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FOREWORD

I have made a thorough study of Dr. C. L. Tripathi’s
excellent monograph entitled ‘The Problem of Knowledge
in Yogacara Buddhism’. This work is emendation and
enlargement of his D. Phil thesis. Dr. Tripathi’s enquiry
into the Yogacara theory of knowledge is a piece of original
research work. His study of the subject from Sanskrit
sources is commendable indeed. I express my whole-
hearted appreciation of this work. The Western as well as
Indian reader is bound to profit by Dr, C. L. Tripathi’s

dissertation.

S. 8. Roy

Head of the Department
of Philosophy,
7.3.1972 Allahabad University.



PREFACE

The present work ‘The Problem of Knowledge in Yogacara
Buddhism’ is the published form of my thesis ‘An Appraisal
of Yogacara Epistemology’ which was approved for the Degree
of the Doctor of Philosophy by the University of Allahabad
in 1966. It aims to draw a vivid and true picture of Yoga-
cara epistemology by presenting its critical exposition along
with its western parallels. It wants to clear up the misunder-
standing caused by the biased and unbalanced criticism of
Yogacara epistemology from Indian and Western philosophers.

The work took long four years of toil and turmcil. During
these years I received support both moral and material from
many great men without whose encouragement:I would not
have been able to reach the goal.

First of all I want to pay my homage to the sacred memory
of late Professor R. N. Kaul, the Head of the Department of
Philosophy, University of Allahabad. The paternal love and
affection which have been bestowed upon me by him are
valuable treasure which will remain always fresh in my
memory and remind me the ideal relationship between the
teachers and students of ancient India. Further I want to
express my gratitude to Dr. Balbhadra Prasad the ex Vice-
Chancellor of Allahabad University who has been a great
patron of scholars and students and whose reign as the Vice-
Chancellor of this University shall be remembered by all the
students who come to University to study and prepare them-
selves as the soldiers of free India in all walks of life. I ao
grateful to Dr. Umesh Mishra the ex Vice-Chancellor of the
Darbhanga Sanskrit University, Bihar and Pandit Raghuvara
Mittha Lal Sastri who always encouraged and explained me
the problems of philosophy. Dr. S. Datta, the ex-Head o:

" the Department of Philosophy, Allahabad University hac
always been kind enough to help me and solve my difficulties.
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The award of scholarship by him had been a great help to me
during my research days. He always advised me to take
precautions against my frequent illness. Shri S. S. Roy the
present Head of the Department of Philosophy always asked
me regarding the progress of my research work and inspired
me to work hard and not to lose patience by reminding me
the famous line of Shelley—F‘if winter comes, can spring be far
behind’. Dr. S. C. Biswas at present U. G. C. Professor of
Philosophy, Allahabad University always encouraged me to
complete the thesis, Late Dr. Chou Hsiang Kuang and Mrs.
Chou Hsiang Kuang (Chinese teachers, Sanskrit Department,
Allahabad University) who taught me Chinese with great love
and affection—always encouraged me to study Buddhism
prevalent in China and Japan through the medium of Chinese
and thus restore the old bonds of friendship between India
and China. Professor T. R. V. Murti the ex Head of the
Department of Philosophy, Banaras Hindu University, Dr.
Rama Kant Tripathi, Dr. Ashoka Kumar Chatterji assistant
Professors Banaras Hindu University and Pandit Jagannath
Upadhyaya Head of the Department of the Buddhist Studies
Varanpaseya Sanskrit Visvavidyalaya took keen interest in my
work and appreciated my aim to gain profound knowledge of
Buddhism, I am extremely grateful to all these scholars of
philosophy and religion.

Further I want to express my gratitude to Pandit Sangam
Lal Pande Assistant Professor of Philosophy, Allahabad Univer-
sity under whose supervision the work has been accomplished.
The fraternal affection, valuable suggestions, the solace,
inspiration, encouragement and support which I received from
him are beyond words. I do not know how to express my
gratitude to my parents who readily agreed to my plan of
joining research though it was a great retreat on my part from
bearing family liabilities and a heavy burden to them for an
indefinite period of time. Further I want.to express my heart-
felt gratitude to Saudamini Sanskrit Mahavidyalaya, Allahabad
whose every nook and corner had become a study-room for
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me. The teachers and students of this institution rendered
invaluable services to me. I am grateful to all of them.
Further I want to express my gratitude to my revered friend
Pandit K. Shankar Sharma, the librarian Ganga Nath Jha
Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapitha. The entire credit of the
publication of this work goesto him. Without his effort the
thesis would not have seen the light of the day se soon.
Finally, I want to express my indebtedness to Pandit Suresh
Pandey, the Proprietor Bharat Bharti, Durga Kund, Varanpasi
who readily accepted the proposal of Sharmaji to publish the
thesis. I am highly obliged for his kindness.

Chhote Lal Tripathi

March 7,1972 Lecturer (Philosophy)
Allahabad University,

Allahabad.



INTRODUCTION

I

I am glad to find that Dr. C, L. Tripathi’s thesis entitled
‘An Appraisal of Yogicara Epistemology’ is being published
under the title ‘The Problem of Knowledge in Yogacara
Buddhism.” Dr. Tripathi is my student and friend. He
has patiently worked under me for several years and has
tried to incorporate in his work all the views and arguments
I told him from time to time. Whatever criticisms of
modern interpretations of Buddhism are available in these
pages I am personally responsible for them as infact they
are my own criticisms. I firmly hold that Dinnzaga’s theory
of knowledge is basically different from that of Hume, Kant
or Wittgenstein and that those who have compared his
theory with that of Kant or British empiricists or modern
Analytical Philosophers have done injustice to him.
Further I believe that his theory of knowledge is basically
correct and that it can change the course of contemporary
philosophy, Western or Indian. Contemporary western
philosophy, I think, has gone through a process of purgation
and clarification recently, through the movements of logical
Positivism, logical Empiricism and British Analysis and
has come to a point where it feels that clarity is not enough
or that vision or insight into the nature of truth and
meaning is essential., Dinnaga has combined these two
processes of Analysis and Insight into his theor}; of know-
+ ledge, which is therefore extremely relevant to the present
needs of contemporary western phil%ophy. Dr. Tripathi
has endeavoured to reconstruct it in the light of available
fragments from Dinnaga and its developments at the hands
of Post-Dinnaga philosophers like Dharmakirti, Dharmottara,
Prajfiskaragupta, Santaraksita, Kamalaéila and others.
He has also utilized the valuable investigations of modern
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Buddhist philosophers like Th. Stcherbatsky, H. N. Randle,
A. B. Keith, Dr. D. Suzuki, Yama Kami Sogen, Dr. T.R.
V. Miirti, Dr. Satkari Mukerji, Rahul Sankrityayan and
others.  His reconstruction may not acclaim universal
acceptance; at places it may even be found faulty. But no-
body will disagree with me that such a reconstruction de-
lineates an important phase of Buddhist thought and is
thoroughly relevant to current discussions of the problem
of knowledge.

II

Studies such as Dr. Tripathi’s are generally called in-
vestigations into the history of Philosophy. But are they
merely historical ? Most of such studies are undoubtedly
only historical. But there are studies into the philosophy
of Plato and Aristotle which have changed the course of
philosophy. Similarly there are studies into the philoso-
phies of Kant and Hegel, the Vedas and Upanisads, the
Bhagvadgita and the Brahmastutra, which have tremen-
dously changed the philosophical currents of their times.
In the history of philosophy we find such movements as
Back to Plato, Back to Kant, Back to Hume, Back to
Hegel, Back to the Vedas, Back to the Upanisads, Back to
Badarayana and the like. Such movements are launched
by historical studies that are impregnated with new
possibilities. The past is past no doubt ; but its inter-
pretation i8 not past. The interpretation of the pastis a
sign of the present and an index of the future.

Studies in the philosophy of Diinnaga have become
important since 1921 when Pandit S. C. Vidyabhusana in
‘A History of Indian Logic’ (Ancient, Mediaeval and
Modern) informed the world that Difinaga is the Lord of
all logicians.! . (Sakala nyayavadinam Farames$varah).
Professor H. N. Randle brought out his Fragments from

1. See also Pramanavirtikilafikira of Prajnakaragupta,
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Dinniaga in 1926 and gave the outlines of the Philosophy of
Dinnaga to a world which has no access to any of his works.
Shri H. R. R. Iyenger published from Mysore (India) in
1930 the Pramipa Samuccaya of Dinnaga. He edited the
first chapter of Pramapa Samuccaya called Pratyaksa in
Tibetan and restored it into Sanskrit with Vrtti, tika and
notes. In the same year Mr. G. Tucci published from
Heidelberg (Germany) the Nyayamukha of Dinniga, the
oldest Buddhist text on logic after Chinese and Tibetan
materials. In Chinese the Nyayamukha of Dinniga was
rendered by Huan Tsang and in Tibetan it was rendered
separately by two persons, Kanaka Varman and Vasu-
dharaksita. Then came forward the great Buddhist
scholar and philosopher Th. Stcherbatsky who brought cut
his Buddhist logic in two volumes in 1930-1932. His
Buddhist logicis a classic. He has clearly explained the
logical standpoint of Dinnaga and his followers Dharma-
kirti and Dharmottara. He has also given the rudiments
of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s theory of knowledge. The
‘Buddhist logic’ is undoubtedly a great masterpiece of modern
investigations in Buddhist logic and epistemology. It
may be called the Bible of the neo-Buddhist studies which
are emerging slowly and steadily as the studies into Dinnaga
and his school are progressing. After Stcherbatsky Dr.
Satkari Mukerji published in 1935 from Calcutta his
researches into the metaphysics of the school of Dinnaga
under the title ‘The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal
Flux’ an exposition of the philosophy of Critical Realism
as expounded by the school of Dinnaga. Then Aiya Swami
Sastri published in 1942 from Madras the Alambana-
pariksa and Vrtti of Dinnaga with the commentary of
Dharmapala. The Alambana-partksi with Vrtti of
Dinniga was also published from Tibetan version in 1953
from Kyoto, Japan. Erich Frauwallner published in 1959—
‘Dininaga, Sein work und Seine Entwicklung’ and in 1961
“‘Landmarks in the History of Indian logic in Wiener
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Zeitschrift fur die kunde es siid und ost—Asiens, Vienna.
Dr. Ashoka Kumar Chatterji published in 1962 his thesis
‘The Yogacara Idealism’, and although it has been written
mainly on the basis of Vasubandhu’s Vijiiaptimatrata Siddhi
it has also considered the metaphysical views of the school
of Dinnaga. Dr. Dharmendra Nath Sastri has dealt with
the conflict between the Nyaya-Vaidesika school and the
Buddhist Dinnaga school in his book entitled ‘Critique of
Indian Realism,” which was published in 1964. H. Kita-
gawa has published in Japanese from Tokyo in 1965 ‘A
Study of Indian Classical Logic—Dinnaga’s system. In 1968
Mr. Masaaki Hatton published the Pratyaksa Pariccheda
of Dinnaga’s Pramapa Samuccaya from the Sanskrit frag-
ments and Tibetan versions from Harward University
Press under the title ‘Dinitndga on Perception.” All these
studies atleast show the global interest in the philosophy
of Ditinaga and his school. Such studies are still in their
infancy because all the works of Dinnaga are still not
available in original Sanskrit or in any modern language.
So there are two types of studies in this field—first, the
publication of original works of Dinnaga and his school in
Sanskrit and in modern languages, and second the commen-
taries upon those works. Dr. Tripathi’s work does not
belong to either of these two categories. It is an exposition
of the theory of knowledge as expounded by Dinnaga and
his school. Dr. Satkari Mukerji has dealt with the meta-
physics of this school ; Dr. Stcherbatsky and Dr. Randle
have dealt with the logic of the school and Dr. Tripathi
has dealt with the epistemology of the school.

There is another difference between Dr. Tripathi and
others in their treatment of the subject. While other scho-
lars and philosophers have accepted Dharmakirti’s improve-
ments upon Dinnaga’s views, Dr. Tripathi has upheld that
Dharmakirti’s improvements upon Dinnaga’s views and
assertions are, by and large, not necessarily true. In his
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opinion DinnZga’s views are more profound than Dharma-
kirti’s. 1 share this view. In support of my view I may
point out Dharmakirti’s improvement upon Dinnaga’s defi-
nition of perception. Dinnaga defines perception as that
knowledge which is devoid of all conceptual construction
( pratyaksam kalpanapodham ). Dharmakirti here adds
that this knowledge must be non-illusive ( Abhrantam ).
Dharmakirti’s addition I think, is not consistent with
the description that perception is devoid of all conceptual
construction. So his definition of perception is a contra-
diction in terms. There are two ways of knowing,
perception ( pratyaksa) and inference or conceptual
‘construction ( anumiana ). These two ways of knowing
are similar to Russell’s two kinds of knowledge, knowledge
by acquaintance and knowledge by description. The
former kind of knowledge reveals svalaksanas or sense-
data and the latter samanya laksanas or universals. Thus
universals have no existence; they are conceptual construc-
tions. What are in existence then ? They are sval-
aksanas or sense-data. Svalaksapas cannot be described
into the terms of conceptual construction. But to call
the knowledge of svalaksapas non-illusive ( abhrantam )
is to describe them in terms of conceptual construction.
This is the reason why the adjective or qualification non-
illusive cannot be added to perception, or better spea-
king, indeterminate perception or sensation.

Thus we need not believe that the Post-Dinndga Buddhist
developments of Dinniga’s theories are invariably correct.
Dinniga was a great thinker. He moulded both Buddhist
and non-Buddhist thought in a new direction. He criticized
Nyaya, Vaifesika, Sartnkhya and Mimarhsi theories. His
theories were further criticized by Nyaya philosopher
Udyotakara and Vacaspati Mifra, Vailesika philosopher
Praastapada, Mimirnsa philosopher Kumarila Bhatta,
Advaita philosopher éamkarﬁcirya and Jain philosopher
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Siddhasena Divakara. The followers of Dinnsga have given
rejoinders to these critics. Such exchanges of views influ-
enced, by and large by the conditions of mediaeval thought
which was clouded and shrouded by religious doctrines
and dogmas, If we disengage the theories of Diinaga and
his followers from their religious dogmas, some of the criti-
cisms of their opponents may be found very helpful and
constructive to their basic stand-point in logic and epigte-
mology. The theory of indeterminate perception may
again be taken to illustrate this point. The opponents of
Dinnaga like Kumarila Bhatta have understood this theory
more correctly than his followers like Dharmakirti, Further
if we similarly separate the theories of Dininaga’s opponents
and critics from their religious dogmas and metaphysical
beliefs, we may find an area of agreements between them.
Thus if religious dogmas and metaphysical beliefs are igno-
red, Dinnaga and his opponents may be taken to belong to
one and the same school of logic and epistemology. In the
field of logic this school has already emerged. The doctrine
of vyapti, the theory of Svirthinumaina, the distinction
between Sviarthinumina and Pararthinumina, the doctrine
of Trairipya (three aspects of Reason or hetu) and the
standard form of three membered syllogism were first origi-
nated by Dinnaga and now they are accepted by all schools
of Indian logic. In the field of epistemology also the works
of Dinniga have brought about a consensus of opinions
among all the schools of Indian philosophy. This is
largely manifested in their rational approaches to the pro-
blems of knowing and being. Since Dinniga discussions
and debates are continuing on the subjects introduced

by him :
(1) Does knowledge depend upon the knowable ? or
vice versa ?

