contained

the reading karaka for samagri. He further says,

‘Etacca yathopalabdhapdthanusarnena vyakhyatam |
Spastagamanikdprayam cet pathantaram kvacid bhavet, tat saiva gauravika

astu

The fact is that Jayanta considers samagri as the karana. Individually the factors
within samagri are known as karta, karma etc., but when they are collected they are

- - 54
known as samagri.’

C.D. Bijalwan,” states that Jaynata’s definition of pramana has deeply influenced the
later Naiyayikas and the Syncretists. Sivaditya has adopted the term ‘samagr?” and
explained it as the totality of causes without which the effect is never produced.56
Varadaraja also has employed the term ‘samagr” when he sums up the different

views in his Tarkikaraksa, and thus has given great importance to J ayanta.5 7

Thus, Jayanta with this innovation and novelty in the definition of pramana

introduces a new idea and platform in the history of Nyaya philosophy.

52

SLLE, p. 32.
33 Samagrisabdah samagra-pradhano drastavyah. Kartrkarmavyatiriktam janakam yat tat pramanam
ityarthah| Anyatha hi upakrame kartrkarmavyatirikiasya kéarakamatrasya udaharanapradasanena
pramanatvam pratijidya upasamhare samagrah tatpratipadanena upakramopasamharayor virodhah
syail | Edited by Nagin J. Shah, L.D. Institute of Indology, Ahmedabad, 1972.
3  Atha ca tanyeva prthagavashitani karmadibhavam bhajante, atha ca tanyeva samuditani
karanibhavanti..| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 42.
* ITK. P. 51.
58 Karyayogavyavacchinna samagri] S.P., p. 137.
7 - - - - o TE

Pramaniyatasamagrim pramanamkecidicire, T.R., p. 9.
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3.2.2 Jayanta’s Critique of Jaanakriya

In Nydyamanjari, the act theory of cognition or jfiGnakriya is highly criticised by

Jayanta, particularly against the Mimamsakas.

Before discussing the Bhattas’ view on the nature of knowledge it is necessary to get
the idea of the Bhatta School, who hold that cognition is pramdna and it is not an
object of perception, rather it is inferred on the basis of drstata or jhAatata. The
particular nature i.e. drstata or jiiatata, is produces in its object. In Sabarabhdsya

there is a supporting evidence as:

Nta hy ajiate 'rthe kascid buddhim wupalabhate, jhiate tu anumanad

avagacchati*®

Unless the content of cognition is known, the cognition is not known and after the
content is known, one can grasp the cognition by inference. Quoting the view of
Sabara, Jayanta says that “Those who hold that consciousness itself is pramana, but

has not distinct result” should be surely refuted.’®

According to Sabara consciousness itself is pramana and the result obtained through
pramana is distinct from pramana.®® Cognizedness belonging to the object of
consciousness is the mark by means of which one infers consciousness.
Consciousness is an act or function. All acts are inferred from their result. A knower
cannot achieve a result if he does not perform an act. The causes get themselves
united to generate an imperceptible act. If it is not postulated then why do they unite
without a purpose? Without their collocation the result cannot be produced. A cause

has a significant role only when it is related to an act.®’

Similarly, in Slokavarttika also Kumarila has admitted that:
Nanyatha hy arthasvabhavo drstah sann upapadyate)|

jAidnam cen nety atdh pascat pramanam upajayate|*

*® OnJaiminisitra 1.1.4

61 Tadanabhyupagame kimadhikrtya karakani samsijeran| na casamsrstani tani phalavanti|
kriyavesavasacca karakam karakam bhvati| 1bid, p. 48.
62 :

Ibid.
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‘Since it is not possible to account for the revealedness in the object of cognition, one

must postulate the revealer cognition which is called pramana.’

Kumarila holds that presumption establishes the existence of the act of consciousness.
Both Sabara and Kumarila hold that no one is directly aware of his consciousness.
Here, it should be noted that while Sabara accepts anumana as the means of obtaining
cognition, Kumarila takes it as arthapatti.

Jayantabhatta in his Nyavamarjari expounds the theory of jAanakriya as proposed by
the Bhatta school of piarvamimamsa and finally refutes it. The following issues will be

discussed in this regard:

1. When the Bhattas consider jiidna as kriya, they use it in the sense of root

meanirig (dhatvartha).

2. The root meaning is beyond the reach of perception. This idea is most

probably borrowed from Patafijali’s Mahabhdsya, according to V.N. Jha.®

3. According to the Bhattas, a kriya, which produces the result, has to be
different from the individual kriya of an individual karaka.

4. Sabara uses anumdna or inference as pramana by which the kriya or
cognition is known. Kumarila interprets this term arthapatti or postulation as

the reason of invisibility of the cognition.

5. Mimamsakas try to establish that cognition is the meaning of the root jia,
hence a kriva and any kriya (root meaning) which produces the result is

known from the effect it produces and not directly.

6. Naiyayikas also uphold that jAidna is the meaning of the root jia, but it is

not kriya in the sense of vyapara.

7. 1t is not necessary to postulate an invisible kriya (root meaning) over and
above the visible ones. Therefore, the Naiyayikas do not accept the theory of

Bhattas.

8. Finally the notion of jiidna-kriya (act of knowing) should be distinct from

that of jfiana or cognition.

%% ABORI, vol.68, p. 587.
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Jayantabhatta states the whole idea of jAanakriya as:
Jhanam hi nama kriyatmakam, kriya ca phalanumeya, jhatyvyaparam

antarena phal&ni,spattel’t.64

The process of cognition according to the Bhattas is: when a person cognises some
object, the object gets revealed to him and this revealedness is the result. The
cognition is postulated as the vyapdra to reveal the object, without it the result cannot

come into existence.

To prove their point that cognition is an action which is invisible, Mimamsakas give
example that aiming at the action of cooking, karakas, viz., Devadatta, rice, pot,
water, fire etc. come together65 and perform their own individual functions and thus
the action of cooking is done and finally get the consequence of this action of
cooking, i.e., odana. Although the individual actions of individual karakas are visible,
the action of cooking is invisible. So, above the individual functions of each karakas,

we must accept the action of cooking which produces result and which is invisible.

Similarly, cognition is also an action which leads to the result of revealedness.
Aiming at this function all the factors of cognition come together. In this way, soul
gets connected with the mind, the mind with the sense organ, the sense organ with the
object and finally the action of knowledge come into existence.®® Since the action of
cooking is not perceivable, the function of cognition also not perceivable although it

reveals its object.

Now, the opponents ask that what is paka? It is not merely the action of a particular
karaka. 1t cannot be the collocation of individual actions, because it is impossible to
collectively visualise them. But since the result odana is visible, we must accept an
activity. Thus, as the Mimamkas postulate apurva for the result of heaven, similarly

an invisible action is postulated by them between the karakas and the phala.

‘Kﬁraka ——— vydpara —»phala

 N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn), p. 47.

& Karakani  tandulasalilanalasthdlyadini  siddhasvabhavani  sadhyam  dhatvarthamekam
pakalaksanamurariketya samsrjyante, samsrstani ca kriyamutpadayanti| Tbid., p. 48

¢ Atmendriya mano ‘rthasamnnikarse sati jianakhyo vyapara upajayate) Ibid.
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The main issues involved in the theory of the Mimamsakas are that an action produces

the consequence and the action is the cognition. Again as the cognition is invisible, it

is not perceptible.

The Naiyayikas also hold the view that an action produces the result, i.e., the paka
produces odana. But the Naiyayikas deny the two points of Mimamsakas that the

action which produces the result is invisible and the cognition is an action.

The first statement that the action which produces the result is invisible, which can be

discussed by the following sentence:
Devadattah odanam pacati

Here the root pac signifies the action of cooking, which is visible. So, it is not
necessary to postulate an invisible action as the meaning of root pac. Thus the action
of all the karakas can be visualised. In this way we find the sentences as the

following:
Devadattah pacati
Sthali pacati
Kasthani pacanti etc.

Therefore the root meaning is the collections of various actions performed by various

factors. Thus the Naiyayikas deny the invisibility of an action.®’

V.N. Jha identifies that the Bhattas’ view is quite similar to the view proposed by

Patafijali in his Vyakarana Mahabhasya.®®

The Mimamsakas again strike out the definition of karaka. They say that kdraka is
that which does something (karotiti karakam). Without being involved in action any

factor cannot be called karaka.®® The Naiyayikas’ reply to this is that karoti denotes

7 Na hi vayam parispanatmakam paridrsyamanam vyaparam apahnumahe, pratikdrakam vicitrasya
Jjvalanadevyaparasya pratykasamupalambhat] atindrivastu vyaparo nastiti  bramahe| NM.,
(Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn), p. 52.

68Kriyd ndmeyam atyantaparidrsia, asakya kriya pindibhita nidarsayitum, yatha garbho nirluthitah.
Sasav anumanagamyd. Ko'sav anumanah? Iha sarvesu sadhanesu samnihitesu kadacit pacatity etad
bhavati, kadacin na bhavati. Yasmin sadhane samnihite pacatity etad bhavati sa niitnam kriya|l ABORI,
vol. 68, p. 584

® Kriya''vesamantarena ca karakatvanupapattih | N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn), p. 50.
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the result and not the action.”” The Mimamsakas again say that in the example,
caitrah katam karoti, the word karoti indicates the action of doing. Here the
Nyaiyayikas point out that karaka is a karaka not because it is related with the
invisible action, but it is so when the karaka is in the connection of all the factors

involved in the production of the result.
Jayanta argues that if the Mimamsakas maintain that the soul has a distinct activity

called bhavana and the karoti denotes it, then they can be refuted on the ground that

no activity of the soul is ever noticed. Consciousness and other inner states of the soul

are not actions but qualities because they are not creatures of the will.”

Further, Jayanta opines that the Mimamsakas hold to this theory on account of their
notion that /i@ " is a verb and therefore it denotes an action which belongs to the soul.
Jayanta asserts that there is no rule that all verbs denote actions. For example, the verb
‘gadi’ denotes one part of a face.” Likewise, if one analyses the sentence
‘ghatamaham janami’, it finds that ghata denotes the object of cognition; aham
expresses ‘the soul.” What appears from janami? The answer is ‘quality’ and not
‘action’, since action is beyond the range of perception. Even if it is said that the

result appears, the result itself should be denoted by the verb ‘jia’.

In support of his argument Jayanta quotes Bhasyakara that, “Buddhikarmani api hi
pratyabhijiidyete, te api nitye prapnutah.”” It means that he has mentioned ‘buddhi’
and ‘karma’ separately to consider them as two distinct entities. Jayanta here does not
specify who is ‘Bhdsyakara’? Since, Patafijali, Vatsyayana and Sabara are known as
‘Bhasyakara’. In the translations of Nydyamarijari, there is no discussion on this
specific issue. However, C.D. Bijalwan™ considers it as Vatsyayana’s view. But he
does not quote any reference in support of his view. But the present researcher finds
that this reference is quite similar to the following one which is available in the

Mimamsa text, Rijuvimala as:
“Buddhikarmani na pratyakse tasmanna te pratyabhijiidyete|

Buddhikarmanoh karyaikagamyayoh pratyabhijiia nasti||””

" Ibid.

" Na hi purusaavvaparah kascidupalabhyate, visistagunasamavaya evasya kartrtvam | Ibid., p. 55.
72 Nayam niyamah krivavacano dhaturiti, gadi vadanaikadese ityadi darsanat | Tbid.

Ibid, p. 6.

" ITK, p. 14.

7 Saraswati, Kevalananda, M.K., p. 2974.
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It is the style of Jayanta, that he rejects the Mimamsakas’ view in their language.

Thus, for the first time in the history of Indian philosophy, a clear and persuasive
account of Nyaya position is found in Nyayamarijari regarding jAianakriya. Jayanta

entertains a great endeavour to this specific issue.
3.3 Nature of pramdna: An examination

All the other translations of Nyayamarijari (Janaki Ballabha Bhattacharya,
Shashiprabha Kumar and Siddhesvara Bhatta, and Anand Jha) accept that
“bodhasyaiva pramanatvamacaksate” is the view of the Buddhists. However V. N.
Jha, in his English translation, does not mention any specific school. But, in the
Bengali translation, Panchanan Tarkavagish’® admits that this particular view is
adopted in Jaina school. According to him, the Jaina philosopher Siddhasen Divakara

3

has explained the view on ‘jAanapramanya’ in his Nyayavatara. Later on, the Jaina
philosopher Prabhacandracaya has refuted ‘samagri’ as means of cognition in his
book Prameyakamalamartanda. He has argued that every pramdna contradicts
ajiiana. Hence jriana is not different from that of pramana. 1f one considers ‘samagri’
as jiiana, only then one can consider it as pramana. Again if one does not consider

samagrT as jAaana then it will not contradict ajiiana.

However, Sibajiban Bhattacharyya'’ also discusses this point and mentions Jayanta’s

hypothesis against Jaina theory.

Since there are several controversies regarding this particular point of view, here there
is no mention of any particular philosophical school. To quote D.N. Shastri in favour

of the Buddhists view:

“....According to the Buddhists, a pramadna (means of knowledge) is always in the
form of knowledge, and there is no difference between a pramana and its resultant
(pramana phala) called prama (knowledge); they are identical. The Nyaya-
Vaisesika, on the other hand at least from the time of Vacaspatimisra and Jayanta,
maintains the difference between the two- one being the ‘means’, and the other, the
‘resultant knowledge’. ..... The pramana (means of knowledge), being different from

prama (the resultant knowledge), it was held by Jayanta, Vacaspatimisra and the later

7% N.M., (Sanskrit Book Depot edn.), pp. 93-4
" PHISPC, pp. 213-4
" CIR, p. 424.
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writers that pramana might be in the in the form of ‘knowledge’ or ‘non-

knowledge’."”

According to John Taber,
“According to Dinnaga in his Pramanasamuccaya (1.1.8¢d—10) the cognition is both
pramana and phala in an act of perception. It serves as pramana insofar as it has the
form of a particular object; it is the phala insofar as it is the awareness of that form.
Thus pramana and phala are simply the same cognition seen from different
perspectives. This theory may have been motivated in part by a desire to provide for
the possibility of idealism. To suggest that the cognition can assume the form of the
object without there necessarily being any input from the external world clearly opens
the way to eliminating the external world from consideration altogether.”*

From the study of the prior researches it can be concluded that Jayanta most probably

presents here the Buddhists’ view in lieu of the Jainas. But the view that Panchanan

Tarkavagisha and the eminent scholar Sibjiban Bhattcharya hold on, cannot be

ignored in this regard. There must be some grounds behind their hypothesis.

Now the question is, whether prama is identical to pramana or different from it?
Jayanta states that “bodhah khalu pramanya phalam, na sdksdtpramdnam.”m He
points out that the term ‘pramana’ etymologically signifies an instrument. So,
pramana is a means of cognition by which a true cognition of object is generated. The
use of common parlance that “pramanadavagacchamah” (we know by means of
pramana) also supports the view that pramana and pramiti are two different things.
Considering the argument that a piece of cognition, if it is other than samsaya and
viparyaya, produces another piece of cognition, then the first one will be considered
as pramana and in such a case pramana and pramiti have to be regarded as identical.
Jaynata says that in such a case where a cognition which produces another piece of
cognition is included in the collocation of conditions, it is to be called pramdna and
not prama.® So, Jayanta defines pramana in terms of the collocations of both

knowledge and non-knowledge.

7 Bodhabodha- svabhava samagri pramanam| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 43.
Tad eva jiignam ajiianam va upalabdhi-hetuh pramanam| N.V.T.T,

® HCBE, p. 79.

8 N.M. ,(Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 43.

® Visistapramajananat pramanatam pratipadyate | Tbid.
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3.3.1 Buddhists’ Definition of pramana: An Examination

Jayanta in Nydyamarijari mentions Dharmakirti’s definition of pramana, that a
cognition which is not contradicted and which leads to the attainment of the object is
a valid cognition.®® Its capacity to lead to original obtainment consists of this, that it
points out to the cause of obtaining an object which is capable of producing happiness
and which is the cause of giving up an object which is capable of producing sorrow.®
Thus, when an object is revealed by the cognition and when there is desire in man for
the obtainment of the object, it is known as pramana.

According to the Buddhists, both perception and inference have the nature of
obtainment of an object. In case of perception, the object is the form of a thing in the
first moment of its perception. The object which is revealed in the first moment
cannot be obtained in the second moment, as it is momentary. But the object can be
obtained in the continuous series of that momentary object. Therefore, perception
causes an object to be obtained. The thing is that according to the Buddhists, objects
are svalaksana or bare particular in perception. According to both Vaibhasika and
Sautrantika schools, what is perceived or postulated is the bare particular-e.g. blue.
All the other elements (blueness, etc.) are added by the mind.® Such objects are
momentary in nature but they produce second svalaksana before being destroyed, the
second produces the third one. Thus, there is a continuous series of svalaksanas. In
technical terms this is known as santana.

Inference is produced by the unbroken succession of basic momentary objects which
causes that object to be obtained by inferential knowledge.®® For example, a man sees
the lustre of gem at a distance and mistakes it as a gem. If he proceeds to act with
reference to the gem, he gets the real gem. Likewise a man who proceeds towards the
imaginary object under the direction of inference attains a real object. Though the

object of determinate knowledge is unreal, yet the source of imagination being real,

the real object is attained through it.

8 Apareh punah avisamvadakatvam pramanasamanyalaksanamacaksate taduktam

pramanamavisamvadi jignam| Ibid., p. 63
c.f., Pramanamavisamvadi jianam; arthakriyasthitih|
avisamvadanam; $abdepyapyabhiprayanivedanat| P.V., 2/1

% Ibid. p.64.
* Grims, John, CDIP, p. 318.
8 Anumanasya  tvaropitarthavisayatve pi miillabhutavastuksanaparamparya  prabhavatvat

maniprabhamanibuddhivat tatpraptyaya prapakatvam| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.) P. 64.
c.f. Pramanatattvasiddhyartham anumane 'pyavaranat
Prayogadarsanad va'sya yat kificidudayatmakam| P.V.
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Jayanta concludes that according to the Buddhistst, pramana is a valid means
cognition which leads to the attainment of the object which it is determined to be®’
and illusory cognitions are distinguished from valid cognition. Therefore a judgement
such as the conch-shell is yellow, etc. are not pramdnas, even though a man who
proceeds to attain the object referred by the above illusory statement, gets conch-shell,
but the same is not obtained. In fact, yellow conch-shell was determined but white
conch-shell is obtained.

Therefore a valid means of knowledge is that which is not contradicted and which
88

leads to the obtainment of the object revealed by the apprehension.

Pramdinya = avisamvadakata = prapakata =yathdthajiidna

Jayanta refutes the Buddhists hypothesis of pramana by critically analysing their
position and arguments. Jayanta declares that the Buddhists’ view on pramana is not
sound.® Jayanta asks whether pramana means lead to the obtainment of the object of
sense perception or does it lead to the obtainment of an object which is determined.”
It means whether pramdna occurs in obtainable object or in the judgement. In case of
perception the object is really and certainly shown, but it is not obtained, because it is
momentary according to the Buddhists, hence it disappears in the subsequent moment.

It cannot be made to wait and be present in existence.

In the case of an inference, the object is not based directly upon perception. There is
no showing of the object at all because the object is to be inferred and we can directly
contact with the probans only. Hence it is worthy of saying that inference leads to the
obtainment of an object.”’