(2) In knowledge ( jfiana ) sakira ( having forms) or
nirdkara ( formless ) ?
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(3) Is the truth of a proposition or judgment intrinsic or
extrinsic ? and finally

(4) What is truth ? Sarapya or arthakriya.karitva or
avyabhicaritva or anything else ? Such questions, by and
large owe their origin to the works of Dinnzga. If we ignore
the religious dogmas and metaphysical beliefs of different
schools of Indian philosophy we may find that now they
are all upholding the view that there are only two ways of
knowing—Pratyaksa and Anumina and that there is a
pramapa-vyavastha i. e.; there are limits of perception and
inference—each has its own sphere and cannot encroach
upon the sphere of the other. Contemporary Indian philo-
sophy which is show of religious dogmas and metaphysical
beliefs is thus providing a good and suitable background
for furthering the epistemological and logical views of
Dinnaga.

III

We have now come to a position which may be given
a philosophical name, Back to Dinniga. This movement
has the following features. First the works of Difiniga and
the commentaries upon them which are not available in
original Sanskrit are being restored into Sanskrit from
their Tibetan and Chinese versions. Secondly their trans-
lations with commentaries are being made in modern
languages, preferably in English. Thirdly, Buddhist deve-
lopments of Dirnin3aga’s theories such as made by Dharma-
kirti are also being restored in Sanskrit. Pandit Rahul
Sankrityayana has already restored some of them in Sans-
krit but much work remains to be done in this direction.
Fourthly the criticisms of Dinniga and his school that were
made by non-Buddhist Indian thinkers are being investi-
gated and assessed in a critical spirit. Fifthly the philosophy
of Dinnaga is being reconstructed denova, i, e., without the
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help of any commentary or criticism. The modern spirit
of enquiry is more near to Dinnaga than his own disciple
Dharmakirti. The problems that were posed by Dinniga
are now being discussed and debated directly. In such dis-
cussions and debates philosophers from every part of the
world are participating. As we have seen above that
philosophers from Russia, Tibet, China, Japan, India,
France, Germany, Italy and America have been partici-
pating in such debates and discussions since 1921. But
uptill now they have simply prepared the ground from
which the philosophical movement of ‘Back to Dinnaga’
is to start., The future of the movement is therefore,
brighter than its past. Hence arises the sixth and last
characteristic of the movement. This is to apply the theories
of Dinnaga to solve the contemporary problems of philo-
sophy. This application of Dinnzga’s philosophy is its
extension. Most of the present Asian philosophers are
doing philosophy in this very way. They are overtly or
covertly carrying out the programme of Dinnaga. This
movement is leading to certain good consequences. First,
it is uniting Asia and is laying down the foundation of
modern Asian philosophy.  Secondly, it is stimulating
new thinking in India and is bringing all systems of Indian
philosophy closer. Thirdly, itis accepted as a new philo-
sophy even in the West. Dinnsga’s theory of knowledge
is still little known and understood in the West. His
religious dogmas and metaphysical beliefs are better known
than his epistemological innovations. But the latter are
more important than the former. Dinnaga’s theory of
knowledge is likely to bridge the wide gulf that has been
created in the West between Idealism and Analytical
Philosophy.  The refutation of idealism that has been
attempted by G. E. Moore and R. B. Perry is not ap pli-
cable to Dinniga’s idealism which is called logical idea-
lism (Nyayanusari Vijfidnavada). This logical idealism is
not based on the principle of esse ist percipi. It isnot the



( xii )

dialectical idealism or Pan-logism of Hegel. It does not
hold that logical knowledge or awareness is the whole and
sole truth. Further itis not absolutism or eternalism and
therefore it does not rest upon the Ego-centric predicament
or the All-Knower Absolute. That is why the arguments
of Moore and Perry are not applicable to Dinnzga’s
idealism. It is similar to contemporary phenomenalism
that is held by some Positivists and neo-Kantians. But it
accepts the theory of indeterminate perception and thereby
retains its belief in the existence of svalaksapas and in
several kinds of perception including Yogic perception.
Dinnzaga has combined the theory of conceptual construction
with the theory of indeterminate perception. The former
theory is idealistic while the latter is realistic. His idealism
is thus based on critical idealism.

Dinnaga is prepared to go all along with the logical
positivists. But he is likely to correct them when they go
astray. He sees that Ideas and words are mutually related
as cause and effect. Ideas on conceptual constructions are
the source and cause of words and words are the source and
cause of conceptual constructions or ideas. The words
and conceptual constructions do not touch what is real.
Ideas determine ideas and words determine words. Ideas
are impregnated by words and words are impregnated
by ideas. The reality is beyond both of them. It can be
enjoyed in silent perception :

Vikalpayonayah §abdah
Vikalpah $abda yonayah
Karya karapata tesam,
Nartham $abdah spréantyapi.l

This view of Didnaga shows that the theory of know-
ledge and the theory of language are reciprocally connected. .

1. Quotation from Difnaga in the Nyayavartikatatparyatika of
Vacaspati Misra,
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But they cannot obliterate what is real. This is the correc-
tive which Dinnsga’s modern exponents may offer to those
contemporary philosophers who boast of having eliminated
metaphysics through their linguistic analysis on phenomeno-
logical reduction. His idealism is based on those very
conceptual activities which are pursued by Logical posi-
vitists, Logical empiricists and Analytic philosophers. It
does not treat these movements as a °‘retreat from truth’
but as an approach to truth. Clarityis the first require-
ment of those who want to see what isreal. Clarity is not
itsown end. It issimply a means to apprehension or vision
i.e. darfana.

Dinniaga’s philosophical position may be termed as
Empirico-logical transcendentalism. He has utilized logic
to secure a base of empericism like modern logical empiri-
«ists and further used this logical empiricism to establish
transcendentalism. The latter activity supplies the bridge
that is required between the logical empiricism of the
second quarter of the twentieth century and the Absolute
Idealism of the first quarter of the same century.

IV

Dirindga’s relation with his Master Vasubandhu has
become a matter of controversy in recent times. Dr. C. D.
Sharma has maintained! that although Dirinaga was a
disciple of Vasubandhu, his idealism is different from that
of Vasubandhu. Dinnaga’s idealism is nydyanusari or based
on logic while Vasubandhu’s idealism is Agamanusari i. e.,
based on the Agamas or scriptures. Rahula Sankrtyayana
has also held that the genius of Vasubandhu faded away
when the genius of Dinnaga arose in the philosophical
horizon2. This view of Dr. Sharma and Pandit Rahula
Sankrtyayana goes against the testimony of Santaraksita

1. A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy, p.125. See also
Bauddha Dardana and Vedanta (in Hindi), Varanasi,
2, See Darfang DigdarSana (in Hindi), Allahabad,
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who has said that his school of philosophy clearly followed the
transcendentalism of Vasubandhu’s Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi?
which had been rendered clearer by his predecessors like
Dinnaga and Dharmakirti, Dr. Stcherbatsky has also
corroborated the view that Dinnsaga’s Alambana-pariksa
simply summarizes the arguments of Vasubandhu’s Vijfia-
ptimatratasiddhi2. A comparative study of the Vinsatika
and the Alambana-pariksa certainly lends support to the
view of Dr. Stcherbatsky.

But Dr. C. D. Sharma and Pandit Rihula Sankrtyayana
are not entirely wrong in their view. Dinnaga did bring
about a change in Buddhist idealism. But that change was
not as great in its metaphysics as in its theory of knowledge
and hence Santaraksita and Dr. Stcherbatsky are also correct
in their view.

The change brought about by Dininaga amounted to a
great philosophical revolution in Indian philosophy. It was
like Kantian revolution in European philosophy. Both these
revolutions replaced metaphysics by epistemology. Difinaga
concentrated only upon nyaya and ignored the Agama. His
Master Vasubandhu was a great authority on both the
Agama and the Nyiya and had written authoritatively in
both fields. But his writings in the field of the Agama are
greater in bulk and importance than those in the field of
Nyaya. Hence his fame as a commentator of the Abhidharma
overshadowed his genius as a logical idealist. Dinnzaga
took the fundamentals from Vasubandhu’s logic and deve-
loped them in several treatises. He originated or clearly
developed many logical theories, definitions and fallacies
which became the common property of all schools of Indian
logic in due course of time. To the modern mind which

1. Vijfaptimatrata siddhir dhimad bhir vimaliksta.

Asmabhistad disayatam param3artha viniscaye.
Tattva Sangraha 2084

2. Buddhist Logic, vol. I
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attaches more importance to Reason than to Tradition,
Dinnaga’s view is more acceptable than Vasubandhu’s.
What is significant in this respect is this that much before
Kant or Descartes, Dinnaga liberated philosophy from
theology and tradition and based it on the secure founda-
tion of logic. This is, I think, the greatest contribution of
Dinniaga to philosophy.

Sangam Lal Pande
5-3 1972 Department of Philosophy,
Allahabad University,
Allahabad
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CHAPTER 1
THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

1. The problem of knowledge

The problem of knowledge is posed in a simple question
by Indian philosophers. How do we know that we are appre-
hending a thing when we apprehend it ? What is the guar-
antee that the selfsame thing is apprehended ?

Three main solutions of the problem have been advanced
by realists, crirical realists and idealists successively. Accor-
ding to the realist school of Naiyayikas, Mimarnsakas and
Vaiéesikas a special quality arises in the object when it comes
in contact with consciousness. It is this peculiarity whick
imparts distinctness to our knowledge. According to the
critical realists or Sautrantika Buddhists,/ this distinctness
arises when thereis ‘conformity’ or similarity between the
object of perception and the image of the object contained in
consciousness. According to the idealists or Yogacara philo-
sophers, there is no such thing as an object apart from consci-
ousness. The certainty which appears to usis the result of
transcendental illusion!. These theories need a little elabora-
tion for their proper appraisal.

2. The Realist theory of apprehension

The realists believe that knowledge is based on real
relations. In the process of knowledge there must be an
agent (subject), an object, an instrument and a process. When
a tree is cut down, there must be an agent who cuts, a tree
which is cut, an axe with which it is cut and the process of
cutting. Similarly when an object is known, there must be an
agent who knows, an object which is known, a means by
which it is known, and the process of knowing. Consciousness
does not contain any images. When an object comes in contact
with consciousness, there arises a new quality in the object,
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the quality of cognizedness2. This quality disappears as soon
as the cognition is cver, It is inherent in the object and distin-
guishes the knowledge of the object from similarity between
the object and consciousness. In the words of Prasastapada
the characteristics of an object do not owe their origin to mere
co-ordination38 of the object with consciousness. They are due
to the characterization? of the object itself5. The instrumen-
tality of cognition consists in apprehending what has not been
already apprehended. It is the ccgnition of an object vet
uncognized®. Kumarila holds that consciousnessis pure like
light and contains no images or impressions. There is no direct
knowledge of objects. All knowledge is mediated by inference
when the quality of cognizedness arises”.

The Buddhist objection to the theory of cognizedness is
that cognizedness is not visible when the object is cognized.
Had it been a quality of the object, it would have been appre-
hended just as the colour ‘blue’ is apprehended in the flower.
The realist reply to this objection is that ‘cognizedness’ or
illumination® is not different from consciousness. It is the
nature of consciousness®. Just as the light of a lamp is not in
need of anything external to illuminate itself, in the same way
consciousness does not need anything for its illumination. The
Buddhist rejoinds that the reply leads us no further. If there
is a real relation between consciousness ( the subject ) and the
object ( the apprehended ) certain unwarrantable presupposi-
tions are involved. One suich presupposition is the distinction
between the subject and the object, a distinction between the
means of apprehension and the object of apprehensionl®, But
the distinction of the subject (the apprehender) and the object
( the apprehended ) is not real. It is a mere convention. It
is a popular way of expressing our ideas. The entire universe
comprehending the threefold phendmena of the subjective
( immaterial ), the objective ( material ) and the imaginary
(fictitious ) is mere ideation, the mere idea which appears as
various in each individual according to the different chains of
causation!!, These phenomena continue so long as transcen-
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dental illusion persists. They are cancelled the very moment
enlightenment is attained,

Every cognition is devoid of both the apprehender and
the apprehended because it is cognition, just like the cognition
of the reflected imagel2 or the idea of hare’s horn or the son
of a barren woman. The distinctions that are made between
the agent and the instrument of knowledge are fictitious. In
common life we see that there are different notions for the
same thing. For instance (1) the bow pierces, (2) he pierces
with the bow, (3) the arrow proceeding from the bow pierces.
The same ‘bow’ is spoken of ‘agent’ instrument and oblative,
Hence the distinction between the agent, source and result is
imaginary18, Such expressions as ‘consciousness apprehends’
or ‘cognition is self-cognizant’ does not mean that it is the
apprehender or cognizer in the sense as we cognize colour, it
means that it shines with its own lustre ; it illumines itself.
Illumination is the very nature of it'%, There can be no self
cognition of this cognition for it is the action as well as the
active agent. It isimpartite in form and cannot have three
characters. Hence how can there be cognition of any other
thing in the shape of cognition®3,

Kumarila objects to the Buddhist explanation thus :
Even though the cognition is illuminative still it is in need
of something else for its apprehension. For instance the eye
is of the nature of illumination but it is restricted to colour
in its apprehension!®. It cannot apprehend itself. However
well-versed an acrobat may be, he cannot dance upon his
head. In the same way consciousness must need something
for its apprehension. Moreover apprehension means apprehen-
ding of something other than this apprehending. Buddhist
himself accepts that it is the apprehension of the object that
is called cognition!”’. Hence his view that there is no distinc-
tion between the ‘apprehender’ and the ‘apprehended’ goes
against this acceptance.