Jayanta further points out that if it cannot be established that the object is a cognizable
entity (adhyavaseya), then for the Buddhists the determined object is unreal and an
unreal object cannot be gained.”” It is not reality but a kalpana and there is no

obtainment ofit.

¥ 4 dhyavasitaprapakatvam pramanyam adhyavasitasyavastutve 'pi tanmiillavastupraptaya nirvahati
N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.) P. 64.
% Tasmadyatha vagatarthaprapakatvam-avisamvadakatvam pramanyamiti| Ibid.
¥ Tadetadanupannam | N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.) P. 65.
% Kim pradarsitaprapakam pramanam? wtadhyavasitaprapakam| Ibid.
:: Tatranumane pradarsanameva nésti, ka katha tatprapanasyal Ibid.
Ibid.
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So according to Jayanta, unexpectedly (Kakataliya Nyaya)®® one man can obtain a
momentary real object, but it is never an object of perception and inference. Hence, a
knower cannot obtain the object by any valid means of cognition.

Jayanta comments that it is not appropriate to hold that the real object is obtained
through the obtainment of the series or chain because the series itself cannot be
logically maintained since it cannot be stated whether it is identical to or different
from the constituents.” And the definition is applicable to the series which is only a
supposition or a conceptual construction. There is only empirical reality which has
only consciousness.” The lokavyavahdra is not possible regarding the momentary
objects. Further he says if the series is conceived, still empirically, there is no reason,

why the Buddhists should object to the concepts of the universal, the whole and the

others.*

According to Jayanta, this definition of pramana is too narrow to cover all cases of
valid cognition.”” Therefore the Buddhist definition of pramana is absolutely
unrealistic.

Now, according to the Buddhists, whatever is practically useful is true. Then the
Nyaya replies that all cognitions related to the past and the future are untrue since it is
not connected with any present practical activity. The same way also cognition is
connected with no activity but the absence of all activity i.e. the lack of desire towards
the object of cognition. Some cognition may involve an approach towards what is
pleasurable and some a tendency away from what is painful. But there is also a kind
of cognition which is known as neutral (upeksaniya), with regard to which we remain
indifferent.”® Such indifferent cognition may be as valid as any other, although it is

not connected with any other practical activity.

% The maxim of a Crow and the Palm fruit. It takes its origin from the unexpected and sudden fall of a
palm fruit upon the head of a crow at the very moment of his sitting on a branch of that tree. It is used
to denote an unexpected and accidental occurrence, whether welcome or otherwise.

% Santanapraptya tatpraptirityapi na yuktam- santanasya bhedabhedavikalpabhyamanupapannatvat|
N.M. (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 65.

% Jiianamatramevedamiti....| Tbid. 66

% Samvrtta santanakalpanayam va jatyavayaviprabhrtayo'pi samvritah kimiti nesyante] N.M.,
(Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 66.

% Avyapakam cedam laksanam| Ibid.

*Ibid., p. 67.
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3.3.2 Mimamsakas’ Definition of Pramana: An Examination

The Bhatta Mimamsakas define pramana as the instrument by which a thing which is
not known previously is made known.”” The Naiyayikas oppose it and say that it is
not correct, because based on the same jar perceived already, a succession of
cognition as ‘this is a jar’, ‘this is a jar’ the immediately preceding cognition arises

and all these will have to be treated as valid cognition.

According to Kumarila, pramana is a definite and certain cognition of object which
does not require confirmation by other cognition.'® The Bhattas state that a pramana
should be free from defects and contradictions. Cognition of the known objects should
be excluded from the scope of pramdna. Thus, according to the Bhattas, pramadna is a
method of cognition of an unknown object which is not liable to be experienced by

subsequent method.
3.3.2.1 The Rejection of the Mimamsakas’ View

Regarding the Bhattas’ argument that pramana is that which gives us new cognition
and does not apprehend the already known object, Jayanta maintains that whether a
pramana reveals new objects or already apprehended objects is irrelevant. Even if
pramana is directed towards an already known object, it produces true cognition since

the cognition is new, though the object revealed is old. Thus pramana occurs in both

the case of already known and not known object.lOl

3.3.2.2 Continuous Perception (Dharavahikajiiana)

Regarding the Bhattas’ definition of cognition, Jayanta asserts that it is too narrow
because it is not applicable to dharavahikajiiana. Here, although the succession of
cognition though refers to the same thing that has been cognized before, it is still a
valid cognition. Jayanta maintains that a continuous perception of a thing, i.e., a pot,

.. o . 102 L.
does not reveal any new feature in it even if is observed several times.” = Yet it is a

SYatru anadhigatarthagantr pramanamiti laksansm tanna | ekasminaiva ghate ghato'yamiti
dharavahikajiianam grhitaghahinamapramanyaprasangat| T.B., p.39.

10 Tasmad drdham yadutpannam napi samvadamrccati |

Jianantarena vijianam tatpramanam pramiyatam || S.V., 1I-80.

Yadapi pramanavisesanamanadhigatdarthagrahitvamabhidhiyate paraih- tadapi na sampratam-
pramanasya grhitataditaravisayapravritasya pramanye visesabhavat| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan
edn), p. 59.

102 Naivadhikaparicchedah pramanairuttaraidhruvam |
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valid cognition. But the Mimamsakas say that if continuous cognition is accepted as
valid, then memory will become a valid cognition.'® J ayanta says that memory is not
valid on the ground that it is not generated by the object that is remembered

(anarthajanyata), but by its impression left by a prior experience.

Again opponents raise question that on this ground inference of a past object will be
invalid. For example, the cognition of the past rain by seeing the overflowing river is
not produced by the rain itself. Jayanta replies that this type of cognition is not
invalid. The past rain that is inferred is cognized as the qualification of the river in the
form ‘the river is one whose past is determined by the occurrence of rain’. Though

this qualification is inferred, the river which is the qualified object is present and

produces its cognition directly.'®*

The validity of dharavahika Jiiana is discussed mostly in the Nyidya, Vaisesika,

Mimamsa, Buddhists and Jaina schools of Indian philosophy.

3.3.2.3 Intuitive Perception (pratibhajiiana )

In Nyayamarnijari, Jayantabhatta deals with pratibhajiiGna, a type of supernormal
perception or intuition of future events. Opinions have been given to establish
pratibhajiiana as valid perception. Since it is produced by real objects, it is not

doubtful, not contradicted and its causes are not vitiated by any defect.

Jayanta states that sometimes we predict future events, for example, when somebody
says: ‘my brother will come tomorrow’ and it so happens that his or her brother
comes and then this is called pratibha —pramana.'® Obviously this cannot be
included in any of the other types of pramana. Though this type of event which will
occur tomorrow cannot be the direct cause of present cognition yet ‘my brother’,

whose qualification is the event, exists now and gives rise to the cognition.

Dharavahikabodhesu ko dhiko ‘rthah prakasate || Ibid, p. 60.
Ibid., p. 62.
Nadyakhya eva dharmi vrstimaduparitanadesasamsargalaksanena dharmena tadvanumiyate,
visistasalilapiarayogitvat | sa canumanagrahyo dharmi vidyata eveti nanarthajamanumanam | Ibid.
108 Api canagatam jiianamasmadaderapi kvacit |
Pramanam pratibham svo me bhrata ' 'ganteti drsyatell N.M.,(Chowkhamba edn.), p. 98.
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Thus Jayanta maintains that this pratibha pramana should be treated as a piece of
valid cognition, because it is neither meaningless, nor a doubt, it is not even negated

by its contradictory judgement and its source is not a defective sense organ.106

3.3.3 Samkhya Definition of Pramana: An Examination

According to Samkhya, pramana is a modification of buddhi.'® The modification of
mind in the form of an object itself, which follows the revealment of the mere form of
an object by the senses, the senses again take the form of that object through the close
connection with the purusa, is called pramana. Since purusa is closely associated
with the modification of buddhi, it can see the object.'” Though buddhi is
unconscious, being an evolutes of prakrti, but it attributes its modifications to the
conscious purusa. Kapila states that prama is a determinate cognition of an object not
known before and pramadna is that which is most conducive to such a cognition.
ISvarakrsna simply maintains that pramana is that which brings about the cognition of

an object.109

Jayantabhatta rejects this view on the ground that buddhi is a material and
unconscious principle and hence it could not become the locus of cognition.”o The
self alone has the capacity to cognize and the modification of unconscious matter is
not competent to perform a role. Jayanta points out that the determinate knowledge is

not a property of that which reveals an object.

Jayanta again points out that according to the Samkhyas when the intellect evolves
modes, it becomes transparent. It appears modelled as the buddhivriti or the
buddhivrtti appears being pervaded by the purusa.''' But Jayanta states that if the

Samkhays posit to this position, their basic argument is jeopardised, since the property

106 Nanarthajam na samdigdham na badhavidhurikrtam |
Na dustakaranam cet I pramanamidamisyatam || Ibid.
197 Samkhyastu buddhivrttih pramanam iti pratipannih | N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.).p. 70
108 Visayakaraparinatendriyadivrtyanupatini  buddhivrttireva purusamuparafijayatii  pramanam |
Taduparakto hi purusah pratiniyatavisayadrasta sampadyate | | Ibid.
cf Tasmattatsamyogddacetanam cetanavadiva lingam | Gunakarttrtve 'pi  tatha karttaeva
bhavatudasinah || S.K.20,
' prameyasiddhih pramanaddhi| S.K., 4
0 gcetanatvanmahatah | N.M. p. 70 (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.)
¢.f, NM.G., ‘Acetana’ means that which undergoes a change.
Atha svacchataya pumso buddhivrtyanupatita |
Buddherva cetanakarasamsparsa iva laksate || Tbid.
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of purusa does not belong to buddhi or property of buddhi does not belong to purusa.
According to Jayanta the Samkhyas’ hypothesis is identical to the Buddhists theory of

representative consciousness.''?

3.4 Number of Pramanas

After dealing with the problem of defining pramdna, Jayantabhatta proceeds to
defend the Nyaya view that there are only four pramanas. Being a staunch follower of
old Nyaya School, Jayantabhatta, in his Nydyamarijari, professes four pramanas, viz.
pratyaksa or perception, anumana or inference, upamdna or comparison, and sabda
or verbal testimony. There is however a marked difference of opinion regarding the

exact nature of pramana amongst the philosophers.l 3

At the same time he is perfectly
judicious in presenting the views of his opponents on other pramanas. He deals with
arthapatti, abhava, sambhava and aitihya, which are accepted by Prabhakara, Bhatta,
Vedantina and Pauranika, in the form of separate means of valid cognition. Jayanta,
however, seems primarily pre-occupied with his desire to refute the Buddhists’
position and to bring home to them that the Nyaya view of four pramanas is

unsurpassed.

The opponents ask that Gautama in his Nyayasatra has not indicated the number of
pramanas, so how one can considers that there is only four pramc‘u:zas?“4 The
siddhantins answer that the number four is known by the expressive power of word.

As in the following sentences:

1. Gargamstrin bhojaya''®

(Feed three Brahmins belonging to the Garga
gotra).
2. Yajfiadattadevadattavanaya (Bring Yajfiadatta and Devadattavanaya ).
Gautama, according to Jayantabhatta, has performed two jobs by the single sutra, i.e.

the division of pramdna and the definition of pramana.''® Jayanata states that it is not

Y2 Evam sati svavacaiva mithyatvam kathitam bhavet|
Ciddharmo hi mrsa buddho buddhidharmascito mrsa)
Sakarajiignavadasca nativaisa visisyate| Ibid.
'3 Tatra arthapattya saha pratyaksadini paiicha pramananiti prabhakarah||Abhavena saha saditi
bhayahi|Sambhavaitihyabhyamastaviti kecit|| Ibid., p.93
"“Nanu na catvari pramananiti samkhyavacanah sabdah sruyate, napi
pratyaksadinyaevetyavadharanasrutirasti | tat kutah iyattaniyamavagamah? ibid. p.72
"> pathabhedah- ‘gargan bhojaya’ | Ibid.
6 Ekenanena sitrena dvayam caha mahamunih|
Pramanesu catursamkhyam tatha samanyalaksanam || ibid.
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necessary that a sitra should serve a single meaning. It is rather the quality of the

sitrakaras that they yield more than one meaning.''” To refer Bhamati:
“Surtam ca bahvarthastucanat bhavati | yathahuh-

Laghuni siucitarthani svalpaksarapadani ca |

Sarvatah sarabhiitani sitranydhurmanisinah | iti |8

Thus there cannot be any dispute that Gautama has accepted only four means of

cognition.

Jayanta analyses and criticizes the views of his opponents like Mimamsakas and

Pauranikas, views who have accepted more than four pramanas.
3.4.1 The Two-Fold Division of Pramanas

According to the Buddhists there are only two means of valid cognition, viz.,
perception and inference. In their opinion there are only two types of knowable
objects, namely, perceptible or particular, and imperceptible or universal.''’

According to D. N. Shastri,

“There being two kinds of objects, the pramanas are also only two, each having its
separate and distinctive sphere.”'’

Following the logic “Meyadhina manasiddhiah”, the Buddhists consider two types of
pramana “Méanam dvaividhyam, meya dvaividhyat.”'*! According to the Buddhists
the external reality, which is in the form of the unique particular (svalaksana), is
transcendental. It has no time; space limit is devoid of all attributes, determinations or
relations. It can be obtained through pure sensation. But it is followed by
adhyavasaya or determinate cognition which is of the form of the universal (samanya
laksana). The scope of the perception is limited to the generalized form

(samanyalaksana), i.e., the empirical. According to the Buddhists, perception is the

"7 Anekarthasicanadeva siitramucyate | etadeva sitrakaranam param kausalam yadekenaiva vakyena

svalpairekaksarairanekavastisamarpanam | ibid. p.74
8 Bha, p.64.
"9 Te hi prameyadvaividhyat pramanam dvividham jaguh|
Nanyah pramanabhedasya heturvisayabhedatah|| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashanedn.), p. 76.
20 CIR, p. 421.
21 Manam dvividham visayadvaividhyacchattayasaktitah| P.V., 3/1
Pramanadvayasiddhe ca visayadvayavedane|
Vada kasyanurodhena trtiye manamisyatam| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 80.
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type of cognition that is kalpanapodha or nirvikalpaka (both meaning ‘devoid of
thought).'”? These two types of objects mutually exclude each other. The Buddhists
maintain that the third type of object is not possible. The idea that what is cognized by
the perception of a blue object is blue and it is also realized that it is not not-blue.
There is no such object which is neither blue nor non-blue. Thus perception
determines its own object, excludes its negative, and suggests the absence of a third
kind.'? If we do not accept this view, the practical utility of cognition will be nothing;
because we cannot attain an object unless we know that it is other than avoidable.
Jayanta says that simple perception might decide whether a thing is blue or not-blue,
but it cannot decide whether it is sense cognized or not.'** The Buddhists’ view that
perception and inference is competent enough to exclude the third type of object and
therefore to deny the existence of any other means of proof apart from perception and
inference is not logical.125 He declares that indeterminate perception is free from
thought and concepts and unable to co- relate the previous and later. So perception
cannot perform the function of definition, exclusion and rejection.lzGAccording to the
Buddhists’ view determination is based on imagination, so that they can have any role
to play in the ordering of the objects.

Even if it is considered that perception has the capacity of excluding the middle in the
case of the perception of blue and thus it excludes the non- blue, it does not hold good

when we try to know the object as being perceived or as being inferred. Further,

perception exposes the objects as they are in themselves, and not the direct

perceptibility thereof.'?’

122 Cf, kalpanapodhabhrantapratyaksasya visayah svalaksanam | Sa hi sannihitah san grahyakaram

sphutataya  abhivyaijati |  Pratyaksayogya-  diaradesavasthitastu  grahyakaramsphutataya
abhivyaiijayati |Svalaksanibhitavisayasca andaropitataya arthakriyakaritaya ca paramarthah san
yasyarthasya sannidhanasannidhanabhvam grahyakarabhedastat svalaksanam |
Tadbhinnam samanyam tacca diratvanikatatvavasad grahyakarabhedam sadhayitum na samartham|
Nyayabindu. As quoted in N.M. (Sanskrit Book Depot edn.), p.162.
‘B Nile pravartamanam pratyaksam nile nilataya@ pariccinattiti  tavadvivada eva |Tadeva
pratyaksamanilamapi vyavaccinatti, nilasamvidih tasyapratibhasat | Nilajiidnapratibhasyam hi nilam
iti taditaradanilameva bhavati || N.M. (Vidyanidhi Prakhan edn.), p. 76.
* bid, p. 82-3.
B yanavadidamakhyayi rasyantaranirakrtau |

Pratyaksasyaiva samarthve itvetannopapadyatel| Ibid., p.82
* Ibid.
127 Pratyaksam visayasvariipameva paricchinatti |

na punastasya pratyaksatamapi. 1bid.
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Jayanta refers to Kumadrila in this regard and says that the Bhattas also accept the
contention of the Naiyaikas that pratyaksatva is not known directly.'?® That a sound is
an object of auditory perception is never directly grasped. It is a case of inference.'*’

So, Jayanta concludes that perception is not a proof of the existence of only two types
of objects. Inference is also unable to prove the presence of two categories only since

inference is based upon perception.'*’
3.4.2 Pramana-samplava vs Pramana-vyavastha

The question is that whether more than one means of cognition operated with regard
to one and the same object or each mean has its own specific knowledge? The
pramana vyavastha, as propounded by the Buddhist, is that each pramana has its own
exclusive and distinct jurisdiction. This theory is opposed by the Naiyayikas which

31 Besides Jayanta, Uddyotakara,

hold the theory of pramana samplava.l
Vacaspatimisdra and other Naiyayikas argue against the Buddhists.

Jayanta, against the Buddhists’ view, points out that if it is accepted that each
pramana exclusively functions in his own sphere, then inference cannot be valid
means of knowledge."*? For an inferential cognition both perception and inference
have to be present. Here two pramadnas function to know a single object. The
characteristic feature (/inga) indicates the probandun when the two are invariably
concomitance.

Further Jayanta states that it cannot be derived from another inference, because that
leads to the fault of infinite regress.

An object becomes directly perceptible or indirectly cognisable according to the
situation and place. An object which can be directly known in one time, or place, may
be known only indirectly by a person belonging to a different time or place.'*?

The Buddhists’ opposed this application on the ground that an assumption like this
contradicts other assumptions and is superfluous.'** There is a chance of the pramana

producing contradictory knowledge because it does not produce the successive

%8 Anye eva hi samagriphale pratyaksalingayoh |
Aknye eva ca saGmagriphale sabdopamanayoh| Tbid.
'2° Na hi $ravanata nama pratyaksenavagamyate|
nanvayavyatirekabhyam jiayate badhiradisu| Ibid.
30 Vastu svalaksanam tavat pratyaksenaiva mudritam|
Tato 'nvadanumanena sambandhapeksavrttind| 1bid., p. 81
B Ekasmin visaye anekapramanapravrttih samplavah| Ibid., p.80
12 gsati samplave anumanapramanyapratisthapananupapatteh |Ibid., p. 87.
133 Pratyaksatvam parokso’pi pratyakso’pi paroksatam|
Desakaladibhedena visayah pratipadyatel| Ibid., p. 90.
% Virodhavaiphalyabhyam na samplava| N.M, (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p.91.
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knowledge contrary to the antecedent judgement like the negative judgement that ‘this
is not silver’."*
Therefore Jayanta concludes that the pramana-vyavastha does not occur in the
majority of cases, but there are few cases in which a particular proof has an exclusive
object of its own.'*® Jayanta quotes Vatsyayana as:
1. “Agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah” ityasmaderagamadeva jianam, na
pratyaksanumanabhyam |
2. Stanayitnusabdasravanat tadhetuparijfianamanumanadeva, na
pratyaksagamabhyam |
3. Svahastadau pratyaksddeva pratitih, na sabdanumanabhyamiti |
To sum up, Jayanta has no objection for pramana-vyavastha, so far as a specific

object is concerned.