The Buddhist however explains that the ‘apprehension
of an object’ does not mean something different from the
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cognition. It is the cognition itself which is called by differ-
ent names such as apprehension!®, comprehension!®, objective
consciousness2? and ideation?!. The same cognition is also
called as ‘apprehender’ or ‘apprehended’. The apprehending
of the object is synonymous with cognition. But how is it
known that they are synonymeus ? There must be
something in existence upon which cognition should operate.
It cannot operate in vaccum. It cannot cognize
what is non-existent, e.g. the sky flower or the horns
of a horse ? The Buddhist reply to these questions is that
the assertion that the cognition is of the nature of illu-
mination is not based on the ground that it apprehends
objects. It means that cognition is pure and simple?2. The
Lord Buddha has said that there must be non-difference
between the blue and its cognition, because they are always
found together. But Bhadanta Subha Gupta says that here
the term ‘together’ can never mean ‘one’?3. Dharmakirti
says that at first there is appearance of an object asthe
cause of cognition, and hence this is what is apprehended first,
and the apprehension of the cognition comes later?4, If we
do not regard the distinction between the ‘apprehender’ and
the ‘apprehended’ the consequence would be fatal. It will
go against the fundamental doctrine of Buddhism that the
Lord is omniscient. If there is nothing to apprehend, what
does the Lord apprehend ? And if he apprehends nothing,
how can he be omniscientzi. Sabara also maintains the
distinction -between them. The external object is diregtly
perceived as having a shape and as connected with external
space2®, It is also supported by the experience of common
life. When a man says that I do not remember that I cognized
an object at a particular moment, he means that though he
does not remember the particular object, but he remembers
the appearance of the apprehending cognition without any
idea of the apprehended object. If the C‘apprehension’
(cognition) and the apprehended object were not different
from each other, he would have remembered the apprehended
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object also, at the moment when he remembered that he
did not apprehend any object27,
3. The Sautrantika theory of apprehension

527 means that

The realist theory of pure consciousnes
consciousness is pure and simple and there are objects which
come into its contact and produce knowledge. Here the
question arises how the object is related to consciousness ?
According to one definition of object ‘‘an object is what
exists”. It becomes the object of our consciousness because it
exists2®. Hence all things are known to us wihout any effort
and every body becomes omniscient. But obviously this is an
absurd position. Another definition of object is that‘“an object
is what produces knowledge”. Here the object is that which
-is apprehended by our cognition, which gives definite
knowledge, and which is definite to certain cognizers and in a
certain place. But this definition of object leads to some other
futilities. Knowledge is not produced WYy objects alone. It
is produced equally by sense organs. For instance a patch of
blue colour becomes the object of our cognition not by itself
but only through the sense of vision. Hence if we pursue this
definition to the end, sense-organs would equally become
objects of our cognition, Further if all objects which
preduce cognition become objects of our cognition, how
are they differentiated ?° There is no quality by which they
could be differentiated by themselves. Nor is there anything
in the cognition which could differentiate one object from the
other. And if there is no distinction between objects, the entire
* business of life which depends upon their distinctions comes
to an end.

These difficulties in the realist theorv of knowledge led
the Buddhist to idealism. He came to hold that there are
images in our consciousness which are the only objects of
knowledge. When cognition takes place at first there is an
indefinite and vague idea regarding the object which s
perceived. But when the object is identified with its corres-
ponding image -contained in the consciousness, the object

’
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becomes crystal clear and we come to know distinctly that
‘this is that’. For instance when we perceive a patch of blue
colour, at first there is an indefinite image regarding the
colour, but when in the next moment, it is cognized as
similar to the blue and dissimilar to the yellow and all other
colours we come to the judgment that ‘this is a patch of blue
colour’. This identity of the object with the image of consci-
ousness is known in Buddhist terminology as the theory of
co-ordination?®. This theory meets all the difficulties ‘that
are created by the realist theory. It gives a distinct cognition
and criterion to distinguish one object from another. So in
the words of Vasubandhu ‘co-ordination’ means conformity
between consciousness and its object-element. It is a conformity
owing to which cognition although caused also by the
activity of the senses, is not something homogeneous with
them3°. This co-ordination consists in the fact that a cons-
tructed mental image with all its inhering attributes corres-
ponds to utterly heterogeneous®! point-instants of efficient
reality32. It is founded on relativity3?,

According to Dinnaga consciousness is not that element
which gives definiteness to our knowledge because this factor
is present in every cognition illusory or veridical. When a
man sees the vision of fatamorgana or double moon, he is not
devoid of consciousness. Hence it cannot be maintained that
consciousness is the cause of our distinct knowledge. It is
only when the factor of similarity enters to the undifferentia-
ted consciousness that the object becomes distinct and is
identified with the image contained in consciousness3%. In
other words according to this theory the concept or image of
the blue alone makes the stimulus produced on the sense of
vision a real cognition of the blue patch®®. The blue knowledge
of the blue is not simply produced by the eye, because of the
consequence of suchness of the vyellow knowledge. It is
produced from the image of the blue®®. The Abhidharma-
koéa mentions that one who has the visual cognition cognizes
the blue all right, but not as blue, because the knowledge of
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blue as blue comes later on when there is similarity betweer
the form of blue contained in the consciousness and the
external blue3?,

Vinitadeva holds that ‘co-ordination’ means similarity. Ii
denotes the relation of the object to its corresponding mental
image. But its implication is too deep. Co-ordinatior
implies the difference of the image of a particular object from
all dissimilar images and its connection with all similar images
owing to the sense of sameness. Here an important problem
arises ‘why do we say that it is the co-ordination which is the
source of our definite cognition’ ? Why is it regarded as the
bestower of a distinct cognition when we have no proof of its
existence ? Why should we not regard our sense-organs as
the true source of knowledge with the help of which we are
able to cognize an object and whose existence cannot be
denied by a man of normal vision ? Vinitadeva says that it
is certainly true that senses are the causes of our cognition,
but they give mere sensations or bare outlines. Sense~percep-
tion is devoid of any conceptual content. It cannot impart
definiteness. So how can it be the source of determinate
knowledge ? How can we make a judgment regarding an
object which involves conceptual knowledge ? Moreover
senses are present in every cognition. Had they been the
source of definite knowledge, all cognitions perceived by us
would have been true. There would have been no illusion.
Again the sense-organs are defective. Instead of perceiving
a white conchshell we perceive a yellow one owing to our
defective vision. These facts prove that the senses are not the
source of definite knowledge.

‘Co-ordination’ differentiates one cognition from all other
similar and dissimilar cognitions. When we perceive a patch
of blue lotus, at the first moment of our sensation, there is 4
bare idea that something is visible. Later on the process of
co-ordination reveals that it is a patch of blue lotus, and not
of yeilow lotus®®, The Sautrantikas maintain that since the
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‘co-ordination’ by the method of comparison and contrast
brings similarity between the object and its corresponding
mental images and thus imparts ‘distinctness’ to our cognition,
it is the source of our knowledge. In the cognition that ‘this
lotus is blue’, it is this principle which gives definiteness to our
knowledge that ‘this lotus is blue’. Hence it is the source of
our knowledge, But this co-ordination which imparts ‘distinct-
ness’ to our consciousness in the shape of blue lotus is the
result of our cognition.

The Vatsiputriya Buddhist objects to the theory of co-
ordination. He says that there is a permanent soul and there
are external objects which are apprehended by it. In support
of his theory he adduces the scripture ‘consciousness appre-
hends’. According to him the very phrase ‘consciousness
apprehends’ indicates that there is an entity whose function
is to cognize and there must be something apart from consci-
ousness upon which consciousness operates®,

Vasubandhu meets the objection thus : ‘consciousness
apprehends means nothing at all’. It appears in co-ordination
with its objective elements, like a result which is homogeneous
with its own cause. When a result appears in conformity with
its own cause, it does nothing at all still we say that it confor-
ms. The same applies to consciousness also ‘consciousness
apprehends’ means that the previous moment is the cause of
the successive moment. Theillusion of ‘apprehension’ takes
place because the next moment follows the previous moment
uninterruptedly. For example ‘the ball resounds, or the bell
makes noise’.  Here the bell is doing nothing, the later sound
is following the previous sound continuously. Hence we impose
the idea of activity on thebell. Similarly light moves or illumin-
ates or is the cause of illumination. In reality light is doing
nothing. Luminosity is itsvery nature. It does not resort to any
activity. Still it is believed that light is the cause of the visible
things. Inthe same way moments of consciousness follow
successively. Their succession makes us believe that conscious-
ness is the cause of apprehension%®, In reality there is no
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difference between consciousness and the object that is before
consciousness. In the words of Santaraksita ‘the’cognition of
the object’ is the fruit of the ‘means of cognition.’, and the
‘means of cognition’ consists in the sameness of form between
the cognition and the cognized*!, In the case of ‘self-cogni-
tion’ the ‘cognition of itself’ is the fruit and the capacity of
cognizing itself is the source or means2,

The realist retorts that if we maintain that the means of
cognition and its fruit are the same, the well-known relation
between cause and effect will be set at naught, Our cogni-
tion begins with an object and we employ some means to
achieve that object. If the means itself is the objective, the
entire activity will be impossible. After all thereis some
purpose of our knowledge, and only that knowledge is right
knowledge which is efficient, which is capable of producing
some result*3, If the resultis not something different from
the source of knowledge ( cognition ), thereis no need to
insert the epithet ‘efficient’ Arthakryakari in the definition of
knowledge. The very definition of result shows that it is
something of the nature of attainment*%, For instance when
an axe strikes a mango tree, the ‘cut’ nowhere appearsin a
guava tree, hence nowherein the world the cutting weapon
‘axe’ is the same as the ‘cut’ tree*®.

The Buddhist answers that the things being momentary
there can be no action executed by them. The distinction
between agent the instrument (means) and the result 1is
unreal. There is no such distinction in the cognition. The
distinction between the cause and effect is based upon the
fact of ‘what is distinguished’ and ‘what distinguishes’, and
not upon the ‘producer’ and the ‘produced’. The fact which
gives ‘distinctness’ to our cognition is the principle of ‘simi-
larity’4® or ‘being of the same image’. After all ‘the cognition
of blue’ is not the cognition of yellow Because when the
‘blue’ of our cognition tallies or corresponds to the blue image
of our consciousness and is distinguished from all dissimilar
and similar images we come to recognize that ‘this is blue
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and this is not blue’. Thus this ‘distinction’ this distinct
knowledge is result, and the process which has brought this
distinction is the source which is nothing but the very nature
of cognition4”, Further he says that our experience testifies
to this truth. For instance ‘sweat wets him’, ‘he is wet with
sweat’, ‘sweat produced by heat wets him’. In these examples
the same ‘sweat® has been described as ‘agent’ instrument and
oblative, and yet it is not incongruous*®. Now the question
arises how are we going to explain that the cutting weapon
axe and the ‘cut’ tree are the same ? The answer is that the
‘cut’ does not exist apart from the axe, the ‘cut’
consists in the entering of the axe, into the ‘wood fibre’ and
this ‘cut’ is the property of the axe itself. Hence there is
sameness between the axe and the cut wood4®. The
objection that if there is no distinction between the
‘producer’ and the ‘produced’ all business-transaction
would come to an end, does not hold good. It is essential
to maintain that there are differences in our cognition and
the relation of cause and effect can be based only if we recog=
nise differences in our _cognitions. And for this recognition
of difference there can be no other basis than the ‘sameness’
of forms. It is the ‘sameness’ of form which distinguishes our
object from all other objects and therefore it is the most
efficient instrument on the basis of which men are prompted
to take activity. There is no such principle of ‘sameness’
which may impart ‘distinctness’ to our objects in the doctrine
of the realists, hence the theory of co-ordination is more
effective weapon for determining the activity of man than
the realist one®°,

Dinnaga says that the realists maintain that there is a
result of our cognition, because they imagine that the process
of cognition is an act. But we do not assume that the result
of cognition differs from the act because the supposed result
is nothing but the image of the cognized object and it is this
image which separated into an act and a content®!, Itisa
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metaphor when we assume that our ideas are instruments of
knowledge and they cannot exist without showing an activity,
Let us take the example of ‘corn’. It is produced by seed,
that is, it agrees in kind with the seed, which is its cause and
people think that it takes the shape of its cause. In the same
way people think that cognition is also not debarred from
activity and ‘takes’ or ‘grasps’ the form of its object. Jinendra-
Buddhi says that there is immanent in cognition not the
slightest bit of the distinct nature of ‘a thing produced’ and
‘its producer’. Our ordinary idea of causation of ‘producer’
and ‘being produced’ is in any case not far away from
having the nature of an imposition®2,

The realist asks the Buddhists even if we accept your
view that there is no ‘producer’ no ‘produced’, why do we
feel that there are a ‘producer’ a ‘produced’ a result (content)
and a source ? What is the basis of our thinking in terms of
the "‘producer’ and the produced ? The Buddhist answers
that cognition gives something attained, e. g. the knowledge
that it is the ‘mango’ tree, it is this knowledge which evokes
an idea of something produced and we imagine that it is the
result of our cognition. But this very cognition apprehends
the image of the object and imparts distinction i. e., definite-
ness to our cognizing process by making it sure that it is the
same object which we want to apprehend. Hence it is imagi-
ned as exhibiting some activity though in reality it is doing
nothing, and this ‘grasping’ of images is imagined as an
action. And since it grasps the image of the object and makes
our knowledge definite, it is regarded also as the source of our
knowledge, the instrument of our cognition. When something
has taken place, and another thing follows it immediately
without any interruption, not allowing the gap even of one
moment we regard that the previous thing is the producer of
the successive thing. For instance we see a patch of blue
colour. Tt produces some stimulus upon our sense organs. We

immediately feel that it is present in our cognition and then
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feel something existing ‘externally’ and afterwards come to
recognize that it is the sam= thing which is in our ken, Now
this ‘sameness’ is the most efficient cause®3 of our cognition. If
this co-ordination were not in operation, there would be no
knowledge of objects, hence this co-ordination through the
sense of sameness is predominantly the producer of a distinct

cognition of our objects5%,

The realist objects to the use of ‘producer’ and says that
if there is no ‘production’ according to the Buddhist theory
why do they say that the Co-ordination ‘produces’ or co-ordi-
nation is the source of the definite cognition of an object. The
Buddhist says that the term ‘production’ is not used in the
sense of something being produced, as a jar is produced.
Co-ordination is ‘producer’ only in the sense that itis the
‘creator’ in the real sense, because it does not differ from
cognition at all®®, According to this theory to attend the
object ( to cognize ) and to fetch it are the same thing. The
fetching56 of the object by our knowledge is nothing but
the focussing®” of our attention on -it, and this focussing is
nothing but the cognition of an aim of our possible purposive
action3®, Dharma-Kirti says that just this direct cognition is
itself the result of the act of cognition as far as it has the form
of a distinct cognition?, Vinitadeva says that on the one
hand sense-perception which is a source of knowledge is
regarded as the essence of knowledge and on the other,
-, judgment is the very essence or content of knowledge because
only after arriving at a judgment we come to know that ‘this
is that.” Hence the source (cognition) and content are one®®.

Here it may be asked that if ‘cognition’ is the source as
well as the result of itself, is it not a contradiction to assume
that one and the same undivided reality should bke regarded
as its cause as well as its effect ? The same man cannot be
his father as well as his son. The seed is the cause of the
sprout but seed is not itself the sprout. Buddhist logicians
have tried to solve this inconsistency by giving different
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explanations. Jinendra Buddhi says that act and content of
cognition are not really two different things. We superimpose
two different aspects on one and the same reality. The
aspect of something cognized (content result) and the aspect
of an agency cognizing it. There is no difference in the
substratum of the underlying reality. If a thing.is looked at
from two different stand-points, difference accrues. The same
woman is mother, wife and daughter. But she is numerically
one and the same person. Human experience is replete with
such cases. Wesay that ‘honey which makes us drink is
being drunk by us’ ; or ‘I myself oblige myself to grasp my
own self’, ‘my mind grasps its own self’®!,In these examples
the same thing has been represented in three different capa-
cities, wherein reality itis one and the same. The same
applies to the process of cognition. Though in reality, act,
content and instrument of cognition are not different from
one another, a difference between them is supposed on
account of the stand-point from which they are considered,

Dharmottara suggests two alternatives that jcan explain
the relation between the source and the content of cognition.
The first is causal relation (of producing and being produced)
and the second is the relation of determination (of determin-
ing, and being determined). He rules out the application of
causal relation to explain the relation of ‘act and content’ of
cognition because it would be absurd to assume causal relation
between them as they occupy one and the same time, and
causal relation assumes an interval of time or a gap between
two moments. The relation of ‘determining’ and ‘being
determined’ has no such prerequisite of two different
moments. We can assume that the same entity has two
aspects, a process of cognition which imparts distinctness
to our cognition, and a resulting content in the sense that we
have a distinct knowledge that °‘this is a patch of blue and
not of yellow’ The Buddhists have always regarded °‘co-
ordination’ as the source of knowledge only in this sense that
through it the distinct cognition of an object that ‘this is
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blue’ is possible. Hence the second relation of determination
can be applied here without invelving any contradiction®?,

Exposing the theory of co-ordination Udayana says that
there are two possible kinds of relation to determine the rela-
tion between an instrument and the work produced by it-—(1)
real relation® which relates the possessor of a function and the
function itself, and logical relation®* which relaies a logical
antecedent and its consequence. According to the realist there
is a real relation between the axe and the ‘tree’ which is to
be cut. Though there is no relation between the axe and the
tree as long as the function of the ‘cutting’ dces not com-
mence. But there is a contact te be established hence common
people maintain a relation between axe and tree. For the
realists the ‘axe’ is not a stream of moments but a real entity
having stability®®. Hence the operation of the axe is some-
thing real and can be distinguished from the non-operating
axe. Here real relation®® is a third entity that mediates
the two entities. There cannot be established identity
between the instrument and content of knowledge. Hence
the Buddhist view of identity between ‘source’ and content
of cognition is rejected by realists as absurd. But accord-
ing to the Buddhist doctrine everything is fleeting every
moment. Axeis not real. Itis a construction of our mind.
It is evanescently changing. Hence the axe at the moment
of cutting and at the moment of not cutting are different.
There may be no inconsistency if we hold that axe (cognition)
is source at one moment and content at an other moment
when it has received a definite shape. But to maintain that
axe is a permanent instrument of cutting and the ‘tree’ is a
permanent object of cutting is fraught with inconsistency,
because according to the theory of universal momentariness
there can be no permanent object at all. Udayana thus rejects
the theory of real relation, for explaining the relation of
act and content of cognition and resorts to logical relation,
The logical relation mainly operates in mental field where the
subject-object-relation is included in every selt-conscious
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idea®?. But it is also operative in external field®®. For instance
the proposition ‘whatever is a jonesia®® is also a tree. The
jonesia is not different from the tree and the tree is not
different from the jonesia. Their difference consists in the
logical meanings, the same thing can be differently conceived
from different points of view and can have different meanings.
For instance the tree is jonesia when contrasted with other
trees and is tree when contrasted with the plants. The same
applies to the relation of ‘act’ and ‘content’ ‘instrument’ and
‘result’. In essence they are not different. Differences lies in
our conceptionY,

The realist raises the objection that if there is no distinc-
tion between the source of cognition and its content, why do
the Buddhists often say that co-ordination?! is the cause of
our distinct knowledge of objects or knowledge is the result
of our cognition ? The Buddhist answers that this usage is
due to the limitation of language. The practical life?? will be
impossible without using such phrases. Dharmakirti says that
the knower of truth has to follow the common men as the
elephant has to walk closing its eyes to the dust and the dirt of
the world, though in reality knowing that all this is superim-
position of the mind and nothing else?®, Berkeley has said
that we should think with learned and talk with the vulgar.
The vulgar talk does not affect the learned thought.

Dinnaga’s view of co-ordination

Dinnaga holds two alternative views regarding the result
of cognition. At first he says that the result of our cognition
is a feeling of external object’. Later on he says that the
resulting content of our cognition is ‘self feeling’’® which deter-
mines what is desirable and what is ‘undesirable’. With
reference to his first theory he says that the resulting content
of cognition has an image of the external object and is expla-
ined by the example of corn and seed’®. But later on he
refers to the other theory which may be put in his own words.
. We can also envisage the internal feeling ( of something either
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desirable or not ) as a kind of resulting content in the process
of cognition, since the object and the consequent purposive
action are determined by it??. The first view is similar to the
views of Vasubandhu, Vinita Deva Dharmakirti and other
Buddhist writers, and has been discussed in detail. Now the
second view is examined.

Dinnaga answers because it determines the object and the
consequent purposive action. He continues in his system
every cognizing mental state can be viewed from two stand-
points. (1) From the realist point it is the reflex image?® of
an external object, and (2) from the idealist point, it is the
reflex of the cognizing self. Explaining the view of Dinnaga
Jinendra-Buddhi says that according to Dinnzaga a cognition
has two parts-subjective and objective. The subjective part
is the self-feeling of desire or aversion, and the objective part
is the object feeling of something having white colour or some
other colour. The self-feeling means that it is a reflex from
within”9. It has the form of the cognition of a cognition. It
is of the nature of self-cognition, the cognition of its own self.
It is the real reflex itself8° which appears as ‘grasping’aspect™?.

The objective feeling means ‘representation®?, the idea of
the object. It is the ‘grasped’ part which is immanent in our
cognition. The realist objects to this theory that self-feeling
is also the result of our cognition. For according to him the
function of our sense organs is to cognize some external object
and not merely the ideas which have no objects as their basis.
According to the idealist the realist objection is baseless. The
self feeling is result of our cognition because our behaviour
towards the objects is determined by it. There can be no
cognition beyond ideas. Whatever object exists is cognizable.
It exists because it is known. Whatever is not known does
not exist. Cognizability is cogitability. When an object is
immanent to the cognition of a man, it immanent together
with the idea of that object. The man feels something either
desirable or avoidable according to what he internally- feels.
Even the realist can not deny this position, Because his know-
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ledge fs also nothing beyond sensations and images®%. In
reality there is nothing real beyond our ideas®4. When we
internally feel a desire for something only then we come to a
judgment and thence we are prompted to take activity. If we
have no mental state in which a desire is felt we will not come
to.a judgment®® and is absence of a judgment no actvivity is
possible®é,

The other aspect of the doctrine of ‘Dinniga, i. e. co-ordi-
nation between our images and the external object was empha-
sised by Dharmakirti and followed by Dharmottara, Vinita
Deva etc. Dharmakirti like Difiniga maintains that there is
no difference between the act and content of knowledge. The
same cognition becomes the content when it is co-ordinated
with the mental image8”. When it is said that a cognition
has sprung from an object it means that this cognition is a fact
-which is co-ordinated with a momentary object. For instance
the cognition produced by a patch of blue colour is co-ordi-
nated with the substratum of the blue®3. According to profe-
ssor Stcherbatsky there is a difference between the co-ordina-
tion theory of Dinniaga and that of Dharmakirti. According
to the former co-ordination obtains between the feeling of an
object®® and its ascertainment and also the subsequent purpo-
sive action. According to the latter co-ordination obtains
between the point-instant of reality and the image. But this
difference is not inconsistent with the theory of Dinnaga. Itis
based on his theory that there is co-ordination between an
external object and its image. Thus we see that though there
has been difference of opinion regarding the nature of co-ordi-
nation among the Buddhist philosophers, yet the dogma of
synonymity of the ‘act’ and ‘content’ ‘source’ and ‘result’ or
the ‘apprehender’ and ‘the apprehended has been maintained
by them with unparalleled zeal and earnestness.

4. The appraisal of Sarupyavada

The realist theory fails to provide any criterion to judge
whether our knowledge derived from the senses is genuine or

2
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not, whether the object which we cognize is the same object
which prompts us to act or not. The theory of co-ordination
explains how to know that the object is identical with that
which prompts us to act. Here lies the merit of co-ordination,
It imparts distinction to our cognition by comparing and con-
trasting all similar and dissimilar images of objects which are
stored in our consciousness. When the object which evokes
stimulus upon our senses corresponds to its image immanent
in consciousness we come to a judgment that ‘this is that’ or

‘the patch of blue is blue and not yellow.” Wecome to ascertain
that the blue is knowledge®® and not that there is the know-
ledge of blue®l, Co-ordination is the source of our knowledge.
It is the criterion of truth in the sense that it is the cause of
our distinct knowledge. This quality of distinction is not found
in senses which are passive, or in consciousness which is the
same in all our cognition and which gives a bare, simple and’
sensuous knowledge in absence of co-ordination. But when
‘co-ordination’ takes place the thing becomes definite. So the
conclusion is that this factor of definiteness is neither in senses,
nor in consciousness. It is only in ‘co-ordination’. In the
words of Stcherbatsky ‘this inexplicable sense of sameness is
thus much more the causeof cognition than the coarse concept
of a supposed ‘grasping of the object through the instrumen-
tality of the senses, because it appears as the most efficient

feature®2,

But the theory of co-ordination has found vigorous opponen-
ts from among the Buddhists themselves to speak nothing of
other Indian philosophers. The principle of ‘sameness’ is a
mystery or a magic invention, How the same entity becomes
a cause, an effect and an instrument at the same moment is a
miracle®®, which stands self-condemned. The co-ordination
has been described as a purchase without paying its price,
since the supposed reality receives perceptibility or becomes
distinct and clear but does not pay any equivalent or does not
impart form to our cognition because it is itself formless®%,
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The extreme Yogicara Buddhist raises a serlous objection tc
the theory of co-ordination. He insists that the Sautrantika
sticks to an illegitimate conception of co-ordination and is
biased towards co-ordination of images alone, The co-ordina-
tion of an image with the point-instants is simply impossible
because the two are entirely disconnected and have no rendez-
vous.®?5 If co-ordination has any meaning, it is the co-ordina-
tion of images themselves. Thus the realist conception of co-
ordination is replaced by the idealist conception of co-ordina-
tion.

The idealist points out that there are more factors in co-

ordination than those which are taken account of by the Sau-
trantika. For instance in the perception of a colour, the sense
of vision, light and the previous moment of consciousness play
as vital role as the external object. Since they are the causes
of our perception of a patch of colour, they must also be
objects of our perception. Thus according to this theory the
external object, the sense of vision, light and the previous
moment of consciousness become the objects of perception®8.
This theory rails to explain why the external object alone is
regarded by it as the object of our perception and not the
other factors, therefore, it is absurd. The answer of the Sautran-
tika that the object is absolutely the same as its image and it
is the image that makes an object what it is, is not satisfactory;
because if we follow this definition, the preceding conscious
moment, the moment preceding our perception jof the blue
possesses still more sameness than the external blue object,
and therefore the preceding conscious moment will constitute
an object of our image of the blue patch. The moment of
sensation would thus be more entitled to an object of knowle-
dge than the moment of conception which is the case. The
theory of co-ordination, therefore, falls flat on the ground. It
does not explain the situation of knowledge.

5. The Idealistic theory of apprehension
The Yogacara philosopher advances the theory of ‘biotic
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force’®® in epistemology. He challenges the very foundatior
of co-ordination theory by declaring that the reality of the
external world is nothing but a construction of mind. If there
is no object at 11 there is nothing to compare with. Hence
the co-ordination theory is not possible. Moreover an image
is immanent in our cognition. Itis contained inside consci-
ousness, while the external objects are outside consciousness.
How is it- possible for this image which is purely conceptua
( mental ) by its very nature to proceed beyond its ken tc
grasp the external object, which is non-conceptual (material) !
Is it not contradiction in terms to hold that two entirely
different things are meeting ? We cannot make the plea thai
image has double aspects of being the subject as well as the
object because to suppose such contradictory qualities inherent
in an image will go against all the canons of logic.

Sautrantika holds that every object has double aspects of
sensuously apprehended and mentally constructed. In sense-
perception we see the vision of an extreme- particular object
which is a point-instant beyond the sphere of place, time and
nature. Hence there is no possibility of apprehending the
real in its essence. But in imagination where our apprehension
is distinct, we come to a perceptual judgment that ‘this is that’
and on the basis of this judjment we take the initiative to do
some purposeful action. The Sautrantika says that his reason-
ing is supported by the great Difniniga who says that—A man
who has distinctly delineated his object by these two modes
of cognition in a judgment takes action and is not led astray.

The Yogacara philosopher here urges that as all judg-
ment is a mental construction based on images, it cannot go
beyond its ken and execute constructions or pass decision
regarding an object which is external. Hence the Sautran-
tika explanation ‘the co-ordination of two aspects or moments
of knowledge’ is self-refuted®®. The Sautrantika reinforces
his position by the argument that the image which is felt
inwardly by us is not an artificial construction of our mind,
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but is directly felt. Although our judgments about reality
are the product of our intellect, yet the reality is not some-
thing imagined. Experience shows that activities based on such
images which are projects of our inward flux lead to successful
action, because men reach their destinations. Hence though
they are subjective, still they arerelated to the real thing
which is beyond our ken. Dharmottara himself says that,
‘Judgment or inference guides the purposive acfion of men
because the course it takes consists in having prima facie to
deal with mental contents of a general unreal character, and
in ascertaining through them some real fact 100,

But Yogacara philosopher finds the above explanation
inadequate. In his analysis the essence of our thought-cons-
truction may be either imagined sensation!®! or something else.
But our mental construction cannot be imagined sensation as
it is not possible for the sensation which is passive 1°2; sensu-
ous and direct to be identical with c;)nception which is ac-
tivel93, mental194, and indirect!V®. To suppose them identical is
as absurd as to suppose a solid liquid stuff18, The Naiyayikas
and Mimarnsakas have also urged this argument against the
theory of co-ordination. The above discussion is sufficient
ground to held that ‘co-ordination’ theory cannot explain the
relation between our mental images and the external objects
lying outside our ken which are absolutely dissimilar®?. Now
we have to go elsewhere in order to find a satisfactory solution
for this puzzle. We can reach a safe harbour from this trou-
bled water if the Sautrantika maintains that the sensation and
imagination function simultaneously but with one qualification
that the object felt isimmanentin our cognition'®® In
reality there are noreal objects. The reality of the external
world has no more solid foundation than the world of dream.
What we indeed feel is the doubleaspect of our knowledgel©9,
and what we construct in imagination is the external object

which is unreal.

There can be no denial of the fact that we have ideas of
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external objects. What is the cause of these ideas ? The
Yogacira philosopher asserts that there is a cause of these
ideas. There is nothing which comes out of no;hing.
Though external objects are not real, yet there is an internal
biotic forcel1© which accidently produces ideas of the external
world11,

What is Biotic Force ?

For the idealist philosopher the biotic force is the principle
of the evolution of our life. It explains how the phenomenal
world of - our experience evolves out of the transcendental
reality. The innumerable phenomena are lying dormant in
the store-house consciousness?'? in the form of ideas. When
circumstances become favourable, when the ‘biotic force’ is
ripe, the phenomenal world appears with all its varieties and
vividness. But when man wakes up from his perpetual slumber
of ignorance, when he realises the four noble truths, when he
gets the enlightenment and the veils of suffering and the
knowable!?® are removed, when he comesto realise that there
is no soul, there are no objects, then for him there is no
external world!1# |

The term ‘vasani’ is derived from the root ‘vas’ which
means ‘to live’ and also from the root 'vas’ which means ‘to
perfume’. The Buddhist idealists take it in the first sense
while the Samkhya philosophers take it in the second sense.
In Abhidharmako$a itis often identified with the word
‘bhavana’ which propels the evolution of our life. We may
compare it with the principle of ‘elan-vital’ of Bergson which
is developed in the creative evolution as a principle to explain
the origin and development of the phenomenal world. In
every system of Indian philosophy there is one principle or the
other which plays the role of ‘vasana’ in the creation of the
world. In early Buddhism there is consciousness!'® and in
Vedanta and Madhyamika schools there is ‘maya’. In the
Sarnkhya there is vasana with a different meaning, In the
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Mimarhsaka school we find ‘bhavana, adrsta ‘aptirva’ abhyasa
and samskara are found in all schools. They discharge the
function of vasani. Kamalaéila explains vasana as the force
( impression ) which is created by constant association of
names with objects in former experiences!®. Itis due to
this that even a new-born child is prompted to take activityof
crying, smiling, sucking the breast etc when he has not learnt
even to speak!??,

But Dharmakirti explains it as the accumulated know-
ledge of former experiences!8, There are two kinds of vasana-
Anubhava-vasana and Avidya vasana or Anadi vasana.