3.4.3 Refutation of the Carvakas’ View

At the very end of the first ahnika of his Nyayamarijari, Jayantabhatta strongly
criticises the Carvakas’ view on numbers of pramdna. The Carvakas admit that it is
impossible to restrict the number and the definition of the means of valid cognition."’
Jayanta refutes Carvakas in a strong voice that the poor materialist logician does not
know the character of perception and inference.®® Jaynata establishes his view by
questioning the Carvakas that is there any kind of knowledge which does not depend
upon the four types of cognition?'*® Thus, the Carvikas have tried in vain to ascertain

that the number of sources of valid cognition cannot be fixed up.
3.5. Nature of Perception (Pratyaksa)

According to Jayanta, the term ‘pratyaksa’ signifies a particular species of cognition.
C.D. Bijalwan,'*" states that Jayanta is perhaps the first philosopher to state that the
etymological meaning of the term does not convey the required meaning. The term
‘pratyaksa’ is composed of two parts ‘aksam’ and ‘prati’, and thus it refers to

‘cognition” which depends upon sense organ. Jayanta admits that the term pratyaksa

2 Virodho 'pi nasti; pirvajianopamardena ‘nedam rajatam’ itivat uttaravijianutpadat) Ibid.
% Ibid., p. 92.

Y7 Jhaya pramanaprameyasamkhyanivamasakya. .. ... | ibid, p. 164.

38 Ripam tapasvi janati na pratyaksanumanayoh| | 1bid, p. 165

138 kd khalu matirmanantarapeksini|Ibid, p. 164.

0 ITK, p. 67
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takes the masculine, feminine and neuter form according to the gender of the noun it

qualifies.'"!

Jayanta formulates his theory of perception on the basis of his predecessors. Jayanta
opines that if the term ‘yatah’ is supplied to Gautama’s definition, then it will be a
flawless definition.'*? By adding this term Jayanta, like Vacaspatimisra, differentiates
between the source of cognition (pramana) and cognition (prama), and thus interprets
the aphorism of Gautama as ‘pratyaksa pramana’, from which the cognition based
upon sense-object contact arises. According to Jayanta, he does not  twist the

meaning of the sifra by inserting the term ‘yatah’'*

Jayanta vividly discusses each and every word of Gautama’s sifra, i.e.,

‘idriyarthasannikarsotpannam jrianam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam

144

pratyaksam.”™" Let us analyse the meaning of the terms according to Jayanta:

Idriyarthasannikarsotpannam: According to Jayanta the sense organs, i.e., smell,

taste, sight, touch and hearing, come into contact with the objects in six ways.'** The
objects are odour, flavour, etc. Jayanta further enumerates that the existence of sense-
object contact is proved by the fact that the sense cannot take hold of the veiled
objects.*® Therefore it is necessary that the sense organs, as the instrumental cause of
perception, are in contact with the object for the process of perception. The term
‘utpannam’ in the sitra suggests that both the sense organ and the objects condition

the perception of an object.

Avyapadesya: Jayanta has given as many as six alternative interpretations of the term
avyapadesya;, which shows that the meaning of that key-word in the definition of
perception was doubtful even then.'*” Jayantabhatta takes avyapadesya in the sense of
asabda (non-verbal) and would explain its purpose of consisting in saving
determinate perception (savikalpaka) from being merged in verbal cognition (Sadba)

on the ground that the cognitive process involved in such perception invariably results

1 N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), part, I, p.61.

2 yata evam yadvisesapavisistam jianakhyam phalam bhavati,tatpratyaksamiti sitrathah) Toid.
'3 Na kvacit klistakalpana | Ibid., p. 104

NS, 1/1/4

145 Sannikarsastu idriyanamarthaih saha satprakarah | N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), Part. I, p.68
Y Vyayahitanupaladdhi iti brumah | Ibid,

"7 1bid, 73-83
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through the operation of a sense-organ in association with the recollection of a

scheme of words with which the knower happens to be familiar.

Avyabhicari: For Jayanta, the term avyabhicari is included in the sitra to eliminate
erroneous perception from the range of it. For instance, the perception of a mirage is

erroneous since what is presented to consciousness does not correspond to the reality.

Vyavasayatmaka: According to Jayanta, the term vyavasaydtmaka is incorporated in
the sitra to exclude doubt from the scope of perception. He maintains that the ‘sense
— object contact’ is not enough for cognition since doubt is grasped by the mind which
is not an external sense organ. Jayanta says that doubt expressed in the form ‘It is
either a pole or a man’ is produced by the external sense organ. However, doubts
regarding two astrologers’ predictions are subjective since the inner sense organ is

their sole case.'*®

3.5.1 Types of Perception (Pratyaksa)

Jayanta refers to only two types of perception, savikalpa and nirvikalpa. According to
him nirvikalpa is a type of perception which is devoid of word element and thus is
vague and indefinite.

Savikalpa is that form of perception which is determinate. According to Jayanta, “The

very life of the followers of the Nyaya consists in the theory of determinate

perception.”'*?

3.5.2 Nature of Transcendental Perception (Yogaja pratyaksa)

The transcendental perception or yogaja pratyksa is accepted by all the schools of
Indian philosophy. In various systems the transcendental perception is known by
different names, viz., the Jainas considers it as kevalajfiana, for Buddhist it is buddhi,
kavivalya for Samkhya, and Brahma saksatkara etc.

In Nvavamarjari, Jayantabhatta observes yogaja pratyaksa only to review the
Mimamsa view on the viability of the yogic ascertainment of dharma.

The Mimamsakas enquire about the positive proof in favour of transcendental

perception which apprehends dharma. To this question, Jayanta answers that the

"8 For detail see, Ibid., pp. 61-100.
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perfection of this perception lies in its superior quality.'® Those whose perception
reaches the highest degree of apprehension are called ‘sages’. Therefore the most
excellent perfection of perception is constituted by the cognition of subtle, remote,

past and future objects.'*’

3.6 Nature of Inference (Anumana)

Jayantabhatta discusses the problem of anumana or inference from the standpoint of
old logicians. Though Jayantabhatta does not provide us the distinct definition of
anumana, he analyses the Sifrakara’s definition in a comprehensive way. The

Sttrakara’s definition is:

“tatparvakam trividham anumdnam puarvavacchesavat samanyatodystam
22152

ca.’
Jayanta, following the footsteps of Vatsyayana, opines that the word ‘tatpurvaka’
suffices for laksana of which anumana stands as the laksya. Pratyksa as a cause of

'3 which immediately precedes the

anumdana has been defined in the rule
anumanasitra. He holds that the portion ‘fatpiirvakam’ constitutes the definition.
‘Tat’ signifies perception which is implied from the context. He states that with the
initial pronoun ‘faf’ in dual number, the definition would become too wide to

comprise upamana etc.

Jayantabhatta opens his actual discussion on anumana by quoting Uddyotakara that
the knowledge of probandum is itself a means of cognition and that is called
anumana.'®

Anumana, i.e., inference, is the cognition of an unperceived probandum, i.e., sadhya
or lingin, produced through an inferential mark or probans, i.e., lifiga. This acts as the
reason with five characteristics, which is ascertained through the remembrance of the

invariable relation of the probans with the probandum- the relation which amounts to

*® Darsanatiseya eva pramapam | 1bid., p. 95.

! For detail, see ibid., pp. 95-7

B2NS, 115

' Ibid, 1/1/4

3¢ Anumanamiti laksyanirdesah tatpirvakamiti laksanam | N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), Part., I, p. 113
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pervasion of linga by sadhya.'>® For example: ‘the hill is fiery, since it is smoky
(parvatah vahniman dhiimar).” Here fire belonging to the hill is not yet perceived by
the person who infers. But he has perceived smoke in that substratum and also knows
the invariable relation that smoke is pervaded by fire. Smoke which is pervaded by

fire leads to the knowledge of unperceived fire which pervades it.

However, Jayanta’s observation is more a description than a definition of anumana.
Jayanta's above mentioned remark cannot be looked upon as a proper definition of
anumana. In the very introductory statement Jayanta himself admits explicitly that

first he is going to describe anumana, i.e., not to define it.'*

The characteristic features probans are as follows:'%’

1. The presence of the reason in the subject.'>®
2. The presence of the reason in the positive example.'*
3. The absence of the reason from the negative example.'®
4. The reason not being contradicted by other sources of true knowledge.'®’
5. The reason not being counter- balanced by another knowledge.'®
The knowledge of these reasons having five-fold characteristics is the proximate

. 163
cause of the inference of consequence.

3.6.1 Classification of Inference (4numana)

Following the views of his predecessors, Jayantabhatta supplies us with a threefold

division of anumdna or inference. It as follows:

Parvavat: 1t is the type of inference where one infers the effect from a cause, e.g., the

inference of raining from the towering mass of clouds.

** Paiica laksanakallingad grhitanniyame smyte |

Parokse lingini jignamanumanam pracaksate| Ibid., p. 101
58 Tarranumanasvaripam briimahe | Tbid.
157 Paksadharmatvam, sapaksadharmatvam, vipaksadvyavrttih, abadhita
visayatvam,asatpratipaksatvaficeti | ibid. p.164.
18 Sisadhavisitadharmavisisto dharmi paksah taddharmatvam tadasritatvamityarthah | libid. p.101.
Sadhvadharmayogena nirjiatam dharmyantaram sapaksah tatrastitvam |1bid. p. 101
10 Sadhvadharmasamsparsasinyo dharmi vipaksah tato vyavrtti | 1bid. p. 101.
Y Anumeyasyarthasya pratyaksenagamena va napaharanamabadhitavisayatvam | Ibid. p. 101,
162 Samsayabijabhiitenarthena pratyanumanataya prayujyamanenanupahatatvamasatpratipaksatvam |
Ibid.
' Etaih paricabhirlaksanairupapannam lingamanumapakam bhavati | Ibid.
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Sesavat: ] ayanta gives two types of interpretations of the term Sesavat also. He refers
to it as the inference of cause from the effect and quotes the same example that
Vitsydyana gives.'® But Jayanta says that it is not really the cause (rain), but the up —
country which have heavy shower of rain, which is inferred from the abnormal
swelling of the river; or a particular country may be the subject of inference instead of
the river, holding that this country is in contact with another country which has heavy
shower because it has a river with a swollen stream. '®°

Sdmdanyatodrsta: Jayanta asserts that when we infer the following from the prior
which is neither a cause nor an effect, it is known as samanyatodystah. For example,
the taste of a kapittha is inferred from its colour. Colour and taste of a kapittha are not

causally related to each other.

Jaynta does deal with the vita and avita and kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki and
anvayavyatireki types of anumana. He however has the credit of clearly introducing

the svartha and parartha types of anumana.

3.6.2 Constituents of Inference (4Avayavas)

According to Jayantabhatta, the collocation of words by which one can convey the
knowledge for others, which is obtained through svarthanumana, is known as

pararthanumdna.'®®

Jayanat defines avayavas as the one part of the constituents used for apprehension of
desirable meaning.'®’ Jayanta accepts five constituents of anumana following the path

of his prior logicians as pratijiia, hetu, udaharana, upanaya and nigamana.

18 Supra, 2" chapter, £ n. 60.

®  Iyam vacoyuktih karvena kdrapamanumiyate iti paramérthastu dharmo dharmavatvena
dharmavananumiyate iti sthitih| N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), P. 118.

16 Iha hi svayamavagatamarthamanumanena parasmai pratipddayata sadhaniyasyarthasya yavati
Sabdasamiihe siddhih parisamapyate tavanprayoktavyah, tameva ca pardrthanumanamacaksate
nitividah | N.M. Prameya, avayavah|

167 Sadhanivarthapratipattiparyantavacanakalapaikadesatvamavayavanam  samanyalaksamacaste |
Ibid.
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3.6.3 Fallacies of Reason or Hetu (Hetvabhasas)

Jayanta follows Gautama in naming the fallacies of reason as savyabhicara, viruddha,

prakaranasama, sadhyasama and kalatita.'%®

Asiddhaa and sadhyasama: Jayanta refers to the fallacy by both the names. He says
that a predicate is called sadhya if it stands in need of proof. In the same way if the

reason stands in need of proof it will be fallacious.

Viruddha: 1f a reason fails to establish the existence of predicate and rather

contradicts it, then it becomes fallacious.

Anaikantika or savyabhicdara: Jayanta maintains that if a reason does not belong to

similar examples, it is faulty and known as anaikantika or inconclusive.

Kalatita or Vadhita: Jayanta says that in this type of fallacy reason refers to more
than one event which succeeds one another in time. The event constituting the reason
should be simultaneous for establishing the predicate. If it is not so, the reason will be

fallacious and known as kalatita or vadhita.

Prakarafasama: Jayanta maintains that if the reason is faced with the existence of an
equally strong counter reason, it is fallacious since the both the reasons counteract

each other and fail to establish the conclusion.

3.7 Nature of Comparison (Upamana)

Jayanta’s study of upamana or comparison is quite long. First he refutes the
Mimamsakas regarding upamdna and later he proves that upamdna is a distinct source
of cognition but not an inference. Upamana is not a type of indirect knowledge based
upon analogy. Instead it is the ascertainment of the meaning of an unknown word
based upon analogy. Jayanta considers upamana as a distinct way of knowing. He
opposes the inclusion of upamana in any of the other pramanas on the ground that in
upamana the mode of production of cognition is different from the other means of

knowledge. '’

18 For detail, see Ibid, (Chowkhamba edn.), II, pp. 153-68.
199 Samagribhedat phalabhedacca pramanabhedah | anye eva ca samagriphale sabdopamanayoh |

N.M., (Chaowkhamba, edn.), part I, p. 130.
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Jayantabhatta finds a difference of opinion among predecessors regading the nature of
upamana. He presents the opinion of the early Naiyayikas and the contemporary
Naiyayikas. According to Jayanta, the earlier Naiyayikas define upamana as the
atidesavakya of a reliable person and similarity between a known and an unknown
object and resulting in the cognition of the relation of a name with the named.'”® For
example, the citizen who, on perceiving an animal resembles the cow, and cognizes it
as gavaya by recollecting prior instruction that gavaya is like a cow. The knowledge
of the relation between the term and the object denoted by it presupposes the term,
and this is gavaya, which is called pramiti and cause of this cognition is called

upamana.

According to the contemporaries, upamana is sensuous cognition by a man of an

7! For instance, the

unfamiliar object resembling a certain other object familiar to him.
knower who has heard the instruction given by the forester directly perceives that the
unknown particular bears a close resembles to the known particular. This sensuous
perception of resemblance is called upamana. 1t generates the cognition of the relation

between the term and the object denoted by it.'”

3.8 Nature of Verbal Testimony (Sabda)

Following the path of predecessors Jayanta also tries to establish that Sabda or verbal
testimony is a distinct source of pramana. Jayanta’s Nydyamafijar? contains a long
discussion on it. In this context, Jayanta mainly tackles with the Mimamsakas and the

Buddhists.

Jayanta’s hypothesis of verbal testimony chiefly deals with the introduction and the
elucidation of various views on Gautama’s definition of sabda. According to Gautama
sabda is the instruction of reliable person.|73 Jayanta interprets the term apta in two

viewpoints:

o First he discusses why this particular term has been included in the definition.

Atra vrddhanaiyayikastavadevam upamanasvarapam dcaksate,
samjAdsamjiisambandhapratitiphalam  prasiddhetarayoh  sardpyapratipadakam  atidesavakyam
upamanam | Tbid., p. 128.

m Adyatanastu vydacaksate Srutadidesavakyasya pramaturaprasiddhe pinde
prasiddhapindasariapyajidganam idrivajam samjiiasamjiiisambandhapratipattiphalam upamanam |
N.M., (Chowkhamba edn), part, I, p. 129.

"2 Eor detail see, Ibid., pp. 128-36

173 Aptopsdesah sabdah, N.S. 1/7/1.
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e Secondly, who is to be considered as apta.

To the first point Jayanta states that if Gautama did not include the term apta then the
definition will become too wide. Then the aitihya or tradition would not be distinct
from verbal testimony, since the element of assertion or upadesa is presented in
both the cases. Otherwise it can be said that the validity of upadesa is justified
with the incorporation of the term dapta and consequently aitihya is excluded from

the scope of verbal testimony.'”

Secondly, Jayanta discusses the characteristics of dpfa. In this regard Jayanta first
quotes Vatsydyana and admits that the two terms cikhyapayisa and upadesta in the
bhasya have special significance. The first one indicates one who is not partially
deposed (vitaraga) and the second one indicates that he should be skilled in
teaching.'”® Jayanta further states that dpta may be a rsi, a aryva or a mlecca, but he

should have the perfect knowledge of the subject.'”

The etymological meaning of ‘upadesa’ is ‘abhidhanakriya’, i.e., by which the
knowledge of something i1s conveyed. The term upadesa differentiates verbal

testimony from the remaining means of cognition.'”’

3.9 Enumeration of the Other Pramanas

It is already mentioned that regarding the number of pramanas all schools of Indian
philosophy adopt divergent views. Jayanta specifically rejects sambhava, aitihya,
arthdpatti and abhava as distinct sources of cognition and establishes the Nyaya view

that there are only four means of cognition.
3.9.1 Nature of Postulation (Arthapatti)

Jayanta follows the old logicians and rejects arthapatti as a distinct means of

cognition. Still he discusses about it with a great zest. First he presents the Bhattas’

view as:

174 Evam hi aitihyasya na pramanantarata bhavisyati upapdesaripatvavisesat, N.M., (Chowkhamba
edn.), p. 137.

V3 Cikhyapayisaya yukta itvukta vitaragatal

Upadestetyanenoktam pratipadanakausalam | Ibid., p. 138.

Rsyaryamlecchasamanyam vaktavyam captalaksapam| Ibid., p. 138.

7 Ibid.

For detail see, ibid., pp. 137-46.
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The Bhattas say that whenever a fact is known to us or learnt from a verbal source and
seems to be apparently observed and requires the assumption of some other fact to
explain, it is known as arthapatti or presumption. '’® According to Kumdrila, the two
words ‘drsto sruto va’ in the Sabarabhdsya, refer to two kinds of arthapatti-
drstarthapatti and Srutarthapatti. According to him the word drsta stands for all the
six means of cognition, 1.e., perception, inference, comparison, verbal testimony,
presumption and negation and the word Sruta refers to the presumption of a fact.
“Devadatta who is fat, does not take meal during the day.” On hearing such assertion,

the idea of ‘his eating at night’ can be obtained. Kumarila admits it as Srutarthapatti.

3.9.1.1 Arthiz'patti is Included in Anumana

The Naiyayikas hold that arthapatti is reducible to inference. They put forth the

example that ‘the living Caitra is not present in his house’ in the form of the following

syllogism:
o The living Caitra exists outside the house,
e Because he is living and is not found in the house,
¢ Like myself.

Here,

Living Citra is the paksa,
e Exists outside is the sadhya,

e Non- existence in the house is the hetu.