Anubhava vasana—The term ‘anubhava vasana implies
the reality of the external world. We feel that there is an
external world, The world of joy and sorrow, of pleasure and
pain, of love and aversion, the entire activities of life, the
hustle and bustle around is due to this. We have various
kinds of impressions, habits and samskaras accumulated in our
previous lives. On account of these impressions we take the
world around us to be real and resort to activity.

Anadi vasana—When we ponder over the reality of this
world in which we live and walk, worship and fight, it seems
to be vanishing, The more we ponder the more it wither
away. We cannot know anything beyond ideas. And how
these ideas, which are entirely subjective, can be related to
the external world, cannot be explained. The world beyond
our ideas is meaningless. We know the world only through
ideas which are internal. Hence we may conclude that there
is an internal force which creates the illusion of the external
world. It may be called the force of transcendental illusion?1®,
It can be compared with the maya $akti of Brahman with
this difference that here is no substratum like Brahman. Every

idea is perfumed by this transcendental illusion2°,
’

The extreme Yogacaras and the Sautrantika Yogacara
give a different explanation of the anadi vasana. For the
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gautrantikas the external world is real. The reality is
particular*2l, unique'?2extreme point-instant123 and beyond
all our conceptions'24, We can perceive it as such but we can-
not know it as such, It can be known only through our inter-
nal images which correspond to the external objects and only
through this correspondence’2® we come to realise that ‘this is
that’ or “this is the Vindhya mountain’. But the yogzcara
school of Asariga ridicules the theory of sartipya and urges that
no activity has ever resulted from co-ordination between ima-
ges and the extreme-particulars. All activity is due to transe
cendental illusion2®. Sridhara finds in this doctrine a starting
point of all the three doctrines of empiricism, rationalism and
extreme idealism. (1) When the categories of our understand-
ing are shown to have their origin in the former experiences,
the force producing them is called anubhava vasana, and the
school believing in_this principle is called empiricism127, (2)
When the categories of understanding are explained as
having their origin in spontaneous functioning of reason, we
may call it vikalpa vasani and the school believing in this
principle as rationalism28,(3) Finally when we say that
all the ideas are immanent in our consciousness and it naturally
creates an illusion of the external world, it may be called
anadi vasana. The world created by this anadi vasana is
empirical reality soaked with transcendental reality2°. The
school which believes in this principle may be called extreme
idealism of yogacara.1®

Now how is it possible for a philosopher who does not
believe in the reality of the external world to explain the
idea of “‘grasped’” and ‘grasping’ in the same consciousness
which is undifferentiated. The idealist'answers that from the
stand-point of transcendental reality®?, there is no differentia-
tion, but hampered as we are by transcendental illusion, we
see simply a part of reality, a fraction of it Our knowledge
apprehends exclusively an indirect experience of it!82,
through the medium of subject-object relation. Hence the
difference of ‘cognition’ and of ‘being cognized’ is made from
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empirical point of view?38, and not from transcendental point
of view134, When a man is suffering from jaundice he sees
the white conch-shell as yellow. In the same way we are
suffering from transcendental illusion. So we see the absolute
reality as an external world. As long as the absolute reality
is not rightly known, this illusion continues. The moment
we are enlightened, there is neither a ‘cognizing’ nor a ‘cog-
nized’. There is the vision of that reality which is inexplicable.

Criticism of the theory of Anadivasana

The Sautrantika raises some fundamental objections to
the theory of anadi-vasana as a principle of evolution of the
phenomennal world. First—-the biotic force,!3%isthe subjective
thought immanent in the stream of consciousness which
produces the ideas of the external world from within only
at the stage of its ‘maturity’. This ‘maturity’ is the stage of
its perfect development and readiness to produce things.
Yogacara does not believe in the existence of separate per-
sonalities. So the preceding moment of the stream of con-
sciousness is the cause of this maturity. But all the moments
of consciousness are equal and efficient because they are all
subjective. Hence either every moment of consciousness
will be the cause of maturity or none will be so. We cannot
choose one moment as the .cause of maturity and reject
others because being by nature as subjective they are equally
efficient?®”, Thus the Yogicira explanation of ripening
of Vasana is arbitrary and baseless. The Yogicara replies
that the objection. is not justified, because every new moment
of consciousness has a different force. As the moments change
their effects also change, so certain moments are more efficient
than others. In this way the charge of arbitrariness and

baselessness is unfounded. The Sautrantika further says
that the above explanation will lead the Yogicara philosophy
to an absurd position which is contradicted by experience.
If every moment is different in its capacity, from other
moments, only one moment will be capable of arousing the
sensation that ‘this is a patch of blue colour’> Thus the image
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of blue colour will never recur twice in the same individual.
But our experience show that we have seen the patch of blue
colour many times. If on the other hand it is maintained
that other moments are also capable of producing the image
of the same blue patch then how are they different ? And if
they are not different, every moment of consciousness will
have the capacity to produce the image of blue. And as all
the moments are equally efficient to produce images of blue,
and being efficient, they cannot postpone their action, the
result will be that all the moments will produce just the same
image of a blue patch!37. Secondly—according to the theory
of Vasana all our ideas have their origin in the same stream
of consciousness. Hence they must be constantly in the
same form., But in actual life we see that the ideas are
changing and have new characters. Sometimes we have the
idea of compassion, sometimes that of cruelty, sometimes of
joy, sometimes of sorrow and so on. This nature of ideas
disproves the theory of Vasani. Lastly—if there are only
ideas, and all are of the same nature, being dependent upon
the biotic force, then how can change be explained ?

The Yogacara philosopher says that the criticisms levelled
by the Sautrintika are unfounded. The origin of our
external perception is to be found in our internal stream of
thought, in our streams of store-house consciousness, which
has occasional variety of perceptions. The change of our
perceptions can be explained from within. The biotic force
may or may not be ripe to produce an effect. Even the
Sautrantika cannot demy the fact that our knowledge is
limited to sensations and ideas. He cannot trespass beyond
its ken, because he does not know any thing which :is beyond
its ken138,  All our judgments are reached only when we
feel a desire in our mental substratum®®, In the words of
Jinendrabuddhi we may conclude that even if we take our
stand on realism and maintain the existence of an external

world, we must confess that our knowledge of the external
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world goes only as far as our sensations go149, This reduces

realism to sensationalism which is at best a gross form of
idealism, for sensations are not only would-be ideas but also
forms of confused ideas themselves.
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Ibid, verse 1347.

Viflisyamiana sandhau ca darvadau paraucchida.
Pravifannucyate tena tatraikatvam avasthitam. Ibid
verse 1348.

Avadyam adau vyavasthi dvirepaiva sidhya sidhana
sarnstha kartavyi, na hya vyavasthapya sarnvid bhedarn
visaya bhedena niyamena pravrttir yukti sarhvid, bheda
vyavasthiyiéca sartipyam eva nibandhanam iti simar-
thya deva ayatarnh sirupyasya sidhaka tamatvarh
sarupyiadeva ca jfidnasya pravarttakatvarn, pravartta-
kasya vi pramipatvarn pravrttikimena niripyate na
vyasanitaya. Tattvasarhgraha-pafijika p 400 lines 6-10.
Sa vyipira pratifvit pramagparn phalameva sat.
Pramianatvopa-cirastu nirvyipiare na vidyate,
Pramiagpa-samuccaya. 1. 9.

Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary on the Pramana samu-
ccaya |. 9. (translated in Buddhist logic vol. 2 pp.
378-383 ),

Adhipati-pratyaya, prakrstopakaraka.

Abhidharma kofa chapter 2.

Jinendra buddhi’s commentary on Pramapa samuccaya
1. 9. Translated in Buddhist logic vol. 2 pp. 378-383.
Prapti, adhigati, pratiti, bodha.

Pravrtti, Jiianasya pravrtti.

Pratii yogyartha, arthakryasamarthartha.

Tadeva ca pratyaksarn jianam praimapa phalam artha-
pratiti rupa tviat. Nyiaya-bindu 1. 18,

Nyaya-bindu 1. 19.

Jinendra buddhi pramzpa samuccaya 1.9. Buddhist
logic vol 2, p 381,

Tad vaéadartha pratiti siddheriti. Nyiya bindu 1. 20.
Vyapara-vyapari bhava, =
Gamya-gamaka-bhava.
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Sthayitva.

Vigrahavan sarmbandha,

Sva prakaée vijfiane.

Bahya ceti.

Afoka.

Pariéuddhi. Translated in Buddhist logic vol. 2 pp.
372-377.

Sarapya.

Loka vyavahira.

Loka.

Pramaipa-vartika pratyaksa verse.

Visaya-sarmvedana.

Svasariwedana.

Pramipa-samuccaya 1. 9.

Sva samvittih phalam casya, tadrupya darthaniécayah.
Visayakira evasya prarhagam tena miyate. Ibid 1. 10.
Pratibhaisa.

Svasminneva bhasate.

Asya pratibhasah svayameva.

Commentary of Jinendra buddhi. Translated by Stcher-
batsky Buddhist logic vol.2 p. 386-387.

Asya visayssya pratibhasah. It may have a realist inter-
pretation which will mean an image corresponding.
Sarmvedana matram.

Jiianat prthag vastu abhavat.

Niécaya.

Buddhya eva yada iccha anubhayate, tada arthaiccha
ni§ciyate. Quoted in-the Buddhist logicvol. 2 pp. 387-389.
Yasmid visaydj jianam udeti tad visaya sadréam tad
bhavati. Nyiya-bindu-tika p. 18 lines 22-23,

Yatha nilid utpadyamanarh nila sadréam. Ibid p. 18
lines 23-24.

Pramapa-samuccaya 1, 10. Buddhist logic vol 2
p- 384 note 1.

Nilam iti jfianam,

Nilasya jfianam,
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Sadhakatam karana, prakrstopakaraka, adhipati-

pratyaya. Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 380 note 2.

Tasminneva karmakartr karapa bhavo na yujyate.

Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 389 note 4.

Idarn punaramitlyadanakrayi svartiparn ca nadarsayati

prat yaksatam ca svikartum icchati. Six Buddhist Nyaya

Tracts p. 99 lines 15-16. )

Place of common resort, meeting ,place agreed on.

Oxford Concise Dictionary p. 1032,

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 371 (an extract from the Nya-
yakanika of Vacaspati Misra).

Nila vijfiana samanantara pratyayasya.

Anadivasana.

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 362. An extract from. the

Nyaya kanika of Vacaspati Mifra.

Svapratibhase’narthe’dhyavasayena pravrttatvat. Nyaya-
bindu-tika p. 9 line 20.

Anubhavﬁropa.

Nirvikalpa.

Savikalpa.

Adhyavasayi. w

Apratyksa.

Nyaya-kanika p. 257 Translated in the Buddhist logic
vol. 2 p. 364.

Atyanta vilaksananarn salaksanyam. Nyaya vartika-
tatparya-tika p. 340.

Atmabhavivasthita.

Exnihilo nihil fit,

Anadi vasaan.

Nyaya-kanika p. 258 Translated in the Buddhist loglc
vol. 2 pp. 367-368.

Alaya vijiana.

Kleéavaraga obstruction of suffering and jiisyavarapa
obstruction hiding the transcendental truth (the
knowable) T. S. P. Foreward p. XLVII.

Dvayasya nastitvarupeti dhiman. Mahayana sttrd
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larhkara vikalpamatrarh tribhavan bahyamartharih na
-vidyate. Lamkivatara sitra,  anityatd parivarta,

verse 77.

Cetana.

Namartha bhavana. SEe
Tattva-sathgraha-pafijika p. 367 lines 22-23.

Viasana phrvarh jiidnam,

Buddhist logic vol. 2 footnote 3. pp. 367, 368
Vastrader mrgamadadina vasyastvarh yatha. Nyaya-
vartikatatparya-tika p. 145 lines 22-23,

Sva-laksana.
Sarvato vyavrtta,
Ksana.
Degakala svabhavananugata.
Sartpya.
Na drsta artha kriya svalaksapa salaksapyena (sartp-
yena) apitu anadi vasana vasat alikasyaiva daha paka-
dika samarthya ropah. Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika
Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 368.
Anubhavavasanivada.
Vikalpa vasana vada.
Anadi vasani vasitah samvyavaharlkaﬁ pratyayah.
Nyaya-kandali p. 279 line 15. Quoted in the Buddhist
logic vol. 2 p. 368.

Atyanta vikalpa vasana vida or ekinta vikalpa
vasanavida.

Tathata—thisness.

Laksyate eva.

Yatha drstain yatha tathatam.
Anabhilipya.

Visana.

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 369.
Ibid pp. 369-370.

Jfianat prthak vastvabhavat,

3
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139. Buddhya eva yada icchi anubhuyate tadi artha iccha
niéciyate. Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 389.

140. Yatha anubhavarn eva artha pratitih, na tu yathar-
thanubhavarh. Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2
p- 390.

141. Pramiapa-samuccaya. 1. 10. Commented by Jinendra
Buddhist logic vol. 2 pp. 389-390.



CHAPTER II
THE CRITERION OF KNOWLEDGE

1. What is right knowledge ?

We call a man trustworthy when things told by him are
known to us to be exactly what he told and which are not
falsified later on. In the same way in the sphere of know-
ledge that knowledge is regarded to be valid which makes
us reach the object pointed by it and which is not contra-
dicted by subsequent action.! For instance we see the vision
~of water at a distance. We suppose it to be water and
endeavour to reach it. After reaching the place of water
if we find that it is water, our knowledge is right. But if
we find that it is not water, we believe that our knowledge
of it is not right. Hence one of the criteria of our know-
ledge is that it should make us reach the object indicated.2-
We may also regard the knowledge of an object valid if we
have a reasonable ground for the expectation of the desired
result emanating from it. For instance a farmer begins his
activity of sowing with the expectation of reaping a good
harvest in normal corditions undisturbed by storms and
stones. His knowledge of the act of sowing is valid as it
indicates the possibility of reaching the desired result. In
the words of Kamalasila that knowledge is valid which
refers to a possible successful action, though not to its
actual achievement.?

We regard that an object which is present before cons-
ciousness. It is present either directly or indirectly. That
which is directly present is called the object of perception,
while that which is indirectly present the object of infer-
ence. The object of sense-perception is localized in space
and time in a particular dimension, but that of inference is
conceived through the mark and becomes localized after-
wards. Hence the object indicated can come only through
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sense-perception and inference. Therefore, the validity of
our knowledge depends upon these two sources.# That
knowledge which differs from the above mentioned one is
not right. Only that knowledge is right which indicates an
attainable object and an object is attainable only through
sense-perception and inference. Hence that knowledge
‘which comes in ways other than perception and inference
is not valid.5 Such knowledge would be either absolutely
unreal like the sky-flower or it- would be abstract like the
universals. Another characteristic of right knowledge is
that it indicates an object which is - capable of producing a
purposeful activity,® because men endeavour to attain only
that object which will satisfy their need.? Hence right
knowledge should always be efficient knowledge,® a know-
ledge which indicates an object which makes our cherished
dreams realised.