Kumarila quotes the same examples and proves that arthapatti cannot be reduced

through inference. Thus he provides the following arguments:

e Caitra’s abhava in the house cannot be considered as the hetu. Because
the house, as qualified by Caitra’s absence, does not fulfil the
conditions of the hetu since it should be the property of the sadhya.
But here abhava is not the property of Caitra.

8 Tatra bhattastavaditthamarthapattimacaksate  drstah  Sruto  va'nyatha  nopapadyata

itvithantarakalpana arthapatti | N.M. (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), P. 94.
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They hold that living man’s absence in the house cannot be accepted as
true, unless the krowledge of his existence outside. Till then the
former proposition appears as absurd. In the case of inference the
means of proof should be prior to the conclusion, but in the above case
the matter to be proved comes first and the means of proof comes later

9
O]’l.l7

The Mimamsakas hold that arthapatti is different from anumana in the
sense that it corroborates the findings of the two independent
pramanas- testimony and non- perception, which grasp the existence
and non- existence of the same object, i.e., Caitra.'®® But in the case of
anumana, the relation of invariable concomitance between fire and
smoke is grasped by a single means.'®!

Regarding the Naiyayikas’ suggestion that the relation of invariable
concomitance is obtained by means of a hypothetical argument, which
is based on a subsequent agreement in absence, the Mimamsakas reply
that in this case even the major premise is obtained through arthapatti.

Arthapatti arises when there is a doubt in the mind, and one tries to
clear the mind by making an assumption. But there is no such situation

in the case of inference.

Jayanta refutes their views on the following grounds:

A thing cannot indicate another thing unless it is in invariable
concomitance with the thing.'®?

Unless the cognition of invariable concomitance, it cannot be the cause
of inference.'®’

Where the invariable concomitance of a particular probans is
impossible to get, there the knowledge of that concomitance can be

taken in a general way.'®

179

Na hi grham va caitro va tadabhavo tadadarsanam va caitrasya dharmah tad bahirbhavasya

vetyapaksadharmatvadanyatamasyapi na lingatvam| Ibid., p. 96.

Jivatasca grhabhavah paksadharmo 'tra kalpyate|

tadsamvittirbahribhavam na cabuddhvopajayate| S.V. (Arthapatti), sloka. 19

180 prameyanupravesaprasamgadapi nedamanumanam| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 97.
'8 pramanadvayasamarpitaikavastuvisayabhavabhavasamarthandrthamarthapattih, pravartamana
prameyadvam paramysatyeva anyatha tatsamghatanayogat| Ibid., pp. 97-8

182 pratibandhadvina vastu na vastvantarabodhakam| Ibid., p. 105.

183

Pratibandho 'pi najfiatah prayati matihetutam| Ibid.

189 Na visesatmana yatra sambandhajfidnasambhavah|

Tatrapyastyeva samanyariipena tadupagrahahl| Ibid., 106
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e Moreover, the fatness of the person who does not eat during day is not
possible without eating at night is arthaparti'®® 1t the negative
reasoning and once it is known, it postulates the positive reasoning as:
where there eating at night there is fatness of one who does not eat
during day. However, it is an established fact that both positive and
negative reasoning are the properties of the probans, so it is proved that

arthapatti is nothing but anumana.'®®

3.9.1.2 Refutation of Power (Sakti)

The Naiyayikas reject saksi as a distinct category on the ground that there is nothing

like imperceptible power in this world.'*” According to them, the Mimamsakas

describe pratyaksapiirvika arthapatti'®® in order to postulate Sakti as a separate entity.

According to the Mimamsakas, without Sakfi a kdaraka cannot be considered as
karaka. For example, a person who wants to cut a tree picks up the axe instead of the

shoe. Therefore, it is clear that the axe alone has the power to cut.

The Naiyayikas reject this view and say that in the case of cutting a tree one can
understand the relationship with positive and negative reasoning. Accordingly, on the
basis of the activities of the elderly persons also one can understand that the axe alone

is the cause of cutting the tree.'®

3.9.1.3 Jayantabhatta’s Refutation of Prabhakaras’ View

The Prabhakaras accept arthapatti or presumption as a distinct source of cognition.
The Naiyayikas include it in inference. But according to the Prabhakaras the cognition
which is obtained through arthapatti cannot be known by inference. Because all the
conditions of inference like vyapti, paksadharmata, etc. cannot be fulfilled in the case
of arthapatti. They say that in inference the conclusion is drawn from a known

relation between the probans and the probandum, while in arthapatti there is no

% Tena vina nopapadyata iti kalpanamarthapattih| Ibid.

Anvayavyatirekau ca gamakasya lingasya dharma iti kathamarthdpattuh nanumanam| Ibid.

Na hi kalpayitum saktam saktimanyamatindriyam| Tbid.
Pratyaksavagatadahanasamsargodgatadahakhyakaryanyath@’nupapattya tasya
tajjianagrahyarvasaktikalpana iti| 1bid., p. 95.

0 Tawra  chedanadavanvayavyatirekabhyam va  vrddhavyavahdradva  parasvadhadereva
karanatvamadhyavagacchama iti | N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), p. 108.

For detail see, Ibid., pp. 106-113.

N.S.M., on Karika-2

N.Ku., stavaka-2

N.L., (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series), p. 21.
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knowledge of such a relation.'® Though the Prabhakaras don’t posit their own views,

but they try to make clear the view of Sabara as:

“Drstah Sruto varthah arthakalpana, anyatha nopapadyate iti|”
Interpreting the Sabara’s definition, the Prabhakaras say that in arthapatti a seen or
heard fact is the means of cognition, another fact which is inexplicable without the
former. According to the Prabhakaras the two words drsta and Sruta mean the same
thing. Drsta means well- known and sruta means the same thing in the common

usage.

Both Kumarila and Prabhakara consider arthapatti as a means of cognition, but they

put different views regarding the nature of arthapatti.

Jayanta rejects the Prabhakaras view and says that Caitra’s outside existence is
produced by his absence in his house is impossible. If his absence in the house is
known before, his outside existence should be produced after a moment. A cause
which exists before the effect is capable of producing the effect. Therefore, both the

. . . . . 9
absence in the house and his outside existence cannot be simultaneous.'”'

3.9.1.4 Srutarthapatti Refuted by Prabhakaras

The Prabhakaras refuse to accept srutarthapatti as one of the two distinct types of
arthapatti. They criticize the Bhattas’ views regarding the two forms arthapatti. The

Prabhakaras hold that the drsta and sruta are in the sense of object that is known

(upalabddho rthah). 192

Words have short and unlimited denotative range. The function of a word to
conveying its meaning continues as long as the knowledge of its meaning arises in our
mind. The Pragmatic experience plays a great role in determining the meaning of a
word. Implicit words also contribute in determining the meaning. If the nature of
conditions which regulate the meaning of the sentences is observed then it is seen that
there are some cases which show that understood words determine meaning of

sentences. For example, in the injunction visvagjita yajeta, the compound word

!9 N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), P-115.
! Utpattistu grhabhavat barhibhavasya durbharna
Praksiddhe he grhabhave tadutpadah ksanantare|| Ibid., p. 117
92 Drstah sruto varthah arthakalpana; arthantaram kalpayatityarthah| Ibid., p. 116.
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svargakamah is not given. Still, the implicit word gives the complete meaning of the

. . 9
mjunctlon.l 3

Occasionally the given words in the sentence do not even supply the meaning. There
are some examples of Vedic injunctions where given words are given up since they do
not help to get the complete meanings of injunctions. For example in ubhyam
havirartimarcchet, the word ubhabhdym has been discarded since it is not capable of

expressing the complete meaning of the injunction.l()4

In some cases the subordinate clause has no role in the meaning of the main
injunction. For example prayajasesena havimsyabhidharyati (one sprinkles the
articles with such purified butter which remains after the completion of prayaja
sacrifice); here the clause prayajasesena refers to the procedure of sacrificing the
animal in Vajapeya sacrifice. There is no rule regarding the preservation of clarified

butter and provision of a pot which contains it.'*>

Thus Prabhakaras finally conclude that Srutarthapatti cannot be treated as a variety of
arthapatti. Moreover, if it is accepted then the authenticity of Veda will be doubtful.
Because the sentence postulated will be the common people’s sentence whose

authenticity is always doubtful.

3.9.1.5 Srutarthapatti vs Anumana

The presumption of unuttered words is not an inference, since they are even known

19 For example, if the sentence ‘he eats at night’ is the

when concomitance is absent.
probandum and ‘Devadatta is flabby and does not take meal during the day’ is the
probans, then the probans in question does not belong to the subject, i.e., the speaker
of the sentence, but belongs to such a locus which contains the negation of the

probandum and hence it is not an invariable mark.

According to Kumarila, in Srutarthapatti, the sentence which is being heard implies a
syntactical relation with its own unheard part. So, a portion of sentence is presumed to

complete the meaning of the sentence. The opponents raise question that there is no

9% Naimittikanukilyaparyalocanaya kvacidasriyamananyapi tani nimittatam bhajante- visvajidadau
svargakamadipadavat|| 1bid., p. 122.

1% Kvacit sruyamanyapi tadanukiilatvat parityajyante- yashobhyam havirartimarcchet itivat| Ibid.

195 Kvacidanyathashitani tadanurodhadanyathaiva sthapyante- prayajasesena havimsyabhidharyati
itivat| Ibid.

% Na ca sakamksapratitikarinastasya pramanyam| Ibid. 119
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point in presuming portion of the sentence since this objective could also be achieved
through the presumption of the complementary meaning by the existing meaning. The
sentence ‘flabby Devadatta does not eat in day’ could lead to presume the
complementary meaning, i.e., the natural food, in the same way in which smoke leads

to the inference of fire.'”’

Further, a portion of the sentence which is presumed is not
meant for invisible merit but for understanding the relevant meaning and it is not
wrong in this case if one holds that the complementary meaning is presumed and not
the complementary sentence. Thus arthapatti relates to the fact and not to the

clause.'®®
The Bhattas refute the above objections in the following ways:

e A sentence which does not convey a complete meaning but produces an
imperfect knowledge of objects is not a source of valid knowledge.'”®
e [f each and every constituent of a sentence tends to convey the meaning of

sentence, then a sentence is considered as a complete one.

* A sentence which expresses a complete meaning is a source of knowledge. So,
when we hear a portion of a sentence we fill up the gap, supplying the

understood portion by our imagination.

In many cases the Vedic injunctions are incomplete. By means of arthapatti, based
upon verbal testimony they are made complete. The Vedic injunction ‘one should
perform visvajita sacrifice’ is an example of an incomplete Vedic injunction. Hence it
should be supplemented by the word ‘svargakamah’ to get the complete meaning of

the injunction as ‘one who is desirous of heaven should perform visvajita sacrifice.’
3.9.1.6 Jayanta’s View on Srutarthdapatti

The problem of srutarthapatti is presented by Jayanta quite exhaustively. According
to Jayanta, srutarthapatti is reducible to inference.?® It is absurd to presume the part
of a sentence since the meaning of the absent part can be inferred from its effect

which serves as a mark. Since fire is inferred from smoke, the same way one can

¥ Avagamanairakamksyasiddhaye tadarthakalpanameva yuktam| 1bid., 120.

%8 Vacanaikadesakalpanamapyarthavagatisiddhyarthameveti tatkalpanamevastu kim sopanantarenal
Ibid.
' Nanu vacanamaparipirnamiti pratitimeva vathocitam janayitumasamartham| 1bid, p.119

20 Srutarthapattirapi varaki nanumanad bhidyate| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 119.
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infer the taking of meal as the mark of flabbiness on the basis of noticing the great

bulk of a person. There is no difference in these two examples.

The Bhattas say that an incomplete sentence cannot complete its full meaning. The
sentence ‘flabby Devadatta does not take meal during the day’ fails to convey that he
is flabby and it requires a complement, i.e., ‘he takes food at night’. So, the Bhattas
presume the complementary portion of the sentence and call it srutarthapatti. Jayanta
questions them that which of the constituents of the given sentence require a

complement; is it a word or meaning or knowledge?zm

The Bhattas reply that a word requires a complement and then it is said that as no
inarticulate sound requires a complement, so no word requires it. If the Bhattas say

that meaning of the given sentence require a complement then it can be fulfilled by

complementary meaning. There is no point in presuming a portion of the sentence.**>

The Bhattas state that the presumption of the object and not of the referents
themselves would render the Vedic sentence non- Vedic. But Jayanta states that if the
sentence is presumed, the meaning would become non-Vedic with the same logic

. . . .20
since the presumed portion of the sentence is non-Vedic.?”

Jayanta again refutes the view that ‘flabbiness’ is sensuous and taking food is super-
sensuous and the relation of concomitance holding between them cannot be
ascertained. Jayanta propounds that if one portion of a logical whole is ascertained,

the remaining part could be inferred.
3.9.1.7 Refutation of Dhvani

The Naiyayikas refute the notion of dvani, where one gets the meaning by accepting
laksana and vyafijana power of words. The thing is that rhetoricians accept
vastudvani which does not give the direct meaning. Here in this type of dvani
sometimes one can get the negative meaning from a positive statement.”® For

example:

P Kasydtra sakanksatvam? kim sabdasya? kim va tadarthasya? Uta svittadavagamasya iti| Ibid., p.
120.

202 1y
Ibid.
2 Tatra vacanakalpanapakse —sutaramavaidikah so'rthah syat kalpyamanasya vacanasya

vedadanvatvai|| 1bid.

2% Yatha tatha hyadyastavatprabhedo vacyad diaram vibhedavan| Kadacidvacye vidhirdpe
pratisedharipah| Dh.L., (Bharatiya Vidya Prakashan edn.) , p. 25.
Vidhernisedhavagatirvidhibuddhirnisedhatah| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 126.
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“Bhrama dharmika visrabddho sa Sunako 'dya maritastenal
Godavari nadikulalatagahanavasina drptasimhenal|”

“O pious man, you wander freely. That dog is killed by the ferocious lion that lives in

the bush on the bank of the river Godavari.”

Here the positive sense is ‘wander freely’ because the dog is killed by the lion. But
because of the presence of the lion, it is not possible to wander freely. Thus it gives

the negative sense that one should not wander here, he may be killed.
Again, the positive meaning from the negative statement:
“Na ko 'pyasti grhe ratririvam gadha ca varsiki|
Ekakinyahamapyasmi ma sma pantha grham visa||”

“There is no one in the house and the night is also dark, I am also alone in my house,
so, O passer- by please do not enter into my house.” The sense is that do enter my

house.

Jayanta opposes this view and says that there is no need to accept dhvani. It is due to
the capacity of words only which express the nature of things, which could be known

through other means.?"’

Lastly, Jayanta concludes that there is no difference of arthapatti from anumana.**®

3.9.2 Nature and Problem of Negation (4bhdava)

Jayanta deals with and answers the following questions on the problem of abhava and

anupalabdhi:
1) Is anupalabdhi to be accepted as a means of true cognition?
2) Is anupalabdhi a distinct source of valid cognition?
3) How is an abhava of something cognized?
4) How many kinds of abhava are there?
Jayantabhatta does not give any general definition of abhava in his Nyayama#jari.

But when he is refuting the Buddhists’ view he states that there are two types of

205 Sabdanameva samarthyam tatra tatra yatha tatha| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), p. 126.
26 Ihid., p. 127.
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cognition- positive and negative. When refuting the Mimamsakas’ view, he states that
a negative fact is to be objectively real and distinct, but there is no need of another
proof for its cognition; because it is revealed by perception and the other means of
cognition. So, according to Jayanta, though abhava is a reality, it can be cognized
through perception and therefore there is no need to accept anupalabdhi as a distinct

means of cognition."’

Jayanta admits that there are only two divisions of abhava, viz., pradhvamsabhava
and pragabhava. He refers that the other types are merely depending on particular
conditions.?”® The negative fact is a distinct kind of object of knowledge and it is
perceived by our sense-organs. Jayanta thinks that anyonabhava and atyantabhava are

included in the pragabhava.*®

3.9.2.1 Jayanta’s criticism of the Bhattas’ view

Jayanata starts his discussion on abhava citing the view of Kumarila. According to the
Bhattas, anupalabdhi is a distinct source of valid cognition. Kumarila analyses the
metaphysical as well as epistemological aspects of abhava and formulates the theory

of negation as a distinct way of knowing.?'

The Bhattas believe that every object has two forms- one is existence and the other is
non- existence.?!' When there is a jar in a room, it can be cognized by means of
perception or by other means of cognition. When no such means give any cognition of
the object, it is judged by anupalabdhi. The negative facts are cognized through
anupalabdhi. Thus anupalabdhi is different from other means of cognition. In
perception, sense organs and manas act in some positive way and there is a
corresponding change in the self, but in the cognition of the negative aspects of things
there is no sense- activity and corresponding modification of the self. Whatever

activity is there, it pertains to the present locus and not to the object negated.2l2

%7 Satymabhdvah  prameyamabhyupagamyate,  pratyaksadyavasiyamanasvaripatvattu — na
pramanantaramatmaparicchittaye mrgayate)| Ibid., p. 132
% Utpannasva vinaso va tadanutpada eva va |
Abhavastattvatah anye tu bhedastvaupadhikca matah || Ibid., P-163.
2% Na pragabhavadanye tu bhidvante paramarthatah | Ibid.
2" Pramanaparicakam yatra vasturipe na jayate |
vastusattvavabodhartham tatrabhavapramanata || S.V. (Abhava)
2 Sarvam hi vastu sadasadatmanda dvividham| Ibid.
212 EBSPM, p.344
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Kumarila admits that the word pramanabhava in the Sabara- Bhasya means the non-
occurrence of sense- perception and other means of cognition.”’® He holds that the
negative is always some positive entity in some positive locus. So far the positive
locus of the jar is concerned, it is perceptual cognition and as far as the counter-
correlate of cognition, i.e., the jar, is concerned, the knowing factor is memory, but
abhava cannot be known either through perception or memory, but through the

14
manas.2

The Bhattas assert that there must be similarity between the means of cognition and
the object. Positive objects are grasped by the positive means and negative objects by
the negative means. Jayanta criticises it and says that the negative facts are also
known by the positive means. Sometimes a negative fact constitutes a probans which
gives the inferential cognition of a positive probandum. The absence of rainfall leads
to the inference of the blowing away of the clouds by a storm. So, it is wrong to hold

that a negative fact is known by negative means of cognition.?"’

Regarding the Bhattas’ contention that the negation cannot qualify the ground in the
case of the abhava of a jar, since it has neither conjunction nor inherence with the
locus, Jayanta asserts that there is a third type of relation of the qualifying and

qualified (visesana visesya bhava) which is capable of perceiving abhava.

Considering one point, Jayanta agrees with Kumarila that abhava within the range of
vision has no need to be inferred. Jayanta makes it clear that abhava of an object

outside the scope of vision is the case of inference and verbal testimony.

Jayanta concludes that Bhattas should either hold that abhava is absolutely unreal or

they should accept the Nyaya view that it is perceived.*'®

23 4bhavo 'pi pramanabhavonastityarthasyasannikrstasyal S.B., 1/1/5
S.V., (Abhava, sloka 10).
N.M. (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), p. 128
21 Grhitva vastusadbhavam smrtva ca prativoginam| Manasam ndstitajianam jayate ksanapeksayal
S. V. (Abhava, sloka 27).
N.M. (Vidyanidhi Prakashan), p. 130
15 Samagryantargatattasmadbhavidapi bhavadhih) Tbid. p. 140
18 Sarvopakhyaviyuktatvannastyevetyesa vocyatam|
Abhavascaksusajianavisayo vabhyupeyatam| Ibid. p. 137
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3.10.2 Jayanta’s criticism of the Prabhakaras’ view

The Prabhakaras think that abhava is the non-existence of an object in a specific
place. But unlike the Bhattas, Prabhakaras do not maintain that non-existence requires
an independent mean of knowing. Rather Prabhakars feel that it can be cognized by
perception. According to Prabhakaras, non-existence is nothing but existence and
non-perception is nothing but mere perception. The Prabhakaras declare that when
the abhava of a jar on the ground (bhiitale ghatabhavah) is experienced, it is nothing
but the experience of the vacant condition of the ground and not the positive reality
like the abhdva of a jar. According to the Prabhakaras, the jar is not apprehended and

the abhava is also not apprehended.”'’ J aynata refutes them on the following ground:

According to Jayanta, perception and non-perception respectively determine the
presence and absence of an object. But the presence and absence of an object does not
determine its reality or unreality. For example, the non-perception of water hidden
under the ground does not make the negative proposition that water does not exist.
Moreover, if the Prabhakaras deny objective existence to abhava, all the positive
objects which are negated by their corresponding negation would be eternal, as the

Prabhakaras do not regard them as transitory.>'® Jayanta reminds the Prabhakaras that

in denying the reality of non-existence they are going against the theory of Sabara.?'’
3.9.2.3 Jayanta’s criticism of the Buddhists’ view

Jayanta is the only philosopher who cites the Buddhists’ argument against the reality
of abhava. According to Dinnaga School, abhava is a mere mental construction
(vikalpa) and not an external reality. Jayanta says that abhdva cannot be considered
as a pure imagination because ‘like the mental construction, of a positive reality
(vidhi-vikalpa), it also follows in the wake of a pure sensation.’*? Therefore, if
external reality is considered as the source of positive mental constructions, then a
corresponding reality should be accepted in the case of negative mental constructions
as well. The Buddhists point out that non-existence is not cognized as an independent

entity like positive objects, but it is conditioned by space, time and its counter-reality.

2 Ghato hi na pratiyate, na tu tadabhdvah pratiyate | Ibid. P-159,

28 Ibid., p. 161.
ne Uneksitasca bhasyarthah, ityaho nayanaipunam || Ibid, p. 162.
2 Darsananantara- pravritatvena vidhi- vikalpa — tulyatvat . Ibid., P-141.
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For instance, our experience takes the form of ‘non-existence of a jar on the ground at
a particular time.” The non-existence can have no relation with the ground because the
two relations samyoga and samavdya are not possible in this case. 2! For the same
reason abhava has no relation with the time. The relation of abhava with the jar is
more inconceivable because the two belong to two different times. If it is argued that
the relation between the two may he virodha, then the question arises that what does
virodha signify? 1f abhava is supposed to already exist, should come and overcome
the jar, then we may consider it as the opponent of the jar like a mudgara. But it is not
possible because their times are different.?*? The destroyer (mudgara) and the
destroyed (jar) should always exist in the same time. Secondly it may be asked,
‘whether abhdava has the nature of coming into existence (bhavanadharma) or not
coming into existence (abhavanadharma)?’ In the first case it will be positive object
(bhava), like a jar. But it is not coming into existence and it will be an eternal entity.

In that case, will abhava be related to one object or to all objects?*®

The Buddhists criticise the Nyaya contention regarding anyonyabhava. They ask, “If
positive objects are differentiated from other positive objects by non- existence called
anyonyabhava, how are the positive objects to be differentiated from the
anyonyabhava and other kinds of non- existence. If different kinds of abhdva become
differentiated by themselves from one another and from positive objects, what is the
fault of the positive objects that they are not held to be differentiated by themselves,
and require abhava called anyonyabhava to differentiate one from the other?”*** The
Buddhists say that all types of abhdva, being identical in nature, are differentiated by
positive things, i.e., by their counter — realities (pratiyogin) which are differentiated
by themselves. Jayanta asks the Buddhists that, “If he does not accept the reality of
abhava, what would be the object denoted by the negative prefix nai.”*® The

Buddhists answer that, “We do not assume realities in accordance with mere word

22! Ibid.

22 pratiyogind saha nataramabhdvasya sambandhah , asamanakalatvat | Ibid, P-142.

% Api cayamabhavo bhavanadharma va syat? Abhavanadharma va? Bhavanadharmatve bhavo'sau
bhavet, ghatadivat] abhavanadharma tu yadyabhavo'sti, sa nitya evdsau tarhi bhavet| sa
cayamekapadarthasambandht va syat ? sarvapadarthasambandhi va| Ibid. p. 144

2 Bhavo bhavadivanyasmart abhavamsadapi dhruvam|

asankirno 'bhupetavyah sa katham va bhavisyati?

anyonyamapyabhavanam yadyasarikirnata svatah|

bhavaih kimaparaddham vah, paratasceta, kuto nu sa? 1bid.

Nanvabhavapratiksepe na# kim vacyam? Ucyatam?

Naiva sabdanusarena vacyasthitirapeyete| Tbid. 145.

225
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expressions”. Because the Buddhists assume that the meanings of words are mere

mental constructions.??®

Jayanta first establishes the reality of abhava in course of his answer to the Buddhists.
There are two kind of cognitions viz., ‘there is a jar here’ and ‘there is no jar here’.
Now, according to the Buddhists if cognition is a mere mental construction (according
to the Dinnaga school) or a modification of the self (according to the Yogacara
school), the cognition will be similar in both the cases, irrespective of validity and

invalidity of both these cognitions.??’

Jayanta then answers to the Buddhists’ argument that abhava of a jar is nothing but
the non- apprehension of a jar at the time when the ground is apprehended to be
devoid of the jar. He posits a question, “What is the vacant condition of the ground
which the Buddhists call devoid of the jar?” Is it identical to the ground or different
from it? If it is identical to the ground it will be remaining the same and there will be
the cognition of the abhava of the jar, yet the jar is actually present there. If it is
different from the ground then our dispute is reduced to mere name.*?® If in the case
of ‘there is no jar here’, the vacant state of the ground without the jar is taken as
alambana, it is undoubted that alambana of the cognition ‘here’ is the ground,
because even at the time of a positive cognition (there is a jar here), cognition of the
ground is admitted as the alambana of the cognition ‘here’. So, the cognition ‘there is
no jar here’ cannot be merely the ‘ground’ because it is also cognized at the time of

the cognition of the existence of the jar. Therefore there must be apprehension of

% Bauddhah khalu vayam loke sarvatra khyatakirtayah|

Vikalpamatrasabdarthaparikalpanapanditah|| Ibid.
Y Idam 1avat sakalapranisaksikam samvedanadvayamupajayamanam drstam| iha ghato'sti iha nasiiti
tatra  vikalpamatrasamvedanamanalambanamatmamsavalambanam  vetyadi  yadabhilapyate, tat

c.f, Atmamsavalambana = svakaralambana. According to the Buddhists a knower obtains the
knowledge of the external objects in two ways, first is the cognition of the external object which is not
really exists, e.g., the cognition of ghost etc. This is known as analambana cognition. The second one
is the cognition of such types of external objects which are nothing but the phenomenal appearance of
the objects. This is the external appearance of the consciousness or atman. Therefore it is known as
atmamsavalambana.

% Keyam ghata vivikiata? Sa bhapradesadabhinnah? Bhinna va? Abhede bhupradesavisesat
ghatasannidhane 'pi ghato nasti iti pratipattiejayate| bhede tu namni vivadah syat| Ibid. (Chowkhamba
edn.), p. 54.

c.f., Pithabhedal: bhede’pi namni visadah sydt| Ibid. (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn), p. 151.
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something else, and it makes no difference whether something else is called ‘the

vacant state of the ground devoid of the jar’ or ‘the non- existence of the jar’.?%

With regard to the Buddhists’ argument that the na#i is mere mental construction,
Jayanta argues that, “If it were contended that the positive constructions enable us to
grasp the real object and therefore valid, we reply that the validity of the negative
mental constructions may also be upheld on the same ground. If it is asked what the
real objects are reached by the negative constructions, the same question may be
asked for the positive one also. If it is said that the real thing like ‘blue’ is grasped by
a positive mental constructions, a negative thing also obtained in the same way. When
the ‘blue’ is grasped, it is grasped as differentiated (vyavacchina) from ‘yellow’ etc.,
which are invariably associated with the negation of the ‘blue’. Thus the cognition of
the ‘blue’ implies the cognition of the negation of those which are other than the

‘blue’.”**" In this point D.N. Shastri remarks that:

“It appears that in this context Jayanta has almost equated the Nyaya- Vaisesika
theory of the negation of mutual identity (anyonyabhava) with the Buddhists theory
of apoha according to which the word ‘blue’ denotes nothing but the exclusion of the

non- blue (anila- vyavrti).>*!

Regarding the Buddhists’ objection that abhdva has no relation with time, place or
counter reality; Jayanta says that in case of abhava the visesya- visesana- bhava**?
relation is possible. The same relation also serves as the relation of time and the place
with abhava. Jayanta says that, “As for the relation with counter- reality, it is that of
opposition, and the meaning of opposition is, that the two (bhava and the abhava)
cannot subsist at the same place and at the same time, and that the destruction of one

particular positive object cannot mean the destruction of all objects, because the

abhava of a jar has only the jar as its counter —reality.”?3

With regard to the Buddhists’ question whether abhava has the nature of coming into

existence (bhvanadhrmd) or that of not coming onto existence (abhavanadharma),

2 Taditirikatam tu pratibhasamanam ghataviviktaneti va kathyatam, ghatabhava iti va, natra vastuni
visesah| ibid. ,151

2% yastupraptya vidhikalpanam.. ... ... anyatha hi nilapraptireva na syaditi} ibid., p 152.

B! CIR, p. 415.

32 yisesanavisesyabhava eva sambandhah| Ibid. f.n. 243, p. 141,

2 pratiyoging tu saha virodha ‘sya  sambandhah |ayameva ca  virodhdrthah,
yadekatrobhayorasamavesah| alascaikavinase na sarvavinasah, ghatabhavasya

gataikapratiyogikatvat| ibid., p. 156
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Jayanta replies that abhava is the nature of coming into existence. But it does not
mean that abhava cannot be distinguished from positive existence, because it is
pointed out that there is a difference between the two kinds of cognition (pratibhasa
produced by bhava and abhava), like that found in the case of colour and taste.
Furthermore, abhava follows like a positive object, the presence and absence (anvaya
and vyatireka) of its causes, i.e., it comes into existence in the presence of its causes,
and does not come into existence in their absence. For example, a jar follows causes
like clay; stick, etc. for coming into existence and it follows causes like mudgara, etc.

for its destruction.”?**

The Naiyayikas question them that if they are refuting abhava, then what is the basis
on which Dharmakirti has accepted eleven types of abhava in his Nyayabindu.

Jayanta presents the eleven types as:

o Svabhavanupalabdhi- non- availability of the actual form of an object. For
example: ‘here there is no pot because it is not found here.’

e Karananupalabdhi: non-availability of cause. For example: ‘here there is no
smoke because there is fire here.’

e Vyapakanupalabdhi: non-availability of the pervader. For example: ‘here there
is no Simsapa because no tree is available here.’

e Karyanupalabdhi: non- availability of effect. For example: ‘here there is no
proper cause of smoke because smoke in not found.’

e Svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi: availability of contrary nature. For example: ‘here
there is no cold touch because fire is available here.’

o Svabhavavirudhakarvopalabdhi: availability of effect opposed to the actual
nature. For example: ‘here is no cold touch because smoke is not available
here.’

o Viruddhavyaptopalabdhi: availability of contrary concomitance between non
eternality as opposed to eternality. For example: ‘the destruction of the
produced entity is not eternal because it requires some cause for its

production.’

2Yattu bhavanadharma? Abhavanadharma vao......... ghato hi mripindadandadiniva janmani,
vindse 'pi mugaradinanuvartate hetiin| ibid., p. 157.

114



Jayanta’s Exposition of Cognitive Process

e Karyaviruddhopalabdhi: availability of something opposed to the effect. For
example: ‘here there is no cause of cold the capacity of which is not obstructed
because fire is available here.

e Vyapakaviroddhopalabdhi: availability of something contrary. For example:
‘here there is no cold touch because fire is available.

e Karanaviruddhopalabdhi: availability of something opposed to its cause. For
example: the person has got no effect of cold (such as striking of teeth etc.)

because here is fire nearby.
e Karanaviruddhakaryopalabdhi: availability of effect contrary to the cause. For
example, ‘this place is devoid of people who are striking their teeth etc.

because here is smoke.?*>

The Buddhists say that these eleven types of anupalabdhi are not of the knowledge of

6
absence.”

The Naiyayikas refute the Buddhists and finally establish their siddhanta that there

. 237
are only four means of cognition as enumerated by Gautama.

3.10 Refutation of Probability (Sambhava ) and Tradition (4itihya)

In the first @hnika itself, Jayanta criticises the viability of sambhava and aitihya as the
independent source of knowledge. It seems that the Pauranikas are the propounders of
Sambhava as the independent source of cognition. The Pauranikas have given an
example as, if we speak of ‘a thousand’; the number ‘hundred’ is also included there.
And when we say, ‘kharya’, the ‘drona’ is also includes there. The Pauranikas have
called this process of cognition as Sambhava and considered it as the independent
means of cognition. Jayanta has explained it as the cognizance of a ‘part’ from the
knowledge of the ‘whole’ with which it is inseparably connected.”® From the above
two examples, we cognise the number ‘hundred’ from the number ‘thousand’ and the

small amount ‘drona’ from the large amount ‘kharya’. As both are the inseparable

% N.M.( Vidyanidhi Prakashan), pp. 146-47.

For detail see, N.Bi., pp. 31-6.

8 Satyam ekadasavidha nupalabdhirihesyate|

8a tvasadvyavaharasya hetuh nabhavasamvidah| N.M.( Vidyanidhi Prakashan), p. 146.

Atah pramanesu jagada yuktam catustavamesam muniraksapadah| Ibid., p. 163.

28 Sambhavo néma-samud&yena samudavino 'vagamah sambhavati kharyam dronah, sambhavvati sate
sahasramiti. Ibid, P.163.
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from each other, Jayanta states that it is nothing but inference since it is depended

upon invariable concomitance between a probans and a probandum.?*’

Like sambhava, Jayanta also criticises the feasibility of aitihya as the independent
source of cognition following the path of his predecessors like Gautama, Vatsyayana,
Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimisra, etc. Jayanta holds that aitihya is nothing but succession
of rumours or traditional sayings spreading from generation to generation without the

20 For instance, there is a ghost in the tree. It cannot be

241

knowledge of the speaker.

taken as dgama as the authoritativeness is not depended upon dpra.

Again Jayanta points out that if we consider aitihya, as a separate means of valid
cognition, then it will be different from that of agama pramana, since the nature of

both are upadesaripa.***

3.11 Jayanta’s view on Validity of Cognition (Jiiana-Pramanya)

Jayantabhatta, in his Nyayamanjari, discusses two views on jAana-pramanya or
validity of cognition. In Nydyamarijari we find,
“Sthitimetadarthakriyajfianat ~ pramanyaniscaya iti| Tadidamuktam,
‘pramanato rthapratipattau pavrttisamarthyadarthavat pramanam|’ [N.B. p.
1] iti | tasmadapramanyamapi paroksamityato dvayamapi paratah ityesah eva

paksah sreyaniti | 243

3.11.1 Extrinsic Validity of Cognition (Paratah-Pramanya)

According to Jayantabhatta, the validity and invalidity of cognition is based upon its
object. A cognition is true when it corresponds to the real nature and relations to its
object; if not it becomes false. No knowledge in itself is true or untrue. If a piece of
knowledge correctly reveals an object, it is true. If not, it is untrue. Truth or untruth is
an extrinsic property of knowledge but not intrinsic. "Thus truth and falsity are

characters that appear to be added to cognition which is indifferent to both, but may

29 Bhinnah sambhava esah na hyanumiterakhyati kharyam khalu dronah sambhavatiti

seyamavinabhavat matirlaingiki] ibid, p. 164.
2'wAnirdi.s;,tyapravakt.rkapravcidaparar_npard caitihyam| ibid, p. 163

2! Ng cayamagamah , aptosyopadesturaniscayaditil Ibid, p. 163.

2 Satyamapi cagamat prtharnaitihyam, upadesarapatvat| Ibid, p. 164.
™ Ibid., (Chowkhamba edn.), p. 160.
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have either, according to special circumstances.?** The truth and falsity of cognition is

known after we have that cognition.”*

3.11.2 Intrinsic Validity of Cognition (Svatah-Pramanya)

Jayantabhatta in his Nyayamaiijari presents the theory of self validity of cognition by

Mimamsa as follows:

According to Mimamsakas the validity of cognition is intrinsic. They opposed the

Samkhya view that both validity and invalidity of cognition is intrinsic.24

The Mimamsakas also point out that the Naiyayikas’ view that the both validity and
invalidity are extrinsic is not tenable, because a piece of cognition is true if it reveals
an object in its true nature. The truth of cognition is its non-difference with the object
referred by it. If validity has to be established in every case by a further proof, then
there will always be doubt in the validity of everyday life. For example, “Even when
embracing one’s wife, a doubt may arise that the woman in question may be one’s
mother.”?*’ Further, the follower of Nyaya should always remind that even Vyasa
says, “One who always doubts is doomed to destruction,”*®

Kumarila further states that there are three or four judgements which are only required
for the final solution of the truth of a judgement in the manner described above. No
more judgements are necessary for this purpose. Thus,

Evam tricaturjiianajanmano nadhika matih |

Prathyate tavataivaikam svatah pramanyamasnute |1249[

3.11.3 Jayanta’s criticism of Svatah-pramanya

Jayanta rejects the theory of self-validity of cognition of the Mimamsakas. He first of

all questions them that what is the meaning of the compound ‘svatahpramanya’?

¥4 Yatharthetarasadharano dharmo bodhariapatvam, N.M., (Vizianagram Series.), p. 169.
* Ibid., p. 160.
8 Tatra dvayamapi svata iti tavadasampratam | N.M., ( Chaukhamba edn.) , part. I, P. 147.
Sva- bharya — parirambhe’pi bhaven matari samasyeh | Ibid, p. 153.
2 Vinagst samsaydtmeti parasarvo ‘pya bhasate | Ibid.
c.f., Samsayatma vinasvati -Gita
S NM. (Chaukhamba edn.), part I, p.153.
S. V., sitra. 2, sloka. 60.
For detail see, N.M. (Chaukhamba edn.), part. I, pp.147-54.
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Does the truth of a judgement come from the judgement itself? Does it imply that

judgement reveals its own truth itself?*>°

Jayanta says that the first alternative is not acceptable, because it is not cogent.*' For
example, in perceptual cognition such as ‘a blue object is blue’, the judgement is true
in the sense that it owes its existence to the sense-object contact.”>> The second
alternative is also not logical because perception cannot reveal its own truth. The
perceptual judgement is the knowing process of the knower.®® It remains
transcendental according to the Mimamsakas. Therefore, it cannot grasp the truth on
its own. The resulting form of perception, which is the illumination of an object, is not
connected with the external sense-organ. So, validity of the illumination of an object
is never perceived. The inner perception cannot be capable enough to perceive it. It is
important to ascertain the validity of the resulting form of the perceptual process since
the inner perception is absent when the illumination of the object takes place.”** Thus
the hypothesis that the validity of a judgement is self evident should not be
acceptable, since perception fails to grasp it.>

Further Jayanta says that the truth of a judgement cannot be inferred through

inference also.?>

3.11.4. Jayanta’s criticism of the Samkhya view

According to Samkhya, both validity and invalidity of cognition are inherent in
cognition. The Samkhya theory of intrinsic validity and invalidity rests on the theory
of causation. According to this theory, the manifestation of the effect is possible when
the potentiality of that effect pre-exists in the cause. A cause can produce only that
effect which is inherent to it. Otherwise any cause will produce any effect. Hence the

validity and invalidity of cognitions are causally ascertained by effect. This means

20 Svatah praméanyamiti ko 'rthah, kim svatah eva pramanasya pramanyam bhavati uta svayameva

tatpramanamatmanah pramanyam grhnaritil Ibid., P. 155

B gpramanikatvat | Toid

B2 Tatha hi yadetatnnilaprakasane pravrttam pratyksam tannilam prati tavatpratyaksam pramanam
tavadidriyathasannikarsotpannamiti | 1bid.