2. Whatis a source of knowledge ?

What is the source of right knowledge ? There is a-
difference between what is indicated by sense-organs and the
object ? Here we are confronted with a difficulty.. Our:
knowledge is limited to senses, and if they are giving a.
different form of the object than what it is in its actual
being, what- would be the source of our knowledge and.
belief ? Dharmakirti says that sense-organs are not the sole
source. The form of the object presented by the senses is-
not to be considered as valid if it differs from the form of
‘the object presented by the understanding. For instance.
the vision of a yellow conchshell seen by a daltonist is not-
considered to be valid because in reality it is white. In the
same way the vision of mirage is not considered as valid:
because it does not quench our thirst. In such cases where
there is an apparent difference between the presentation
of senses and the object of understanding, we have to test
the efficiency of the object. If the object is capable of
producing the result expected from it, it is valid, if it is not,
it is invalid. Hence another criterion of knowledge is its
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capacity of producing the effect attributed to it.? That
fire is real which is capable of burning, cooking and light-
ing. The fire which is incapable of discharging these
functions is unreal.1® Besides the characteristics of being
uncontradicted by experience and being efficient the validity
of our source of knowledge consists in its presenting to us
the cognition of that object which has been uncognized till
the moment, i. e.itis the first cognition!® which gives
validity and not the subsequent ones.!2 The cognition
which lasts for more than a moment is not cognition be-
cause it cognizes what has already been cognized. It is
memory, 13 '
The question arises ‘why is the first moment of cognition
alone the valid cognition and not the subsequent ones ?
Why is this prejudice for the one moment and abhorrence
for other ones ? Dinnaga holds that if we regard every
moment of cognition as the source of valid knowledge, there
would be no limit to our sources.!* In fact what takes
place in our cognition is that in the first moment there is a
flash of reality—the extreme particular® on our sense-organs.
We have a simple reflex.1® Then we try to determine what
the object is and afterwards we come to a definite judgment,
‘this is that’ or ‘this is a patch of blue colour’. This judg-
ment is the result of our conception, the fruit of our under-
standing, which is expressible in words, while the particular
as such is unutterable,l” because the moment we try to
determine its form it vanishes. Thus valid knowledge may
be defined as that knowledge which is uncontradicted and
which reveals its own object as well as differentiates other
oObjects.18 Tt is the knowledge where we get no defect or
contradiction even after taking pains to investigate the
defect and contradiction.?® It is the factor which gives
knowledge a definite object which is capable of producing
e'ﬁ'ect and which has a relation of either identity or causa-
ton.2% Mimamsaka defines source of knowledge as a
Cognition of the object uncognized.2l According to the
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Naiyayika a source of knowledge is the predominant ameng
all causes producing cognition.22

These definitions of Pramana given by different schools
of Indian philosophy resemble the definition of Pramiznpa
given by Dinnaga, Dharmakirti, Dharmottara, Prajfia-
kara and Gupta etc. But there is a fundamental difference
between the Buddhist and the realist schools. According
to the realist the object indicated is durable, subsisting of
qualities, universals, particulars, inherence etc. While for
the Buddhist it is momentary, devoid of the factors of time,
place, quality, universal etc. It is extreme particular,
point-instant.28

3. The sources of valid knowledge

Reality has two characters, one which is directly appre-
hended and the other which is distinctly conceived. Like
the two characters of reality, there are two sources of the
knowledge of reality, perception and inference. In percep-
tion we have the direct vision of reality. Here we have
sensations (simple reflex) caused by the stimulus of the
reality upon the senses. Here the process is not subject to
analysis. The object of perception is the extreme-particular
which is unimaginable and unutterable. While in inference
we try to encircle the reality visualised in the sense-per-
ception within the categories of the understanding. Here
we remember what has been perceived in the first moment.
The remembrance stimulates will and the will stimulates
action. In the process of knowledge the object is not
directly perceived, but is distinctly conceived and we know
that ‘this is a patch of blue colour.” The reality appre-
hended by this process is apprehended through a mark.
For instance from seeing the smoke we infer the existence
of fire. The difference between these two sources is a
radical one, a real one, or in other words a transcendental
one24, They are mutually exclusive. Perception cannot
transgress the sphere of inference and vice-versa. What is
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perceived is unimaginable, and what isimagined or con-
ceived can never be the subject of perception. Dharmakirti
declares that there are two and only two sources of know-
ledge because there are only two characters of reality, the
directly perceived and the indirectly conceived. Any
attempt to increase or decrease the number of sources of
knowledge would be illogical and futile.25 This theory of
‘exclusive domain’ is called ‘unmixed’ or ‘settled’ theory of
right knowledge in contrast with the realist of theory
of ‘mixed’ or duplicate knowledge.

Other schools of Indian philosophy do not accept the
Buddhist view that there are only two sources of knowledge
and that they are mutually exclusive. They widely differ
on this point from one another. For instance the Carviakas
believe only in perception. The early Vailesikas believed
in perception and inference; although their view of percep-
tion and inference differs from the Buddhist view of percep-
tion and inference. The sarnkhya believed in testimony in
addition to perception and inference. The Naiyayika adds
analogy as the fourth source of knowledge. The Prabha-
kara Mimarhsaka adds ‘presumption’ as the fifth source of
knowledge. The Bhatta Mimarisaka adds ‘non-appre-
hension’ as the sixth source of knowledge. Thus percep-
tion, inference, verbal testimony, analogy, presumption
and non-apprehension are generally regarded as the six
classical sources of knowledge. Advaita Vedanta recognises
all of them as right sources of knowledge. Some schools
of theistic Vedanta, however add to this list of pramagas
ratiocination2®, probability2?, tradition28, intuition2® and
negation3®. But the Sautrantika says that there are only twc
sources of knowledge, perception and inference. The othe:
sources of knowledge either do not possess the character
of right cognition, or are included in perception or infer-
encedl. Their validity as a source of right knowledge is
examined in detail,
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a. Verbal testimony

According to Sabara Swamin ‘the cognition of things
not within the reach of senses which proceeds from the
cognition of words is called verbal.’32 sﬁyhtaraksita ex-
plains that verbal cognition is that knowledge of impercep-
tible things which is derived from words, the words being
either ‘eternal sentence’ or ‘sentence uttered by 'a trust<
worthy person.3® ‘The verbal cognition-is regarded as a
separate source of knowledge because the knowledge derived
from it can not be sense-perception as its object is beyond
senses, nor can it be ‘inference’ because it lacks all the
characteristics of an inferential cognition.34

The trustworthiness of verbal cognition can be examined
in two heads, (1) the trustworthiness of eternal sentence
and (2) the trustworthiness of a reliable person.35 The
eternal sentence means one that does not proceed from a
human source. It may be capable or incapable of bringing
about its cognition at all times. If it is capable of bringing
about its cognition at all times, there is no need to proceed
to the process of cognition at all, and if it is incapable of
producing cognition, there is no need of resorting to it.
In either case it does not stand critical examination3¢
Further if a sentence is eternal, and does not emanate from
a person, it is not possible for it to give any kind of know-
ledge at all,37 as knowledge is invariably associated only
with persons. A$ regards knowledge derived from a trust-
worthy person, it cannot be a separate source of knowledge.
The man is found to be true, that is his statements have
been corroborated in actual life. Hence what he states is
believed on the basis of an inference.?®8 The actual form of
inference is as follows—Whatever statements he makes are
true. This is a statement made by him. Hence this state-
ment is true. This shows that the verbal testimony of a
trustworthy person is included into inference.

This view endorses the view of Diriniga who maintains
that ‘verbal cognition’ cannot be a separate source of
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knowledge as it is either perception or inference. Trust-
worthy means (1) either that the trustworthy person speaks
truly or (2) that the thing spoken is trustworthy and true.
In the former case it means that the ‘credibility of the
person’ is derived from inference, in the later case our
belief is based on perception. Because when the person
apprehends in perception the truth of the statement, he
comes to realise that the statement is true.8? In this way
verbal testimony cannot be regarded as a separate source of
knowledge. ’

b. Is the Veda a separate source of knowledge ?

The Mimaiarhsaka believes in the authority of the Veda
and regatds it as the highest source of knowledge. To prove
the infallibility of the Veda he gives certain arguments
which are found unsound by the Buddhists : First the words
of a trustworthy person cannot be valid because it is difficult
to decide who is trustworthy and who is not. Secondly men
suffer from defects like hatred, delusion, attachment infatua-
tion etc and hence their utterances cannot give valid
knowledge. The words of the Veda are valid because they
are not human creations. They cannot be vitiated by the
defects of human speech®®. But Dharmakirti charges that the
argument cannot provide a sound base for the validity of
the Veda. As the defects like hatred, delusion and infatua-
tion subsist in a person, so excellences like compassion, virtue,
wisdom etc. which provide validity to a cognition also subsist
in a person. They cannot subsist in a vacuum. The Veda
is not human creation. So it is devoid of excellences and
cannot be a source of true knowledge*“. Moreover if the
‘non-creation’ by a human being is regarded as the ground
of truth and eternity, the same can prove sky-lotus to be true
and eternal. Again the meaning of the sentences of the Veda
or any other scripture or creature that matter can be known
only through symbols and these symbols can be expressed only
by human beings. Human beings suffer from defects like
hatred, delusion etc. Hence the meaning which is attributed
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to eternal words through symbols by human beings is vitiated
by errorst!. It may be argued that the relation between
Vedic words and their meanings is eternal. In such a case
the meaning of the Veda being eternal must be clear even
to ignorant persons, but experience shows that this presump-
tion is baseless. Hence whether we maintain the eternity or
non-eternity of the Veda, there is no difference in the con-
clusion that it cannot be a separate source of knowledge.
The presumption that the Vedas are eternal (non-human
creation) will create many difficulties. If we maintain that the
relation between words and their meanings cannot be ex-
pressed by human beings, it would be impossible to know the
content of the Veda, the Veda will not be known by any
one, And in its unknown position it cannot be regarded as
a valid source of knowledge.

The Mimarisaka argues that the Vedas are not human
creations as no body is able to remember their author. Had
they been human creation, someone would have certainly
been able to know their author. Another argument for
the eternity of the Veda is that the study of the Veda has
been pursued since time immemorial by teachers and their
pupils and so beginning of this study cannot be ascertain-
ed42%, Dharmakirti’s charges against these arguments is that
they would make the works like Raghuvarméa, Meghadata
eic non-human creation4? and infallible because they have
been also studied by teachers and their pupils for a pretty
long period of time*%. The mere fact that a thing has
continued since time immemorial and has come to us from
a continuous line of teachers cannot be a reason for its truth,
Can the marriage-relations between sons and mothers or
fathers and daughters as prevalent among the Parasis be
regarded infallible and valid on the ground that they have
been in vogue since time immemorial ?45 If custom or the
line of teachers is regarded as a solid foundation for the
validity of any knowledge, then the immoral customs of
foreigners and the books of non-believers would equally be a
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valid source of knowledge likeithe Vedas and there will be
no value of our efforts in contending the authority of the
Vedas#é, Moreover the Vedas do not reveal their own
meanings. They are revealed only through human beings
who are vitiated with defects. Then what would be
the criterion of judging that the meaning assigned by
Jaimini or Yaska (who are equally human beings) is the only
correct one ?

The argument of the Mimamsaka is that the Vedas
cannot be understood by human beings because they are
subject to greed, temptation, anger etc. The Veda itself is
unable to reveal its own meaning. If itis neither known
nor revealed what would be the criterion of its apprehension ?
What would be the basis of our presumption that particular
sentence has this very meaning and not some other meaning ?
For instance how are we going to maintain that the sentence
‘svargakimah agnihotrarh juhot® means that ‘a man desirous
for heaven should perform agonihotra ? Why should we
not maintain that this sentence means that a man should
eat the flesh of a dog ?4" The argument that only the first
meaning is correct and not the second one because it is
prevalent among the people cannot be accepted ; because

entirely different interpretations have been given by the
upholders of the argument to the words which have different
meanings prevalent among the people. For instance Urvasi
is commonly known as a heavenly damsel but for the Mimarh-
saka it means a particular vedic utensil. Heaven means

‘abode of gods’, but for the Mimarsaka it is a particular
bliss#8,

It is further said that the Vedas are a valid source of
knowledge because they have such utterances which
are uncontradicted by experience. For instance we find in the
Veda ‘fire is medicine of cold.’#® Dharmakirti says that the
validity of one or two sentences of the Veda cannot validate
the whole text of the Veda as the invalidity of one or two
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sentences cannot invalidate it. If this is a criterion of validity
then there will be nothing like invalidity, because even the
worst liar speaks one or two sentences which are completely
true®®. Dharmakirti therefore, concludes that verbal cog-
nition can never be a source of knowledge at all. What is
true by ‘perception’ and ‘inference’ cannot be falsified even
if we donot believe in the Vedas. And what.is untrue
on the basis of perception and inference can never be vali-
dated by the Vedas. For instance the relation between
smoke and fire has been perceived by senses and corroborated
by inference. It cannot be invalidated by the Vedas®?!.
Thus the Buddhist do not accept the authority of the Veda.
For them there are only two sources of knowledge. But they
regard the Buddha as the pramanpa-incarnate. The very
first line of the pramana-samuccaya begins with the saluta-
tion to Buddha who is ‘pramipa incarnate’®?. Dharmakirti
says that the Buddha is pramana because he has a consistent
knowledge®®. Samtaraksita in his Tattvasarngraha and
Kamalaéila in his paifijika (a commentary on Tattvasarn-
graha) devote a whole chapter named °‘Sarvajfiapariksa’ to
prove the omniscienze of the Buddha. Even the earlier
Yogacaras Asarnga and Vasubandhu regard Agama as a
separate source of knowledge and rely on the words of the
Buddha for their philosophical guidance. To ridicule the
authority of the Vedas and to accept the words of the Buddha
appear to be the mission of Buddhist philosophers. This
mission is obviously self stultifying. It does not prove that
verbal testimony is no source of knowledge. It simply
replaces one type of verbal testimony by another type. The
Buddhist cannot remain a Buddhist if he becomes a free
thinker and casts aside the veil of the authority of the words
- of the Buddha. All that appears to be correct in his position is
this that verbal testimony is a separate source of knowledge.
It cannot be included in perception or in inference. If the
words of the Buddha are reliable, there is nothing to disprove
the reliability of the Veda. What can be said of the one
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can equally be said of the other. So the Buddhist rejection
of the Vedic testimony is prejudiced and biased.

c. Analogy®%.