53 JRatrvyaparatmano jianasya bhavanmate nityaparoksarvat pratyaksatah paricchedanupapattau
tatpramanyasyapi katham pratyaksena grahanam| Ibid.

% Na ca manasamapi pratyaksam phalagatayatharthata vasayasamarthamiti  kathaniyam
tadanimananubhityamanatvat| 1bid.

5 Tasmanna pratyaksasyesah visayah| Ibid.

56 Anumanenapi kasya pramanyam nisciyate| Ibid.

For detail see, ibid., pp. 155-57.
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that validity and invalidity are inherent in cognition itself. Thus the validity and

invalidity of cognitions are self evident or svatah.25 7

Jayanta rejects the Samkhya view on the ground that for the failure of practical
activities (pravrttivisamvada), the theory of self validity and invalidity of cognition
fails to account for it.*® If the validity of cognition is self evident, there cannot be
unsuccessful activity. If the invalidity of cognition is self evident, there cannot be any
activity at all. The cognition of silver in the shell must be either valid or invalid. If it
is valid and known to be valid by the cognition itself, then the act of taking it up
cannot lead to disappointment. Again, if it is invalid and known to be invalid by the
cognition itself, no one will go to pick it up. But illusions and disappointment are
ordinary and frequent experiences of life. Therefore both validity and invalidity of

. . .. . 9
cognition are not intrinsic or self evident.”®

Thus the present chapter is a brief account of cognitive process as propounded by
Jayantabhatta. The above delineation solely focused on Jayanta’s presentation. It is

the textual study with analysing the issues in a distinctive manner.

B’ Vifiananam pramanyamapramanyam ceti dvayamapi svatah | N.M. (Vizianagram Series.), p. 160,
8 Tatra dvayamapi svata iti tavadasampratam | pravrttasya visamvasadarsandt | Ibid.
259y -

Ibid.
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A Critique Based on the Inter- School and
Intra- School Comparison of the Key Concepts

4.1 Comparison of the Key Concepts

It is an essential feature of every philosophical school from the earliest time to equip
itself with a great extent of the theory of cognition (pramana-vada). Especially the
Nyaya theory of cognition discusses all the problems of logic and epistemology. S.C.
Chatterjee remarks that the problems of knowledge in general and methods of valid
knowledge in particular were brought home to Naiyayikas by the Buddhists and other
sceptical thinkers of ancient India in course of their criticism of the realistic
philosophy of Gautama.' Till now various epistemological issues have generally been
discussed from the Nyéaya point of view and particularly from Jayanta’s viewpoint. In
the present chapter it has been tried to present a critical note by assimilating all the

key concepts involved in the cognitive process.
4.2 Nature of Cognition

Regarding cognition of cognition itself there are divergent views. Such as:
» The Buddhists consider cognition to be self- luminous.”
e The Samkhyas, Vedéantins, Prabhikaras and Jainas also hold that cognition is
self- manifested.
e The Bhattas hold that cognition is known by inference from the knownness of
its object.
e The Naiyayikas hold that though cognition is perceptible, it is perceived by a
cognition other than itself which is known as anuvyavasaya.’
The Nydya view is criticised by Dharmakirti and Akalanka on the ground that if
cognition is not self- luminous but requires another cognition to reveal itself, then 1t
would be involved in an infinite regress. Thus all philosophers except the Bhattas and

the Nydya- Vaisesikas hold that cognition is self- luminous. Jayanta holds the Nyaya

view and criticises the Mimamsakas view.*

' NTK, p. 2.

? Sarvacittacaittanamatmavedanam svavedanam| N.Bi., 1/11

3 Tasmat jianantarasamvedyam samvedanam vedatvat ghatadivat| Vyomavati, quoted in IL, p. 123,
note-44

* Supra, 3™ chapter, pp.66-7
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4.3 Means of Valid Cognition (Pramana)

The concept of pramana has been discussed elaborately under the Nyaya,® the

Buddhist, the Bhatta Mimamsa and the Samkhya view.®

According to the Vaisesika philosophy, pramana as the cause of cognition should be
free from defects.’” Sridhara introduces a new word, i.e., adhyavasdya, in the

definition of pramana to signify that vidya is a definite cognition.®

The Prabhakaras define valid cognition as immediate experience.9

There are different opinions amongst the Jaina philosophers regarding the nature of
pramana. Siddhasena states that pramana is that type of cognition which illuminates

' Akalanka refers to novelty

itself and the object and which is without any barrier.
and uncontradictness and svaparabhdsa as pramana. Manikya Nandi defines
pramana as the knowledge which ascertains the nature of what was uncertain one’s
self.!' In the Jaina tradition, Vidyananda was the first philosopher to introduce the

term vyavasayatmaka.'?

Viatsyayana defines pramdna as a means of upalabdhi.l3 Vacaspati clearly explains
the non- contradictory character of valid cognition.'* The later Naiyayikas follow him

and observe that the cognition is that which presents an object with its real character.

Jayanta introduces the term ‘samagr? in defining pramana. With this he brings out

the novelty in the notion of pramana. Likewise, he rejects the Buddhist, Mimamsa

and Samkhya view of pramana."

5 Supra, 2™ chapter, pp. 35-6

¢ Supra, 3™ chapter, pp.79-87

7 Adustam vidya| V.S., 9/2/12

'NK., (Sampurnananda Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya edn.), p. 442.

¥ Anubhiitisca nah pramanam| Brhati, 1.15, quoted in /L, p. 121, note- 6

' Pramanam svaparabhasi jianam badhavivarjitam | Nyayavatara,

"HIL p. 189

2 ITK, p. 45.

'3 Upalabdhisadhanani pramanani| N.B., 1/1/3

!9 Tatha hi pramanamarthavaditi nityayoge matup| nityata ca avyabhicarita| tena avyabhicarityarthah|
iyameva carthavyabhicarita yad desakalantaravasthantara
visamvado ‘rthasvarapaprakarayostadupadarsitayoh| N.V.T.T., 1/1/3

' Supra, 3 chapter, pp. 68-73
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4.4 Number of Pramanas

Different types of pramana accepted by the schools of Indian philosophy are:

1. Carvaka

Pratyaksa

2. Vaisesika and
Buddhist

Pratyaksa, Anumana

3. Samkhya and Yoga

Pratyaksa, Anumana, Sabda

4. Nyaya

Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamdna, Sabda

5. Prabhakara

Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana, Sabda, Arthapatti

6. Bhatta and Vedanta

Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana, Sabda, Arthapatti,
Anupalabddhi

7. Jaina

Pratyaksa, Paroksa.

8. Pauranika

Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana, Sabda, Arthapatti,
Anupalabddhi, Sambhava, Aitihya

As Varadardja admits:

Pratyaksamekam carvakah kanadasugatau punah|

Anumanam ca taccatha samkhyah sabdam ca te apil|

Nyayaikadesino pyevamupamanam ca kecan|

Arthapattya sahaitani catvaryaha prabhakarah||

Abhavassthanyetani bhata vedantinastathal|

Sambhavaitihyayukiani tani paurdnikdjaguhlm

According to the Nyaya

philosophy, there are four kinds of valid cognition-

perception, inference, comparison and verbal testimony. Jayanta also agrees with this

view and criticises the Buddhists’ view on two fold classifications, Kumarila’s

position on anupalabdhi as an additional pramana , the Mimamsakas’ view on

arthdpatti as a distinct means of cognition, and also the Pauranikas’ views on

sambhava and aitihya as distinct means of cognition.'’

TR, p.35
' Supra, 3 chapter, pp. 100-16
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4.4.1 Perception (Pratyaksa)

The Nyaya'® view regarding pratyaksa is that of the type of cognition which is
derived from the contact of sense with the objects. It is highly accepted by the
Vaisesika,'® Mimamsa? and the others. All of them agree on this point but they put

different views in details;

¢ Buddhists: According to the Buddhists, perception is an unerring cognition of
the unique particular (svalaksana) that is given directly through the senses.
The name and the universal concept, through which we generally interpret the
particular, should not be included in perception, as they are supplied by our
imagination (kalpana).*! Perception deals with what Dinnaga calls
svalaksanas, literally that which characterises itself, a particular characteristic
or pure particular — something absolutely unique, singular and, most
important, momentary (ksanika). As svalaksanas are ultimately real and
inexpressible, to experience those means to experience reality as it is.

e Mimamsa: Jaimini has defined perception as “The cognitions that is produced
when there is contact of one's sense organs.”?? There are however several
views regarding the interpretation of Jaimini’s sifra. Sabarasvamin holds that
the entire sidfra is simply a pointer to establish the fact that dharma cannot be
known by perception.”® So, according to Jaimini, though the definition of
perception has no direct bearing upon the initial proposition, i.e., upon
dharma, yet it has been given to indicate that perception has nothing to do
with the illumination of dharma. According to the Prabhakaras, pratyaksa is

the direct apprehension which involves the cognition of the three factors-

meya, matr and mana.’*

e Samkhya: For the Samkhyas, sense cognition is a definite cognition obtained

through the sense organs.?

' Supra, 2™ chapter, pp. 37-9
V.S and P.P.B. on Pratyaksaniripanam.
% Sat-samprayoge purusendrivanam....”| S.V., 1/1/4
2 Pratyaksam kalpanapodham pratyaksenaiva siddhyati)
Pratyatmavedvah sarvesam vikalpo namasamsryayah| P.V., 3/123
2 Satsamprayoge  purusasyendriyandm  buddhijanma  tat  pratyaksam  animittam
vidyamanopalambhanatvatl| M.S., 1.1.4 :
3 Satindriyarthasambandhe ya purusasya buddhirjayate tatpratyaksam| S.B., 1/1/4
 Saksépratitih pratyaksam.....meyamatrpramasu sa| Prakarana Paficika, quoted in ITK, p. 89.
¥ Prativisayadhyavasayo drstam| S.K., 5
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e Vaisesika: In Vaisesika philosophy no direct definition of perception is found.
However in the sarra 3.1.18, it is said that one form of cognition is regarded as
the product of the contact of an object with the sense organs and the soul.?®
Prasastapada says that the term ‘pratyaksa’ literally signifies the knowledge
which is dependent upon the senses.”’

e Jaina: The Jainas define perception in terms of its vividness (visadam
pratyaksam).

e Advaita Vedanta: According to the Advaita Vedantins, perceptual cognition
is immediacy (aparoksa). What is immediately apprehended is consciousness.

Thus consciousness is perceptual.”®

The old Naiyayikas define perception as the definite cognition produced by sense
object contact. There is no controversy among the old Nyaya scholars regarding the
nature of cognition, but in Navya- Nyaya perception is defined as the immediate
cognition or that which is not brought about by any antecedent cognition.29 Jayanta
follows the path of the old Naiyayikas and says that the term ‘pratyaksa’ signifies a

particular species of cognition, which depends upon sense organs. In his delineation,

Jayanta criticises the views of the Mimamsakas, the Buddhists and the Samkhyas

views in detail >

4.4.1.1Types of Perception (Pratyaksa)
There are divergent views regarding the classifications of pratyaksa:

e According to the Buddhists, nirvikalpaka is the only mode of pratyaksa and
there is no such thing as savikalpaka pratyaksa.
o The Carvakas admit that savikalpaka is the only division of pratyaksa.

e According to the Jainas, Pratyaksa is of two types- (1) vyavaharika, which is

the knowledge acquired by the soul through the five senses, and (2)

% Atmendriyarthasannikarsad yan nispadyate tad anyat|

21 Aksamaksam pratityautpadyatai iti pratykasam| P.P.B, (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Sansthan edn.), p.
153

R CIP,p. 18

BNTK, p. 377.

% For detail see, N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), Part. 1, pp. 61-100
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paramarthika, which is the knowledge which comes from the perfect
enlighten of the soul.

e The majority view is that both the nirvikalpaka and the savikalpaka are the
modes of perception. The majority view is accepted by mainly by Bhattas,

Prabhakaras, Samkhyas Vedantins and Nyaya- Vaisesikas.

It is probably Kumarila who initiated the problem of savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka
pratyaksa in Indian philosophy.®'

The Prabhakaras hold the same view as that of the Bhittas and accept two types of

anumana.
The Samkhyas accept nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka as two types of prtayaksa.
The Vedanta also refers to these two types of perception.*

In Vaisesika tradition, Sridhara maintains that nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka are the

two stages of pratyaksa.

In Nyaya tradition, the distinction between savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka is not
recognised in Nyayasiitra, Bhasya and Varttika. Vacasspatimisra for the first time in
his Tatparyatikd makes the distinction to Nyayasiatra 1.1.4. The two terms
‘avyapadesyam’ and ‘vyavasaydtmakam’ in Gautama’s sifra, according to
Viacaspatimisra, mean respectively savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka perception.”® Jayanta
also follows Vacaspatimisra and distinguishes between two types of pratyaksa. He

also tries to link the division with the Nyayasitra itself.**

4.4.2 Inference (4dnumana)

Except the Carvakas, all the Indian philosophical systems hold anumana as a distinct

means of cognition.

Kanada has admitted that anumana is the knowledge of probandum derived from the

knowledge of the probans. Prasastapada has defined anumana as the knowledge

3 Na viseso na samanyam tadanimanubhilyate| tayoradharabhita tu vyaktirevavasiyate| S.V., IV-112.
32 Vedantaparibhasa, p. 64, quoted in ITK, p. 119.
3 Supra, 2™ chapter,pp. 40-1
H Nirvikalpakvattasmatpratyaksam savikalpakam|
Samagrahicca tadidam padenanena sitrakrta| NM., (Chowkhamba edn.), part I, p. 82
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which results from the apprehension of a liriga.”® He has explained liriga as that which

is related to probandum and which is equally present and absent in the probandum.

Dinnaga defines anumana as the cognition of an object through its mark. Dharmakirti
defines svarthanumana as a cognition which is produced indirectly through a mark

consisting of a threefold aspect and referring to an inferred object.*

According to the Samkhya philosophy, knowledge based on the co- existence of a

mark and that in which the mark inheres is called anumana.’’

The definition of anumana as given by Sabara is, “anumanam jiatasambandhasya-
ekadesadarsanat-ekadesantare-asannikrste arthe buddhih.”*® This is the basis of both

Kumarila and Prabhakara’s theory of anumdana.

In Nyaya tradition Gautama does not define anumana. He only holds that anumana
presupposes pratyaksa. Vatsydyana deals with the etymological aspect of the term
anumana. The other Nyaya logicians also light upon anumana in detail.? °] ayanta says
that anumana is that form which the lying beyond the reach of the sense organs.*

Jayanta in this connection refutes the views of the Buddhist and Mimamsa.*!
4.4.2.1 Classification of Inference (Anumana)

In Mimamsa and Vaisesika philosophy, anumana is divided into two types: drsfa
(pratyaksato drsta) and samanyato drsia.
Tattu dvividham| pratyaksato drstasambandham samanyarto
drstasambandham ca|42
Tattu dvividham| drstam samanyato drstam ca I“
The Samkhyas admit three types of anumana, as in Samkhyakarika:

Trividhamanumanamakhyatam|**

3 Lingadar$anat saijayamanam laingikam| P.P.B., (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Sansthan edn.), p. 162
3 Tatra svartham tririipallingad yadanumeye jiianam tadanumanam| N.Bi., 2/3

37 Tallingalingiparvakam| S.K., 5.

¥ SB 15

% Supra, 2™ chapter

" Pratyaksapurvakam paroksartham pratipattiripam phalam yato bhavati tadanumanam| N.M.,
(Chowkhamba edn.), part. I, p. 115

! For detail see, Ibid., pp. 108-27

* Toid.

“ P P.B., (Chowkhamba Sanaskrit Sansthan edn.), p 169

“SK,S.
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In Mathavrtti®® and Carakasamhita “®also there are the same references of three types
of anumana as, “pratyaksapirvam trividham trikalam canumiyate”.

The Buddhists divide anumana into two types- svartha and parartha.*’

Gautama has divided anumana as- parvavat, sesavat, .9dmdnyat0drsfa.48 However,
there are four general classifications of anumana that are found in Nyaya
philosophy.* Jayanta follows Gautama and enumerates three types of anumana in
detail. Jayanta has the credit of clearly introducing svartha and parartha types of
anumdna in Nyaya and thereby initiating a new tradition has not been accepted so far
in the Nyaya School. It is probably under the influence of Jayanta, Kesavamisra and

Annambhatta® adopt these two types.5I
4.4.2.2 Constituents of Inference (4Avayavas)

The Nyaya - Vaisesikas admit the similar numbers of constituents for
parathanumana. But the names of these constituents in both the schools are different.
The Nyaya uses the terms- pratijiia, hetu, udaharana, upanaya and nigamana. The
Vaidesika has named them as: pratijiia, apadesa, nidarsana, anusandhana and
prathyamnnaya.> In other philosophical schools there are differences in the number

of avayavas as well:

1. In Buddhist philosophy only two avayavas are considered. They are: hetu

and drstanta.>?

2. In Jaina philosophy the number of avayavas is not fixed, but in accordance
with nature of adhikar? it may be more or less. Thus the Jaina philosophers
accept one (hetu), two (paksa and hetu) and five avayavas for

pararthanumana.>*

“ MV, SK., Karika-5

% .S, Satrasthana 21-2

Y Anumanam dvidha\ svartham partham ca| N.Bi., p. 17
“®N.S., 1/1/5

* Supra, 2™ chapter

50 Supra, 2™ chapter

SUITK, p. 143.

52 Avayavah punah pratijiapadesa- nirdarsananusandhana- pratyamnayah| P.P.B., (Chowkhamba
Sanskrit Sansthan edn.), p. 186.

SPv.128

* For detail see, ITK, pp. 168-9
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and Advaita Vedantins consider three

Regarding the constituents of pararthanumana, intra- school difference is also found.

Some old Naiyayikas refer to five more constituents in addition to these five and hold

that anumana consists of ten constituents. Vatsydyana states and refutes them as

well.*$

Jayanta supports the Naiyayikas’ view of paficavayavas. He refutes the tryavayava

theory of the Samkhyas’ and the Mimamsakas’, dvyavayava theory of the Jainas’, and

the dasavayava theory of the old Nyaya logicians.®’

4.4.2.3 Fallacies of Reason or Hetu (Hetvabhasas)

The fallacies of reason have been variously named and classified by different

logicians, e.g.,

Logicians Hetvabhasas
Gautama’" Savyabhicara, viruddha, prakaranasama
(satpratipaksa), sadhyasama and kalatita
(badhita).
Uddyotakara® Sadhyasama, savyabhicara,

prakaranasama, viruddha, kalatita

Bhasarvajiia®

Asiddha, anaikantika, anadhyavasita,

satpratipaksa, viruddha, kalatita

Gangesa sadhyasama, savyabhicara,
satpratipaksa, viruddha, badha

Kanada®' Aprasiddha, samdigdha, asat

Prasastapada®” Asiddha, samdigdha, anadhyavasita,

N.D., (West Bengal State Book Board edn.), vol. I, p. 339
%% Vayam trayam| udaharanaparyantam yadvodaharanadikam| As quoted in N.D., (West Bengal State

Book Board edn.), vol. I, p. 337
58 Supra, 2™ chapter,pp. 47-8

57 For detail see, N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), prameyapakarana, Avayava

5% Supra, 2™ chapter, pp. 48-51
59 Ibid.
8 £IP, Vol. 11, PP. 403-6

o Apras:ddho 'napadeso 'san sandigdhascanapadesa) V.S., 3/1/15
Etenasiddhavir uddhdasandzgdhanadhyavasIlavacananamanapadesatvam uktambhavati|
P.P.B.,(Chowkhamba Sanskrit Sansthan edn.), p. 189
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viruddha

Vallabhacharya®™ Asiddha, viruddha, savyabhicara,
anadhyavasita

Dinnaga™ Asiddha, anista, viruddha

Dharmakirti® Asiddha, anaikantika and viruddha

Kumarila Asiddha, anaikantika and viruddha

Akalanka Asiddha, viruddha, samdigdha,
akincitkara

Prabhakara Asadharana, badhita, sadharana and
asiddha

Kesavamisra®® Asiddha, viruddha, anaikantika,
kalatyayapadista, prakaranasama.

Visanatha"’ Anaikantika, viruddha, asiddha,
pratipaksita, kalatyayapadista

Annambhatta®™ Follows Gautama.

It has been seen that except for a slight difference in taxonomy, the Naiyayikas are
unanimous in holding that the hetvabhasas are five- fold. Jayanta follows Gautama in
naming the fallacies of reason as savyabhicara, viruddha, prakarallasama,
sadhyasama and kalatita.®® Jaynata surpasses almost all his predecessors in giving a

detailed account of these types and their sub- types.

4.4.3 Comparison (Upgamana)

The Vaisesika, the Samkhya, the Yoga, the Buddhist and the Jaina philosophy do not
accept upamadna or comparison as a distinct means of cognition. The Vaisesika has
reduced upamana to inference.” According to Samkhya philosophy, the afidesevakya

is the verbal cognition, the observation of similarity is perceptual cognition and the

3 Tadabhasdsty catvarah| asiddhaviruddhasavyabhicaranadhyavasitah} N.L., (Chowkhamba Sanskrit
Series edn.), p. 606.
8 Trirapallingadyadanumeye jianam tadanumanam| Nyvayapravesa, quoted in N.D., (West Bengal
State Book Board edn.), vol. I, p. 437
% Asiddhaviruddhanaikantikastrayo hetvabhasah| N.Bi., p. 62
* Asiddha-viruddha-anaikantika-prakaranasama-kalatyayapadista-bhedat paiicaiva| T.B., p. 246.
8 Anaikantau viruddhascapyasiddhah pratipaksitah|
Kalawayapadistasca hervahhasastu paficadhal| 71|| B.P. (Advaita Ashrama edn.), p. 129.
B T.8.D, p. XXX
* N.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), 11, pp. 153-68.
Supra, 3" chapter, p. 96
70 Upamanam anumanavyatiriktam, N.Ky p.530
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ultimate cognition of identification is a case of inference based upon these two.”' The
Yoga agrees with the Samkhya. The Buddhists identify upamana with memory.”® The
Jainas recognized upamana as a form of recognition (pratyabhijiia)” which is a form

of the indirect sources of cognition.

Sabara’™ describes upamana as a kind of analogical argument. He gives the example
that one can know the existence of souls in other bodies on the analogy of our
cognition of our own bodies having soul. But the later Mimamsakas and the Advaita
Vedantins point out that upamdna is cognition based on both Sabda and anumana.
According to them the process of upamana is: when a man observes a cow, and after
it a gavaya, he judges, “This gavaya is like that cow.” From this sense of similarity he
passes to the cognition, “That cow is like the gavaya.” The last cognition is not
perceptual cognition because the cow is not present. It is not an inference because no

universal premise is used to reach the conclusion.”

It is already stated that Gautama has defined upamana as the knowing of an unknown
thing by its similarity to a known thing.”® However, as far as the Nyaya view is
concerned, there are some differences in Bhdsya Varttika and the Tatparyatika.
Though there is no difference regarding the object of analogical cognition and the
exact form of the cognition, as according to Bhdasya, Varttika and Tatparyatika, the
object is the connection of the name with the another object i.e., gavaya, but there is a
marked difference of opinion as to the means of the cognition. Again, upamana being
a means as the similarity between two objects is agreed by all; but according to the
Bhasya the assertion that ‘the gavaya is like a cow’ is remembered at the time of
seeing the animal resembling the cow; while according to the Nyayavartika and the
Nyayavartikatatparyatika, it is the similarity that is actually seen when gavaya is seen
to resemble the cow and thus the cognition of similarity perceived being aided by the
remembrance of the similarity in the assertion ‘the gavaya is like a cow’. In

Nyayaparisuddhi it is said that,

" S.K., p.40

2 Tattvasamgraha, pp. 1547-9, quoted in IL, Nagin J. Shah, p. 125, note- 67.

73 Tadevedam tatsadrsam iti va pratyabhijiia| Siddhivviniscaya, quoted in JL, p. 752.

"*S.B, 1/1/5

s Drstigoh purusasya tatsadrsam gavayam pasyato yad govisayakam gavayagatasadrsyajiianam
tadupamanam| 8.B., 1/1/5

7 Supra, 2™ chapter, pp. 51-2
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“sadrsyasyaiva prajiidyamanasya karanatvamabhipraiti "’

Vacaspati, in his Nyayavartikatatparyatika, interprets the bhasya “yatha gauh tatha
gavayah™ to mean that similarity should be one that is already known. This assertion

is nothing but upamana.

It seems that the view of Nyayavartika and Nyayavartikatatparyatika is more logical.
In Nyayavartikataiparyatika it is rightly remarked that for the cognition of “this is the
animal what is called gavaya” it is necessary to know the assertion “the gavaya is
similar to cow”. If the analogical cognition is depends upon its remembered

similarity, then its validity would be doubtful as that of remembrance.

Therefore, obviously Jayantabhatta finds a difference of opinion among his
predecessors about the nature of upamana. He presents the opinion of the early
Naiyayikas as well as the contemporary Naiyayikas.”® Jayanta brings out the conflict

between the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas to the forefront.”

4.4.4 Verbal Testimony (Sabda)

Apart from the Carvakas, Vaisesika and Buddhists, all the other schools of Indian
Philosophy accept verbal testimony as a distinct source of cognition. The Carvakas do
not consider verbal testimony as a means of cognition and it depends upon the
statement of a reliable person.!® They do not support it as a distinct source of
cognition. The Vaisesika holds that verbal testimony is an inferential cognition

' In verbal testimony we know the

based on the reliability of the authority.
unperceived object through the perception of words related to these objects. The
Buddhists also reduce verbal testimony to inference as it is based upon the statement
of a trustworthy person and to perception if it is used to prove that there are actual

facts corresponding to a statement.®?

" NV.T.T.P.,1/1/6
™ Supra, 3™ chapter, pp. 97-8
7 For detail see, V.M., (Chowkhamba edn.), part- I, pp.128-33.
05D.S, p. 14
* Etena $abdam vyakhyatam, V.S., 9/2/3
8 Tatranumanamevedam baudhavaisesikaih sritam| ]
Bhedah samkhyadibhistvisto na tiktam bhedakaranam| S.V., (Sabda), 15.
c.f., HIL, pp. 287-8
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The Nyaya upholds the validity of Sabda as a way of knowing.®> According to
Gautama, Sabda is the instruction of a reliable person.** J ayanta elaborates the Nyaya
position with esteem keenness by introducing the divergent views regarding the
interpretation and implications of Gautama’s definition. Jayanta justifies the
acceptance of sabda as a distinct means of cognition. He mainly refutes the

Mimamsakas’ and the Buddhists’ views in this regard.

4.4.5 Postulation (Arthapatti)

Arthapatti is considered as an independent means of cognition by the Mimamsakas®’
and the Advaita Vedantins. The Buddhists reduce it to inference.®® The Vaisesikas
also include it to inference. According to the Samkhyas also arthapatti is a *’form of

inference. The Jainas reduce it to inference.

Gautama and Vatsyadyana also admit that arthapatti can be reduced to anumana.®®
Udayana also criticises the Mimamsakas’ view that arthapatti is an independent
means of cognition.89 Jayanta also discusses the problem or arthapatti at length. He
refutes the Bhattas and Prabhakaras regarding the nature of arthapatti and also of the

two types of it as Srutarthapatti and drstarthapatti as enumerated by the Bhattas.”®
4.4.6 Non- Cognition (Anupalabdhi)

In Indian philosophy anupalabdhi is accepted as a distinct means of valid cognition
by the Bhatta Mimamsakas and the Advaita Vedantis. The Naiyayikas refute

anupalabdhi as a distinct pramana.”’

In Vaisesika tradition, abhdva is introduced as an independent category in Udayana’s

Kiranavali”® Regarding the method of cognizing abhava, there is a difference of

¥ Supra, 2™ chapter, p. 53
NS, 1177
8 Supra, 3" chapter
Evam  sati  anumane  evantarabhavat na  pramanataratvm  syaditvabhprayah|
Tattvasamgrahapafjika, quoted in IL, p. 125, note- 68.
¥ S.T.K., Karika-5
8 Vakyarthasampratyayenanabhihitasyarthasya pratyanikabhavadgrahanamarthapattiranumanameval
N.B..2/2/2
8 N.Ku., stavaka-3
For detail see, N.D., (West Bengal State Book Board edn.), vol. 2, p. 372.
% Supra, 3" chapter, 100-6
*' Supra, 2™ chapter, p. 55
%2 Abhavo 'pi padarthantaram| K.Va. on N.S.M., Karika-2
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opinion between the Naiyayikas and the Vaisesikas. The Naiyayikas consider abhava

is an object of perception, but Vaisesikas consider it as an object of inference.”

The Bhitta Mimamsakas and the Advaita Vedantins hold that abhava is the non-

existence of an object in a specific locus and it can be cognized through anupalbdhi.

The Prabhakaras hold that though abhava has no reality, it can be cognized through
perception. The Buddhists do not believe in the reality of abhava and the way of

knowing to ascertain abhdva is inference.”

The Samkhyas’ view is same as that of Prabhakaras. They admit that the abhava of a
jar in the ground is nothing but the bare ground. And the empty ground is nothing but
the ground itself. Therefore the cognition of the abhava of the jar on the ground is the
cognition of the ground and it can be cognized through perception.q5 The Yoga also

does not accept anupalabdhi.

Gautama considers abhava as an object of cognition. Gautama and Vatsyayana,
without elaborating, agree that absences are known inferentially (Nyaya-sitra 2.2.2).
But Uddyotakara and the later tradition argue that the abhava can be known

sometimes perceptually.®®

Thus Indian philosophers can be divided into four groups regarding the analysis of

abhava;

1. The Bhatta Mimamsakas and the Advaita Vedantins accept that abhava is

an entity and is cognized through anpalabdhi.

2. The Prabhakaras and the Samkhyas hold that abhava is not an entity and it

can be obtained through perception.

3. The Naiyayikas maintain that abhava is a reality but it can be cognized
through perception and there is no need of accepting anupalabdhi as a distinct

means of cognition.

4. The Buddhists are opposed to accepting the ontological reality of abhava.

% P.P.B., ( Sampurnananda Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya edn.), pp. 542.

* Tatha hi prabhakarah bhavantaram eva bhavantarapeksaya abhava iti vyavahrivate| S.P., quoted in
SWK, p. 135.

** Abhavo'pi pratyaksameva, nahibhitalasya parinamavisesat kaivalyalaksanat anyo ghatabhavo
namal S.T.K., (West Bengal State Book Board edn.), p. 36.

% Abhavapratyaksasya anubhavikatvat anupalambho 'pi na pramanantaram| N.S.M., Karika-144
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Jayanta gives a detailed account of the problem of abhava. He examines the Bhatta
theory of abhava (Negation) and anupalabdhi (Non-Cognition), the Buddhists’ view
on the ontological aspect of abhava and Prabhakara’s refutation to accept abhava as a

reality.
4. 4.7 Pramana Samplava

The full significance of disagreement between the Nyaya theory of pramana-
samplava and the Buddhists theory of pramamna- vyavastha has been already
suggested.””  Buddhist philosophy does  not recognise the  validity
of pramanasamplava. According to their theory, an object is in perpetual flux, it
cannot last for more than a moment. One object cannot have two validities,
simultaneously. Again they hold that perception and inference have their own special
fields of action in as much as the former grasps the particulars only and the latter

. 98
universals only.

The Jainas are also appropriately called Pramannasamplavavadin.®® However, in
some of the cases they also accept pramana-vyavastha. They accept momentarism
from the viewpoint of modes. The sense is that a thing changes perpetually and so no
source of cognition grasps what is grasped by another source. Thus according to the
Jainas, pramana- samplava is self evident. But they give equal importance to the view
of substance. From the viewpoint of substance things are permanent. Hence it is
possible for several different sources of cognition to help in the cognition of one and

the same object.'®

Gautama, in his Nyayasitra ,seems to concede the possibility of pramana-samplava.
This is suggested by the term ‘pramanatah’ used in the satra, “pramanatasca
arthapratipatteh”.'?! Viatsyayana states that there are objects that could be grasped by
all the sense organs of cognition while there are other objects that could be grasped by
one organ only. For example, the objects of the first type are- soul and fire; they are

cognised by Sabda, anumana and pratyaksa. On the other hand, the knowledge of

%7 Supra, 3" chapter, pp. 90-1

o Syanmatiresa visistavisayani pramanani| visesavisayam pratyaksam samanyavisayamanumdnamiti|
N.V.,p4.

9 Pramanasamplava ekatrartham pravrttiranckapramanasva| J.L., p. 771

19 As quoted in, /L, p. 120

' Ibid. p. 119.
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heaven could be attained through sabda only, the knowledge of clouds could be
obtained through anumana only, after having heard the sound and the knowledge of
one's own hand could be acquired through pratyaksa only.'” Uddyotakara also
accepts both pramana- samplava and pramana- vyavastha. He has stated that only the

visual sense organ grasps the colour, only the auditory sense organ grasps sound and

so on. Again he has observed that though only visual sense organ cognizes colour and

the tactual organ cognizes touch, yet both these organs cognize the ‘pot.’ 103

Jayantabhatta also fully agrees with the Naiyayikas’ view and accept pramana-
samplava. However, he also mentions the Bhasayakara'’s view that there are few

cases in which a particular means of cognition has an exclusive object of its own.'**
4.4.8 Validity of Cognition

There are several controversies regarding the validity of cognition. The Nyaya,
Mimamsa and Samkhya views are broadly presented in the 2™ and 3™ chapters.'®®

Following are the views regarding validity of cognition:

1. Samkhya: Both the pramanya (validity) and apramanya (invalidity) of

cognition are self-evident. In sarvadarsanasamgraha, Madhavacarya quotes:
‘Pramanatvapramanatve svatah samkhyah samasritah |106

2. Buddhist: All cognition is intrinsically invalid and becomes valid by

extraneous conditions. Dharmakirti holds that the validity of cognition is

known through the subsequent successful activity. 107

3. Nyaya-Vaisesika: Both validity and invalidity are due to extraneous
conditions.

4, Mimamsa: Knowledge is intrinsically valid, though its invalidity is due to
extraneous conditions.

5. Jaina: Both the validity and invalidity of cognition are self- evident in the
case of repeated acquaintance, while they are known through subsequent

P . . 10
successful activities in the case of first acquaintance.'®

“2N.B., 1/1/3

BNV, 1173

104 Supra, 3w chapter, p., pp. 90-1

195 Supra, 2™ chapter, pp., 56-9

9 5D.S. p.476

" Svaripasya svato gatih|Pramanyam vyavaharena| P.V., 1.
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The Nyaya philosophers refute mainly the theory of intrinsic validity of cognition.'®
Jayantabhatta also opposes the Mimamsakas’ contention and refutes them. Likewise,
he rejects the Samkhya view that both validity and invalidity of cognition are
intrinsic.''?

From the above discussion it can be observed that there are divergent views available
in Indian philosophy regarding the notion of pramana. The study of the cognitive
process has always attracted the philosophers from a very early date. The Nyaya
philosophy enters into a new phase through the methodological study of the
epistemological issues. Apart from Nyaya, the Vaisesika, Buddhist, Mimamsa,
Samkhya, Yoga, Vedanta, Jaina and Carvaka also more or less deal with the cognitive

process. But they are different from each other regarding their arguments, as is clear

from the above brief elucidation presented in the light of Nyayamanijari.

108 Tatpramanyam svatah paratasceti | Pariksamukha, 1/13

Tadubhayamutpattau parata eva jiaptau tu svatah paratasceti| Pramananayatattvaloka, 1/21, quoted
in IL, p. 124, note- 59.
19 Supra, 2™ chapter, pp. 59-60
"9 Supra, 3™ chapter, pp. 116-119
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On the basis of the above brief delineation, it can be stated that this dissertation is an
effort to study the cognitive process as presented by Jayantabhatta in the first ahnika
of his Nyayamaiijari. As it is obvious from the foregoing pages, it is tried to critically
examine Jayanta’s view regarding cognitive process in detail and to present a

comparative study of the concepts on inter-school and intra-school school level.

To sum up, the first ahnika of Nyayamarijari is the preface to the other ahnikas. It is a
concise compendium of all the schools of Indian philosophy. Though it is a book on
the Nyaya philosophy, but here the author introduces almost all the logical problems
that deal with other philosophical schools, such as the Buddhist, Mimamsa, Samkhya,
Carvaka etc. So, though the first @hika is an introduction of Jayanta’s work, still it

covers a wide scope.

Jayanta’s theory of cognition comprises of the set of systematic discussion of crucial
points with maximum rigour. The whole discussion on cognitive process according to

Jayanta can be summarised under the following points:

1. For Jayanta cognition is a quality of the soul, not an action like the

Mimamsakas’ view (pp. 74-9).

2. According to Jayanta buddhi and upalabddhi are the definitive synonyms

for jiiana. In this regard he criticizes the contention of the Samkhyas (pp.61-2)

3. Jayanta brings out novelty in his definition of pramana as, “samagri
pramanam.” He also introduces the word “bodhabodhasvabhava” which is not
clearly stated by the logicians before Jayanta in the definition of pramana (pp.
68-73)

4. Jayanta strongly argues in support of the ultimate viability of only four

pramanas and accordingly excludes abhava, arthapatti, sambhava and aitihya

from the domain of pramana (pp. 87).