‘Analogy is that which accomplishes its purpose through
similarity to a known object’®®. For instance when we see
at first a ‘gavaya’ we remember the features of a cow which
we have often seen and compare the general features of the
“gavaya’” with those of the ‘cow’ and conclude that it is
‘gavaya’. According to Sabara®® upamina or similitude
brings about the cognition of things not in contact with the
senses. For instance the sight of the ‘gavaya’ brings about
the ‘remembrance’ of the cow5?. Th Mimarsaka holds
that ‘analogy’ is a separate source of knowledge. As it is
entirely devoid of the function of the sense-organs, it cannot
be called sense-perception. Again it lacks the features of
inference. There is no probans in analogy to make it infer-
ence. Analogy apprehends an entirely new object which is
not previously apprehended. For instance before the per-
ception of a ‘gavaya’ its similarity with a cow is not
apprehended at all®®,

But the Buddhist analysis shows that analogy is not a
separate source of knowledge. The man who makes the
analogy that this ‘gavaya’ is like a cow sees both the cow
and the ‘gavaya’ and their general features. He distinguishes

the ‘gavaya’ from the cow on the basis of some characters
which are not present in the cow. This apprehension he gets
with the help of his sense-organs. Hence his mode of this
apprehension is perceptual. Analogy is a case of perception.
Kumarila challenges the above explanation and urges that
the object of analogy is the similarity between a remembered
thing and a perceived thing. Though similarity is cognized
by sense perception, yet the cognition of the remembered
object as qualified by similarity with the perceived object
is not cognized by sense-perception. Hence anaIOgy is
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different from sense perception and is a separate source of
knowledge®®. Sarntaraksita objects to the explanation given
by Kumarila and says that ‘analogy’ does not differ from
‘remembrance’.  What happens here is that there are some
parts in the body of a ‘gavaya’ which bring ‘remembrance’
of the same parts ofa cow and also its difference from the cow.
Hence the perception of the ‘gavaya’s body is followed by
the remembrance of the cow’s body. ‘Rembrance’ appre-
hends what has already been apprehended, so ‘analogy’
being ‘remembrance’ cannot be regarded as a separate
source of knowledge. 1If such slight difference of cognitions
makes it a separate source, there would be no limit to sources
of knowledge®©,

Dinnaga maintains analogy is only the ‘perception of
likeness’ and is not distinct from perception andgtestimony®®.
When a person perceives a cow and a ‘gavaya’ it is through
sense-organs that he apprehends the likeness between the
two. When he is told about the ‘likeness’ between a cow
and a ‘gavaya’ he remembers that some qualities of the cow
are present in the ‘gavaya’ while other qualities are absent.
Thus analogy is not different from perception and testimony.

Commenting on the argument of Dinnaga Vascaspati
Miéra says that Dininaga commits a mistake in thinking that
the ‘knowledge of likeness’ or the knowledge of a object
‘‘qualified by likeness” is the result of sense-perception, for
the knowledge of ‘likeness’ or of an object qualified by
likeness constitutes a new means of cognition. But Vicas-
pati Miéra’s contention is too wide. Analogy may be
different from mere perception, but it is not different from
remembrance as Sarntaraksita insists. If it is remembrance
it can be regarded the joint operation of perception, inference
and verbal-testimony. So it is not a separate source of

knowledge.

d. Presumption
Presumption®?, according to Sabara Swamin consists in
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presuming something not seen, on the ground that a fact
already perceived would not be possible without it. Fer
instance it is found that Devadatta who is alive, is not seen
in his house, and this ‘non-existence’ in the house leads to
the presumption that he is somewhere outside the house®3,

Kumarila enumerates five kinds of presumption. First—
when a man hears that Devadatta does not eat during day-
time and still he is fat, it isiatonce presumed that he eats at
night. This presumption is based on what is heard®.
Secondly—when we presume the quality of motion in the sun
from its going from one place to another. This is a pre-
sumption based on inference®®, Thirdly —when on seeing
the ‘gavaya’ we remember its likeness with cow and presume
that it is ‘gavaya’, the presumption is based on analogy®®.
The fourth kind of presumption is based upon presumption
itself. For instance the denotation of a word cannot be
defined unless we assume the expressive potency of words.
Further this potency would not be possible but for the
‘presumption’ of the eternity of words®?, because what is
non-eternal cannot be related to any convention. The fifth
kind of presumption is; based on negation. When we do
not see Devadatta in the house, we presume that he would
be outside the house. It is based upon negation®%,

The Buddhist take a critical view of presumption and
find it non-different from perception or inference. The
example of ‘moving sun’ and the nocturnal eating of Deva-
datta are the clear cases of inference. We infer from our
experience that a thing which goes from one place to
another has motion. The sun appears at one place and
disappears at another. Hence like an ordinary thing the
sun has also the capacity of motion. The fatness and eating
are related with one another as the effect and the cause
respectively. Hence the former leads to the inference of
the later. The presumption based on analogy is in fact
analogical inference. The presumption based on presump-
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tion is a case of multiple inference. The presumption of
verbal potency is actually the effect of the perception of
words or hearing. The presumption based upon negation
gives no certainty, so it cannot be a valid source of know-
ledge. For instance the absence of Devadatta in the house
does not provide the certainty that he is outside his house.
He might not be in the world at all. Moreover nega-
tion is a kind of inference. So presumption: based upon
negation is nothing but inference®®,

e. Negation"0,

Negation is said to be the means of cognition of an
object in the case of which the five means of cognition do
not function”. In the case of non-functioning of perception
and the other means of cognition negation may consist either
in the ‘non-modification of the soul’ or in the cognition of
an other object”?, .

Kumairila avers that ‘negation’ is a means of cognition
because like the eye etc it serves as the cause of cognition.
The object of negation is negative. Itssource of knowledge
therefore must be negative??. He explains the difference
between negation and perception. Negation is known by a
different name than perception. Had there been no difference
between the two, there would have been no need to have a
different noumenclature. In perception we apprehend the
positive aspect of a thing, while in negation we apprehend
the negative aspect of that thing”3. The Buddhists refute
the arguments of Kumarila. If, ‘negation of cognition’ is ar
entity, the negation of cognized object should also be an
entity. And if it is an entity, why should .it not be in-
cluded under perception’®. The argument of Kumirila
that the ‘negation of the effect consists in the presence of
the cause, itself shows that this fact of its presence in the
cause is an entirely different thing from negation'and is.
included under preception’®. The argument that negation
is a means of cognition like the eye etc cannot be upheld;
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because what is entirely featureless cannot serve as the basis
of cognition?®, As regards the definition that negation
consists in the non-modification of the soul, it is entirely
irrelevant. A permanent and eternal entity can have nc
modification and even if it has medification, its modification
cannot be provisional. It should be permanent like the
soul. But our experience shows that negation is not perma-
nent but provisional. Hence it does not belong to soul”®.

(f, g) Ratiocination and probability are regarded by some
philosophers as separate sources of knowledge. But Kumarila
has rightly included them in inference. They are the different
types of inference Ratiocination? is illustrated as follows—
‘A comes about when B is there. A does not come about
when B is not there. Therefore A proceeds from B. Obvi-
ously this ratiocination is a clear case of inference based on
causality. So it cannot be taken as a separate source of
knowledge.

(g) Further probability’® is also nothing but a kind
of inference. It brings about the cognition of the comp-
onents of an aggregate after the aggregate is known., The
members of the aggregate are the causes of the idea of the
aggregate. From the idea of the aggregate we infer the idea
of its component parts. Hence it is inference.

(h,i) Tradition and Intuition

(h) Tradition”® 1is that means of cognition whose
original promulgator cannot be traceable, but which has come
down through a long continued assertion, e.g., a ghost resides
in this banyan tree®°.

(i) Intuition is that cognition which indicates the ‘exis-
tence’ or ‘non-existence’ of things, and which appears suddenly
without any restrictions of time or place. When a girl has
the notion ‘my brother will come today’, and this does come
about, it it is a case of intuition82,

‘Samtaraksita says that ‘tradition’ and ‘intuition’ are

4
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often found to be false. They cannot give certainty and
therefore cannot be a true source of knowledge®? at all.
The knowledge derived from the tradition and intuition is
either perceptible or imperceptible. In the former case it is
included in perception and in the later in inference®3, In
conclusion all the alleged sources of knowledge except percep-
tion and inference lack the fundamental characteristics of a
valid source of knowledge. The are not ‘uncontradicted by
experience’. They are not apprehension of an unappre-
hended object. Hence they cannot be sources of knowledge®4,
The sources of knowledge are two and two only. Their
number can neither be increased nor decreased®®.
4. Criterion of truth

Experience is the sole guide in every matter. But are all
cognitions caused by perception or inference valid or invalid
themselves ? Does reliability of a cognition come after due
ascertainment from alien sources ? These questions have been
the points of debate among the various schools of Indian
philosophy and four main theories have been propounded?®t.
First, according to the Jains truth is incomprehensible. It is
dialectical in nature. What is true for one may simply be one
aspect of truth which is not grasped by others who regard

itto be false. Therefore every knowledge is always to a
certain extent false and to a certain extent true. Truth and

falsity are nothing but different aspects of truth. Both are
intrinsic or natural to knowledge. This theory is known as
the theory of intrinsic truth and intrinsic falsity®?. The
Sarnkhyas also maintain this very theory, although they give
a different reason for it. The vicinity of ‘self-luminous cons-
ciousness’ illuminates cognition and its truth as well as its
falsity. Secondly, according to the Nyaya, knowledge is not
itself true or false®®, Its truth and falsity are ascertained
by experience. Truth and falsity cannot be said to be intrinsi-
cally made out®® or intrinsically known®°. The Naiyayika
asks if our first apprehension is true in itself why is it that we
often doubt it whether it is right or not ? This shows that
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truth of knowledge is known extrinsically or extraneously®?,
A cognition is valid if it leads to a fruitful effect?®. In other
words that knowledge is true which is consistent with the
subsequent result or is uncontradicted by the subsequent ex-
perience. The correspondence is the test of knowledge. This
correspondence resembles the Buddhist theory of co-ordination,

Thirdly, according to the Buddhist ¢all knowledge is
erroneous, and becomes true only through subsequent assertion
and annulment. When we come to experience that a certain
kind of knowledge leads to a successful purposive action and
our aims are fulfilled by it we regard it as true while
as long as its efficiency has not been realised or believed to be
so on reasonable grounds we cannot rely on its truth®s. For
instance only after seeing the effect of poison or wine which
brings unconsciousness, swoon, disturbance of mind or death
we come to regard it as wine or poison¥4. So falsityis intrinsic
and truth is extrinsic to knowledge. ‘

The theory of intrinsic truth of knowledge fails to disting-
uish between truth and faslity. On the basis of this theory
illusions and other erroneous cognitions become true because
their truth is intrinsic or inherent in them—a fact which is
obviously not the case. Knowledge cannot be regarded as
true unless it succeeds on the test of uncontradicted ex-
perience and efficiency of producing effect. Its truth is not
determined by itself. It is determined by non-contradiction'
and practical efficiency. This conclusively shows that its
truth is extraneous to it. .

Fourthly, Mimainsakas and Vedantins maintain that all
our experiences are intrinsically true. There is no ground for
suspicion that knowledge is false, because knowledge is know-
ledge, not error. Knowledge is rendered illusory and erroneous
only when the apprehender suffers from some disease or when
some hindrance meddles with knowledge. For instance a man
who suffers from jaundice sees everything yellow, and a piece
of nacre appears to be a piece of silver. But these‘experiences
are sublated by subsequent ones. Sublation proves the former
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false. Thus the Mimarsakas and the Vedantins regard that
~ while truth is intrivsic to knowledge, falsity is extraneous

to it95,

Criticism of the theories of truth

The theory that both validity and invalidity are inherent
involves contradiction. Validity and invalidity are contradic-
tory. The existence of one denotes the absence of the other.
Hence we are not in a position to hold that both validity -
and invalidity belong to one and the same cognition®®, If
we maintain that they belong to two different individual
cognitions, we will have to face the difficulty of their relation-
ship. What is their relation ? What is the criterion to judge
that one cognition is valid and the other invalid ? In absence
of such criterion it would be.difficult to differentiate between
valid and invalid cognitions®?,

The theory that both wvalidity and non-validity are
extrinsic is also untenable. If the cognition is devoid of both
validity and non-validity then it is featureless and has no
character at all. A characterless cognition can serve no
purpose. If it has no character at all, how any character
can be infused into it later®®? For instance we perceive a
moving tree from a distance and try to apprehendit. In
order to ascertain our cognition we approach the tree and
come to the conclusion that our cognition is not valid. In
fact it is not moving. But if we do not accept any character
in the knowledge of tree, no ascertainment can take plaee.
Again validity and invalidity are mutually exclusive, so both
cannot be extrinsic together®®. One of the two must be
present in cognition. For instance we see a patch of blue
colour. There are only two alternatives. Either our cognition
of the blue patch is wrong or right. If itis wrong, by sub-
sequent experience it can be apprehended in its exact nature
and this wrongness can be annulled. On the other hand if it
appears to be right in the first moment, the later illusion may
be removed by initially valid cognition. But when both ‘right-
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ness’ and ‘wrongness’ are external to cognition, cognition
becomes inexplicable and indeterminate.

The theory of extrinsic validity and inherent invalidity is
also not possible. What is by itself intrinsically invalid can
never be expected to be valid, because it is itself invalid.
If validity comes to a particular cognition from outside, an
infinite regress is inevitable!®9. In order to ascertain a
éingle cognition innumerable other cognitions will be needed
and they in their own turn will go on needing other cogni-
tion to be valid. Obviously this process is endless. Hence
the ascertainment of every cognition becomes impossible.

The criticism of the previous theories of validity shows
that self sufficiency or independence is the only basis for the
validity of knowledge. If ‘dependence’ upon other factors
be admitted then the validity of every act of cognition would
be destroyed. It can be preserved in fact if knowledge is
regarded inherently valid101, Mimarmsakas, therefore,
propose the theory that cognition is valid by nature and it
becomes invalid only when it is contradicted by a subsequent
cognition. Kamalasila says that there are only two alternative
meanings of inherence of validity. Itis inherent either in the
sense that ‘being eternal it has no cause’ or it means that even
though it is not eternal, it appears at the same time that
cognition has its essence (existence) brought about by its
causes, and its validity is not imposed subsequently by other
causes. Now if the ‘pramana’ is regarded tobe eternal, its effect
should also be regarded as eternal. But such an assertion
will go against common experience. We see that the effect
of any thing is occasional and not permanently existent. So
the validity of pramanas cannot be inherent in the first sense
because it goes against perception and inference. If the second
meaning of ‘inherence of wvalidity’ is accepted, there is no
difference between the Buddhist and the Mimashsaka view.
Because both regard that the capacity!®? is produced by the
Causes of the cognitions (pramagas) them selves and it (capa-
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city) cannot be imposed upon them by other causes!®®. But
despite this unanimity a difference divides the Buddhist and
the Mimainsaka. The latter maintains that knowledge is itself
valid and there is no need of extraneous conformity, while
the former holds that knowledge is intrinsically invalid and
needs an extraneous factor regarding its certainty.

The Buddhists urge that though the capacity to produce
effect cannot be infused into a thing from outside it is not
possible to regard an apprehension as certain and valid unless
it is confirmed by our later experiences. For instance in the
apprehension of double moon all the factors of true apprehen-
sion are present the same sense-organs the same object, and the
same apprehender, still itis illusory. If apprehension isintrinsi-
cally valid, it would be impossible to differentiate the valid
cognitions from the invalid ones. Hence in order to ascertain
whether an apprehension is valid we have to confirm whether
it is capable of producing the expected result. The validity
of cognition lies in its conformity to produce the desired result
known to the mankind from time immemorial’®%4, The argu-
ment of the Mimarihsaka that the wvalidity itself would be
destroyed, if it were dependent on something else does not
hold good. How can validity be destroyed, which is indi-
visible by its nature and which is brought about by its own
cause. The ‘dependence’ on extraneous factors is necessary
only for bringing about certainty regarding its validity and
not for its origin!®3, The process of validation is different
from the genesis of valid knowledge.