5. He goes up against the Buddhists’ idea of pramanavyavastha and supports
pramanasamplava in majority of cases, except a few (pp.90-1). Jaynata is the
first Nyaya philosopher to introduce the contention between pramana-

samplava and pramana- vyavastha.
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6. Many of the Buddhists’ views are mentioned and refuted in Nyayamarijart
by Jayantabhatta, such as: there are only two instruments of valid cognition;
perception is conceptual construction which is free from determination by the

imagination and is non-illusory, prama is identical to pramana, (pp.79-80) etc.

7. Likewise, several Mimamsakas’ views are also motioned and refuted, such
as definition of pramana, (pp.84) notion of abhava, arthdpatti as a distinct

means of cognition, etc.

8. Jayanta explains that though Gautama does not define the term pramana,
but we can presume his idea of pramana from the expression
‘sadhyasadhanam’ mentioned in the definition of wpamana. Thus it means

that pramana is that (sadhana) which produces the knowledge of the sadhya.'

9. Some of the parhabhedas are also noticed in the Hindi translation by
Shasiprabha Kumar and Siddheswar Bhatt with Panchanan Tarkavagisha’s
Bengali translation and Chowkhamba edition by Surayanarayana Shukla. In

the third chapter some of those are mentioned (3™ chapter foot note-115, 228).

10. Jayanta in one place quotes Bhasyakara’s view as “buddhikarmani api hi
pratyabhijiiayete, te api nitye prapnutah”, but he does not specify as to who is
‘Bhasyakara’? In all the translations of Nyayamarijari, this specific ambiguity
is totally skipped out. However, C.D. Bijalwan considers it as Vatsyayana’s
view. According to the present researcher this seems objectionable. Since the

reference of this quote is found in a Mimamsa text.?

In this way Jayanta presents a penetrating insight in all the aspects of cognition. His
detailed analysis of the four means of cognition and accordingly refutation of the
opponents’ views is quite impressive. Though he does not accept arthapatti and
abhava as separate means of cognition, but he discusses them in depth. He is the first
one to deal with the Buddhists contention that abhdva has no reality. Accordingly in

the first ahnika he also deals with the various aspects of cognition. Thus Jayanta’s

treatment of the cognitive process is quite remarkable. Throughout the study of the

! ‘Prasiddhasadharmyat sadhyasadhanamupamanamiti’ ca madhye

sadhyasadhanagrahanamupadanah siatrakarah sarvapramanasadharanam ripamidam paribhasate-
yatsadhyasadhanasya pramakaranasya pramanatvamiti| N.M., (Vidyanidhi Prakashan edn.), p. 73.
2 Supra, 3 chapter, fn. 75.
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first ahnika of Nyayamanjari, it can be said that in spite of some minor inadequacies

he has made a great contribution to the area of cognition.

Though Jayanta is a staunch follower of Nyaya, but he is also an independent thinker

and in some points he does not hesitate to criticise them.

1. Jayanta does not agree with Vatsyayana’s interpretation of the word

‘pravritisamarthya’

2. Jayanta does not concur with the four types of abhava admitted by the
Naiyayikas. He considers two types of abhava- pragbhava and
pradhvamsabhava and atyantabhava and anyonyabhava are included by him
in the above two . However, Panchanan Tarkavagisha3 remarks that
Jayanta follows Vatsyayana's® explanation of the Nyayasitra 2/2/12 and

establishes two types of abhava.

Scope for Further Research

It needs to be noted here that cognitive process is a relevant topic in the contemporary
philosophical discourse. Therefore the present research has ample scope for further

research in this area. Thus Russell observes that,

“Philosophy, like all other studies, aims primarily at knowledge. The knowledge it
aims at is the kind of knowledge which gives unity and system to the body of the
sciences, and the kind which results from a critical examination of the grounds of our
convictions, prejudices, and beliefs. But it cannot be maintained that philosophy has
had any very great measure of success in its attempts to provide definite answers to
its questions....... those questions which are already capable of definite answers are

placed in the sciences, while those only to which, at present, no definite answer can

be given, remain to form the residue which is called philosophy.”5

It is not possible to provide any definite answers to the numerous philosophical issues.
Philosophical research always demands possibilities for the further research. In the

present study, several problems regarding some vital problems are faced. This

: N.M.,(Sanskrit Book Depot edn.), p. 334.

*  Abhavadvaitam  khalu  bhavati, prak  cotpatteravidyamanala,  utpannasya  catmano
hanadavidyamanaia| Tatralaksitesu vasassu pragutpatteravidyamanatalaksano laksananamabhavo
netara iti| N.B., 2/12/12.

S PP, p. 52.
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particular topic has tremendous potentiality in this particular field of study. Here some

such points for the benefit of further researchers are being enlisted:

1. Regarding the nature of cognition Jayanta expounds two theories, i.e.
sakara and nirdkara cognition (pp.). He firstly refutes the nirakara theory of
Vaibhasikas. But in his refutation of sakarajiianavada, it is problematic to
distinguish between the Sautrantikas and the Yogacaras. Some scholars hold
that this particular view is of the Sautrantikas and some others as of the
Yogacaras. Jayanta himself does not distinctly mention the opponents’ view.

Therefore this particular issue needs further study to reach the conclusion.

However, in favour of Sautrantikas, ample references have been quoted in the 31
chapter of this dissertation (pp.). Here it is to be noted that among the Sautrantikas
also there are three different views regarding sakarajiiana and nirakarajiiana. These
are as follows:®

e External objects have their own form.

e Cognition itself is in the form of an object.

* And both these together.

Now, in support of the Yogacaras also, it can be quoted that:

27

“Akarasahita buddhiryogacarasya sammata
So, it is problematic to justify Jayanta’s view and needs further examination.

2. Prama is identical with pramana or different from it- regarding this point of
view Jayanta repudiates the opponents, who hold that both are inseparable
from each other. The main difficulty is that some scholars consider the
opponents as the Buddhists, while some others as the Jainas. In support of the
Buddhists, secondary references are already quoted in the 3nd chapter (pp.).

Here some references in support of the Jaina view are being reproduced as

below:

e Tattvajiianam pramanam- Aptamimamsa, 101.
e Jhdnam pramanamatmadeh - Laghiyastraya, 52.

e Jidanam pramanamityahuh- Siddhiviniscaya, 10-2

*B.D.M., p. 189. ,
7 As quoted in N.S.M., ed., Sri Krsanavallabhacarya, p. 168.
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e Nirbadhabodhavisistah atma pramanam- Dhavala. 141.

e Svapirvarthavyavasayatmakam jianam pramanam- Partksa, 1-1.
e Samyag jiianam pramanam- Pramanaparncika, 51.

e Samyag jiianam pramanam- Nyayadipika, 9.

e Pramanam Samyag jiianam - Pramalaksanavrhati, 395.

e Pramanam ca svaparabhasi jianam -Syadvadamanijari, 17.

e Sva paravyavasayi jiianam pramanam- Jaina Tarkabhasa, 113.%

In all the above references it can be noticed that the Jaina scholars unanimously agree
with “jignam pramanam”. However, in Jainendra Siddhanta Kosd® it is said that
sometimes prama and pramana are identical to each other and sometimes they are

different from each other.

However, the present researcher would like to draw the scholars’ attention to the

following facts:

1. First, Jayanta starts the context of “bodhah pramanam” with “ye tu” and in
the very next paragraph he uses “anye tu”. If Jayanta intends to continue with
the Buddhists’ view, he never refers to the later as “anye tu”. Since the second
view, i.e. “anye tu tulyasamagryadhinayoh grahyagrahakabhavam vadantah
bodham pramanamabhyupagaman” is accepted by the scholars as the
Buddhists’ view without any controversy; hence it is possible that the first one

is of the Jainas.

2. Since Jayanta is much more engaged with the refutation of the Buddhists’
views in his Nydayamarijari, so, it might be that some scholars generally accept

it as the Buddhists’ view.

3. Jayanta in the first context does not use the term “grahyagrahakabhavam’.

If he continues with the Buddhists’ view he should have used it earlier also.

¢ J.L., pp. 768-70
? Jinendra Varni, JSK, p. 144
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4. If it is accepted that both the above are the Buddhists’ view, then the fallacy

of repetition (punarukti)'® will occur.

In view of the above mentioned facts, it can be concluded that Jayanta presents and

refutes the Jainas’ view here.

These are some of the vital questions which are not brought out and discussed till now
by any of the researchers. These issues are open for discussion and scholars’

suggestions in this regard are solicited.

In brief, though the present research is based upon Nyayamarijari, but it has also made
an effort to deal with the views of the Naiyayikas prior to Jayanta. Simultaneously, it
has also tried to present a historical overview of the Nyaya system. Like the other
Indian philosophical systems, the Nyaya also follows the hierarchy of sutra, bhdsya,

tika etc. throughout its development.

Last but not the least, a critique based on all the philosophical schools regarding the

notion of cognition is also presented herein.

In this way the present research has tried to focus on all the possible issues on
cognitive process, albeit in an elementary way. So it cannot be claimed that there are

no shortcomings. But in conclusion we can remember Jayanta again:
“Yadva nirgunamapyartham abhinandanti sadhavah|

Pranayiprarthanabhangasamvidhanamasiksitah||”

10 Sabdarthayoh punarvacanam punaruktamanyatranuvadat|N.S., 5/2/14
Sabdadaksepato vapi pratitasyiva kirtanam|
prayojanavinabhitam punarukamatishitih|| T.R., Karika- 12.
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Abhava
Abhavanadharma
Abhidha

Abhidheyatva

Adhikarana

Adhikart

Adhyavasaya

Adrsta

Aitihya

Alaulika (pratyaksa)
Anadhyavasaya

Anaikantika

Anavastha

Antakarana
Anubhava

Anumana
Anumiti
Anupalabdhi

Anupasamhari

Anusandhana

Glossary of Technical Terms

Absence.
Coming into existence.
Primary meaning.

Denotable thing.

Locus, Substratum.

The proper person for whom the
book; a qualified person or one to

whom the result accrues.

Determinative knowledge.

Destiny.
Rumour, Tradition.
Super-normal perception.

Non-Determination.

Uncertain reason.
Endless Regression.

Internal instrument.

Experience.

Inference.

Inferential Knowledge.
Non- Cognition

Non- exclusive,

Subsumtive correlation.
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Anvaya- vyatireki

Anvaya

Anyathasiddha

Anyonyabhava
Anyonyasraya
Apadesa
Aparoksa
Aparvarga

Apeksabhava

Apoha

Aprama

Apurva
Artha

Arthapatti

Asadharanakarana

Asamavayikarana

Asambhava

Asiddha
Atidesavakya

Altindriya
Ativyapti

Atyantabhava
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Concomitant in affirmation and

negation.

Positive.

Pseudo-cause, Dispensable
antecedents Accidental
eirecumstance, Superfluous.

Mutual Negation.
Mutual dependence.
Middle term.
Immediate.

Emancipation.

The negation of an object
confined to a limited space.

Negation.

False apprehension.

Unseen potency.

Object, Purpose.

Presumption.

Special Cause.

Non-inherent Cause, Non-
intimate Cause.

Impossibility.

Unknown Reason.

The assimilative proposition,
statement of comparison.

Super sensible.
Overpervasion.

Absolute negation.



Avayava
Avinabhava
Avisamvadakata

Avita

Avyabhicari

Avyapadesa
Avyapti

Ayathartha
Ayatharthanubhava
Alambana
Alayavijiiana

Apta

Atman

Bad a

Badhita

Bhava

Bhavana

Bheda
Bhvanadhrma

Buddhi
Chala

Cit

Darsana

Dharavahikajiiana
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Constituent of a syllogism.
Invariable relation, inseparability.
Non-contradiction.

A type of Inference.

Invariable.

Non-verbal, Unverbalisable.
Non-pervasion.

Erroneous.

Erroneous experience.
Support.

Store consciousness.
Trust worthy person.

Self, Soul.

Discussion, To arrive at the truth,
Argument for truth.

The stultified reason, Belated
reason, Contradicted reason.

Existence, Positive entity.

Mental impression, Reminiscent
impression.

Difference.

Not coming into existence.
Intellect.

Dialectic quibbling.

Spirit, Consciousness.
Philosophy.

Destructive” or disputation
wrangling

Chain knowledge.



Dosa

Drsta

Drstanta

Drstarthapatti
Duhkha

Dvesa

Grahaka

Grahyva

Guna

Hana

Hetu
Hetvabhasa
Iecha

ldriya
Idriyartha
Idriyarthasannikarsa
Jiana
JRanalaksana
JAatata

Jalpa

Jati

Kalatita
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Fault.

Perceived resemblance.

Example.

A type of postulation.
Pain.

Aversion, Dislike is ill-feeling.

Revealer of cognition.

Object of cognition.

Quality.

Detachment.

Middle term, Reason.
Fallacies in reasoning.
Desire.

Sense-organ.

The object of the sense.

Relation between sense organ and
object.

Cognition, Knowledge.
Supernormal.
Known-ness.

Argument “both constructive and
destructive character.

Unavailing or futile objection,
Futility, Genus, Genetic
Character.

Mistimed reason.



Kalpana

Karaka

Karana
Karana

Karma

Karta

Karya
Kevalanvayt
Kevalavyatirekt
Kriya
Ksanabhanga
Laksana
Laksana

Laukika
Linga

Linga-paramaesa
Mana
Manasapratvaksa
Mithyajfiana
Mukti

Nidarsana
Nigamana

Nigrahasthana

Nimittakarana
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Presumptive knowledge,
factitious fabrication.

Case.

Cause, Mean.
Efficient, Instrumental cause.

Action, Motion.

Agent.

Action, Effect.

Concomitant in affirmation alone.
Concomitant in negation alone.
Movement, action.
Momentariness.

Definition.

Implied meaning.

Wordly.

Sign, Probans, Mark, Reason.
Consideration of sign.

Mind.

Mental perception.

False cognition.

Liberation.

Illustration.

Conclusion.

Fault in a syllogism or vulnerable

point.

Occasioning cause, Instrumental

cause, cause in general.



Nirakara

Nirnaya

Nirvikalpaka

Nityatva

Nivreti

Nyaya
Paricanyayavayava
Padartha

Paksa

Paksadharmata, Paksata

Paramarsa

Paraprakasa

Paratah Pramanya

Parathanumana

Pariksa

Parinama

Paroksa

Pavrttinimitta

Phala

Pradhvamsabhava

Pragabhavah

Prakaranasama

Prakasa
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Formless.
Conclusion.

Indeterminate, Non-qualificative.
Eternal-ness.
Cessation.
Logic.
The five premises in a syllogism.
Category.
Minor term, subject.
Subject- adjunctness.

Subsumptive reflection,
Consideration, Logical
antecedent.

[luminate by others.

Theory of Extrinsic validity.

Inference of others.

Analysis.

Change.

Indirect.
Connotation, Cause of
application of a word, the ground

of application of a word.

Consequences.

Destruction negation, Subsequent
or annihilative non-existence.

Antecedent negation.

Balancing the controversy.

Luminosity.



Prakrti

Prama
Pramana
Pramanya
Pramanyavada

Pramata

Pramatva-pramanya

Prameya
Pramiti
Prapakata
Pratibhajiiana
Pratibhasa

Pratijna

Pratyabhijiia

Pratyaksa (Jiana)

Pratyaksam

Pravrtti

Prayatna
Prayojanam

Pretyabhava

Punarukti

Purusa

Piarvapaksa
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Primordial matter.

Valid knowledge.

Means of true cognition.
Validity.

Theory of validity of knowledge.
Knower.

Authoritativeness, Validity.
Object of true cognition.
True knowledge.
Obtainment.

Intuitive cognition.
Apparent.

The thesis set down, Proposition,
A proposition to be proved in
logic, promise.

Recognition.

Sensory knowledge.

Perception.

Activity.
Effort.

Purpose.
Transmigration.

Repetition.

Intelligence.

The primafacie position,
Opponent’s position.

Appendix



Puarvavat

Sakara

Samagrt

Sin yatd

Sabda

Sadhana

Sadhetu

Sadhya

Sadhyasama

Sadrsya

Sadrsyajiiana

Sakti

Samanya
Samanyalaksana
nature.
Samanyatodrsta
Samarthyabhava

Samavaya
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The inference of the effect from
the cause, Reasoning from cause
to effect.

With form.

The whole cause apparatus,

Casual complex.

Voidness.

Sound, Proposition, Verbal
testimony.

Middle term, Proban, Instrument.

A probans becomes its positive it
non-fails any five conditions.

Probandum, To be accomplished,
Major term, Inferable property.

Balancing the reciprocity.

Similarity.

Knowledge of similarity is the
efficient instrument of
assimilative cognition.

Significative potency, Expressive
power of words, Power,
Potentiality

Generality, Universal, Generic
property, Class character

Relation by generality or class

Induction, A form of inference
The negation of capacity.

Co-inherence, Inherence



Samavetasamavaya

Sambandha
Sambhava

Samsargabhava

Samsaya
Samskara

Samvit

Samyoga

Samyuktasamavaya

Samyuktasamavetasamavaya

Sannikarsa
Santana
Sapaksa
Sarira
Satta

Savikalpaka

Savyabhicara

Sesavat
Siddhanta

Sisadhayisa

151

Inherence with the inherent,
Intimate union with intimately
united.

Relation, Connection.
Probability, Inclusion.

Relational negation, Relational
absence.

Doubt, Dubiety.
Tendencies, Impression.

Knowledge.

Contact.

‘Inherence with the contacted
object, Intimate union with
conjunction.

Intimate union with intimately
united with the conjunction,
Inherence with the inherent in the
contacted object.

Sense-relation.

Flux.

Similar instance, Positive
instance.

Body, Form.

Existence, Beingness, Reality.
Determinate knowledge.

The reason that strays away,
Discrepancy of reason, Straying
reason.

Reasoning from effect to cause.
Conclusion.

The desire to prove the existence
of the probandum.
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Upeksa
Utpatti

Vada

Vaidharmyahetu
Vidya
Vijiiana

Vipaksa

Viparyaya
Viruddha
Visesana
Visesya
Vita

Vitanda

Vrtti
Vyarjana

Vyapaka

Vyapara

Vyapta

Vvapti

Vyapya

153

Appendix

Indifference.
Production.

Discussion, To arrive at the truth,
Argument for truth.

Heterogeneous, Negative reason.
Knowledge.

Consciousness.

Negative instance, Counter
example.

Misapprehension, Opposition.

The adverse reason,

Contradictory reason.

Determinant, Differentiator,
Adjunct, Qualifier.

Entity, Substantive, Qualificand.

A type of Inference.

Mere destructive argument or
wrangling, or form of debate.
Transformation.

Suggested meaning,

Pervasive of greater extent,
Widely extending, pervade.

Mediate activity, Activity,
Intermediate cause, Operation
with reference to a cause.

Pervading.

Invariable concomitance, Co-
extension, Pervasion,
Concomitance.

Pervaded, of less extent, the
Middle term of a syllogism.



Vyatirekasahacara
Vyatirekavyapti

Vyavacchina

Vyavasaya

Yat

Yatharthajfiana
Yogajaprtyaksa
Yogyaia

Yurjana
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Concomitance of negation.

Negative pervasion.

Differentiated.

Simple Cognition.

Relative pronoun.

Valid Knowledge.
Extrasensory perception.
Congruity, Compatibility.

Those who are on the road for
extrasensory attainment.
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