Kamala$ila says that all the arguments which have been
put forward in support of the intrinsic validity of knowledge
may equally be applied to the theory of extrinsic validity. It
may be said with equal force that ‘invalidity is inherent’
because if it did not exist itself it could not be brought about
by anything else. Self sufficiency is thus the basis for invalidity
as it is the basis of validity. As for the Mimarmsakas ‘the
capacity for non-conformity’ (with the real state of things)
and ‘certain cognition’ is due to other causes, so for the
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Buddhists the capacity for conformity and certain cognition is
due to other causes. Hence both the doctrines of ‘intrinsic
validity’ and ‘extrinsic validity’ stand on the same footing.

There should not be love for the one and hatred for the

06
other1°®.

The Mimarsaka insists that we have to admit the self-
validity of knowledge, because if we stick to the position that
validity comes from outside there will be an infinite regress.
The objection that the annulment of illusory cognition is
extraneous does not hold good, because even though the dis-
carding of validity will depend on extraneous causes, it would
not involve infinite regress. The reason is that after all it is
dependent upon validity which is inherent in cognition!07,
The argument of the Buddhist that the first cognition is valid-
ated by the subsequent cognitions when there is conformity
between the result of the first and the subsequent ones is futile.
Because subsequent cognitions are themselves invalid owing
to the fact that they apprehend what has already been appre-
hended!©®. If corroboration by subsequent cognitions were the
ground for the validity of our cognitions how can we explain
the validity of the cognition of those things which are born and
immediately destroyed or those auditory cognitions which once
heard are never heard again. In such cases no corroboration
by the eyes or by other means of cognition is possible!©®.

The Buddhist urges that ‘if the cognitions are themselves
valid, there should be no doubt, no suspicion, no misconcep-
tion at all. Had every cognition been valid in itself there
would have been no wrong conception which we experience.
If the principle of corroboration by subsequent cognitions is
Not maintained there would be;no definite knowledge, we will
not be able to differentiate between right and wrong cogni-
tions10, Further if all cognitions are inherently valid there
should be no difference of opinion regarding the same thing
among the various persons. But experience shows contrary.
According to one person the validity of cognitions is always
inherent and self-sufficient. According to another person the
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validity of cognitions is inherent in some cases and extraneous
in other cases!l. Further there is difference of opinion regard-
ing the same thing among the followers of the same school.
For instance there is difference of opinion even in the Mimarh-
sakas. After refuting the theory of ‘inherent validity of know-
ledge, the Buddhist establishes his own theory of ‘extraneous
validity of knowledge’.

He maintains that the ‘validity’ consists in conformity
with the real state of things and this conformity is known
when the cognition is capable of producing effective action112,
For instance when the fire is seen capable of burning, cooking
and lighting, we come to the conclusion that it is the real
fire113, Kamalaéila substantiates his position by quoting words
of the Dharmakirti to theeffect thatpramaga or valid cognition
is that cognition which is in conformity with the things. No
infinite regress infects the Buddhist theory of extrinsic validity
of cognition because there is no need for further inve stigation
regarding the validity of a cognition, The activity accruing
from it is sufficient to validate or invalidate it!l%. As Jong
as a cognition does not appear in its effective form, there is
always doubt about its validity. When it is in an effective
form or when it leads to an activity, its truth or falsity is
certain, The objection from the Mimarnsaka to the effect
that the initial cognition apprehends the same object which
is apprehended by the subsequent cognition, hence both
cognition are subject to suspicion of invalidity is superfluous.
Because there are many grounds of suspecting the wvalidity
of initial cognition for example non-cognition of the effect
resulting from it, similarity with another object which is not
the object of it, and defect in the sense-organs and the like!1,
But in the subsequent cognition there are no causes of mis-
apprehension, So its validity is self-sufficient!®, Kamalaéila
says that validity does not mean simply conformity with the
real state of things. It stands for what actually figures in
it!1??, The Mimarnsaka further alleges that if effective action
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is the criterion for the validity of cognitions, dreams will also
be veridical. For effective action is present in dreams also18,
The Buddhist waives aside this allegation on the ground that
dream has no locus-staudi in the external objects and hence
is invalid''®, He further says that for the validity of a
cognition there must be three factors (1) absence of defects

in the sense-organs and the intellect, (2) absence of invalid
cognitions and (3) presence of excellence!?°,

The final Buddhist position is that the validity of know-
ledge cannot be explained by any or all the above mentioned
four theories. The validity may be sometimes inherent as in
the case of mystic intuition, repeated experience, and effective
action etc. Sometimes it may be extraneous as in the case
when the sense-organ is defective or when the thing is at a
distance or when the mind is disturbed. Kamalaéila therefore,
propounds a fifth theory to the effect that there can be no

hard and fast rule which may be applicable to all the cases
of valid cognition!?21,

3. The nature of Illusion

Dharmottara defines ‘illusion’ as the factor of knowledge
which contains contradiction with the underlying essence of
reality which possesses efficiency!?3. Vinitadeva and
Kamalaéila take the term ‘illusion’ in the sense of inconsis-
tency'23, According to Yogacara Idealists ‘illusion is an
eccentric projection of a subjective idea into the external
world ; it is purely subjective hallucination!2#. For instance
in the nacresilver illusion the subjective silver-form
of cognition appears as the form of an external
object'25, The cruicial question regarding the nature of
illusion is ; ‘are illusions purely mental ? Dinniga holds
that ‘illusions’ are purely mental. They have their locus!2®
in understanding. They cannot have their origin in the sense-
perception, Perception being non-conceptual does not involve
any judgment. Illusions are wrong judgments regarding
reality., Hence they must be conceptual or mental. He says
Just as there are fallacies of inference or logical fallacies of
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reason'2?, in the same way there are fallacies of percep-
tion128, They are not perceptions. They simply appear
like perceptions. These fallacies of perception are put on the
account of senses whereas they are produced by the miscon-
ception of the intellect.

Dharmakirti shares the view of Dinndga to some extent
but also maintains that there are illusions which are not
mental but are caused by eye diseases, rapid movement,
travelling by ship and disturbance of one of the three
humours of the body, i.e. the gaseous, the bilious and the
phlegmy?2°. For instance a bilious man sees yellow conch-
shell instead of a white conchshell. He distinguishes
between the illusions of senses and the illusions of under-
standing. There are some illusions which are purely
mental. They cease when mental aberration or error
ceases. For instance the vision of snake in the piece of
rope ceases the moment it is known as rope and not sanke.
Had mental aberration or error been the sole cause of
illusion, it would have ceased the moment mental error
ceases13%, But there are illusions, for instance the vision of
double moon, which never cease even though there is no
mental error. Hallucinations and dreams are as vivid as
sense perceptions?®l, They lack that vagueness and genera-
lity which is characteristic of mental conceptions. They
are not mis-interpretation of a thing. If illusions are purely
mental and are solely due to misrepreséntation of objective
facts, the absurd conclusion will result that hallucinations
are right perceptions. Explaining the view of Dharmakirti,
Dharmottara classifies the causes of illusion into four heads.
First some illusions are owing to defect in the sense-organs,
e. g. floating hairtuft before the eyes. It is due to eye-
disease, i.e. colour blindness. Secondly some illusions are
owing to object of perception. For instance when we swing
a fire-brand rapidly we have the illusion of a fiery circle.
Thirdly some illusions are caused by the place where man
is situated. For instance when a man is trvelling by ship
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he has the illusion of moving trees and running buildings.
Lastly some illusions are caused by the disturbance of the
psychical conditions of a man. For instance when the ga-
seous principle in the bodyv is disturbed, deceitful images
like that of a flaming post arisel32, In dealing with illusions
Dharmottara goes to an other extreme and says that all the
causes of illusion whether they are caused by the defective
sense-organ or by the object whether they are internal or
external, invariably affect the sense organ, when the sense-
organ is normal there can be no illusive sensation33,

Sarntaraksita endorses the view of Dharmottara and
maintains that illusions are sense-born. They appear only
when the sense-organ is there and cease when the sense-
organ is hurt or annihilated. Thus for him hallucinations
like hairtuft etc are sense born!34, But his view of illusion
is open to certain objections. First, if illusion is there oply
when the sense-organ is there, mental illusion will be in-
explicable, for it is present in remembrance and not in
sense perception. Secondly, the argument that illusion is
an aberration brought about by the disorder of the sense-
organ is inadmissible for, it is also found in the case of
effects produced indirectly, for example in the case of the
mule. Thirdly, the assertion that ‘mental illusion’ ceases
on reflection is also inadmissible because generic ideas of
things like ‘jar’ etc do not cease at all. The explanation
that ‘when a man reflects upon the ideas of universals and
the like they disappear on the ground that they are invisi-
ble or do not appertain to the specific individuality of
things’, is unsatisfactory because the same explanation can
be given against the illusion of ‘two moons etc which are
held to continue even when mental satisfaction regarding
their reality has taken place. It can be said that they
cease the moment one ponders that they do not belong to
the specific individuality of things135.

Samtaraksita and Kamala$ila refute the above argu-
ments thus: Against the first argument it is urged that as
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the vision of the double moon is not contradicted by the
vision of one moon, so the former is the direct product of
the senses. It is not a mental illusion. Further the state-
ments that illusion is an aberration produced by the
aberration of the sense-organ is not inconclusive, for there
is no intervention by any unmistaken notion. Again the
notions like ‘entity and universals’ come to an end when the
person retracts them by his own wish. Butin the case of
the illusions like the ‘hairtuft’ etc there can be no retraction
at will. Hence there can be no similarity between the
notions of universal and the illusion of hairtuft etc. The
argument of the opponent that in case of sense perception
also cessation of cognitions can take place at will by clos-
ing one’s eyes cannot be maintained, because sense-percep-
tion does not cease immediately after the appearance of a
man’s wish. His wish can close only his eyes, and
it is only after the eyes have ceased to function that the
visual perception ceases. But in the case of mental
illusions it ceases directly on the wish of the man. In our
actual experience when the eyes are set on a particular
object, the object is perceived again and again even when
there is no desire to see it. Hence the wish has no direct
bearing upon the sense-perception of a man136,

Kamalasila brings the controversy regarding the origin
of illusion to an end by taking a comprehensive view of
illusion. He says that there are four cases of illusion,
which are place, time, man and circumstances137. If the
object of perception is at a distant place, itis liable to be
misapprehended. The illusion of mirage is due to the
misapprehension of distant sands3%, Some illusions are
due to time factor!3®. For instance in the darkness of
night we perceive a snake in a piece of rope and are
frightened, or we imagine the existence of a devil in a post.
Sometimes the illusion takes place due to some peculiarity
in 'the particular man. For instance the vision of double
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moon or yellow conchshell is perceived due to defective
sense-organl4% Sometimes it is derangement of perceptive
organs, which takes place due to love, hate, intoxication,
madness, hunger, thirst and other similar circumstances!#!.

These causes of illusion indicate that illusion is by and
large, related to perception. Professor Stcherbatsky rightly
says that though it is true that the senses do'not judge, they
contain no judgment at all, neither right nor wrong one,
but the senses being in abnormal condition can influence
the faculty of judgment and lead the wunderstanding

astrayl42,

The Buddhist theory of illusion and error is akin to that
of Kant’s. ‘The senses cannot err, because there is in them
no judgment at all, whether true or false. Sensibility if
subjected to the understanding, as the object on which it
exercises its function, is the source of real knowledge, but
sensibility if it influences the action of the understanding
itself and leads it on to a judgment, is ( can be ) the cause
of errorl43,

Is the perception of yellow conchshell a right know-
ledge ?

Among the followers of Dianaga there are some who
believe that the perception of yellow conchshell is a right
knowledge, though it may be illusory in its form. The
knowledge of yellow conchshell is derived from senses, hence
it cannot be inference, and it corresponds to reality hence
it is not incongruent but consistent knowledge. Even the
illusory, knowledge is a right knowledge thatis the reason
that Dinnzaga did not introduce the characteristic of ‘non-
illusive’ in his definition of sense perception. For him,
the illusion, ignorance, inference and error, all these have
semblance of sense perception. Hence itis enough to say
that right knowledge is non-conceptual and non-incongruent
knowledgel44.
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But is the knowledge of yellow conchshell valid ? Can
our activities be successful if we proceed on the basis of
this cognition ? Sarntaraksita and Kamala$ila oppose such
a presumption. Kamalasila says that the validity .of a
cognition is of two kinds (1) its compatibility with the
appearance and (2) its compatibility with the apprehension.
In the present case, i. e. in the cognition of yellow conch-
shell, the compatibility is not in accordance with the
appearance, because what appears is yellow conchell while
in actual existence it is not yellow but white. In the same
way there is no compatibility of yellow conchshell with the
apprehension, because it is the yellow thing itself that is
apprehended as capable of a particular fruitful activity,
but in reality no such fruitful activity is found:145

The argument of behalf of the objector that ‘though the
apprehended colour is not obtained, yet its shape is certain-
ly obtained14®, is untenable because ‘there can be no shape
apart from colour’4?. It is argued that ‘for the validity
of any cognition we have not to look towards the form of
the cognised object but be satisfied with the fact that it
results in the fulfilment of the desired object’, this argu-
ment goes against the assertion of Dinnaga who maintains
that ‘the definite cognition of a thing 1is in the form of the
thing’14%. If there is no consistency on the basis of fruitful
activity, why there is consistency between the apprehension
of yellow conchshell and its result ? According to Sam-
taraksita and Kamala$ila the consistency between the
apprehension of yellow conchshell and fruitful activity
resulting from it is the result of impressions left on the mind
by previous apprehensions of white conchshelll4®. Actually
what takes place is this that we have perceived many times
a white conchshell and the purpose for which it is used.
Hence even when we become diseased we have those pre-
vious impressions in our mind and act upon that very basis
without thinking that it is yellow conchshell or white

conchshell.
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6. Kinds of Illusion

Asarhga enumerates five kinds of illusion. (1) The
illusion of substance!®®. The apprehension of water in a
desert. (2) The illusion of number?5l, The apprehension
of double moon by the man of a dim light. (3) The illusion
of order1®2. The vision of moving circle in a fire brand.
(4) The illusion of colour'?3, The vision of yellow colour
by a man suffering from jaundice. (5) The illusion of
motion!%4, When a man travelling by a train sees that the

trees are running.

These five kinds of illusion may be conceptual or per-
ceptual. They are conceptuall’®® when the mind of a man
has attachment in those five kinds of illusory objects. They
are perceptual’®® when the apprehending capacity of the
man has become so confused that he has desire, attachment,
and infatuation in those illusory objects. According to
Dirinaga there are four kinds of illusion!®?, (1) Illusion
proper-—Fatamorgana is an example of this kind of illusion.
Here the intellect mistakes the rays of light for the atoms
of sand in a desert. (2) Transcendental illusion—According
to it, all empirical knowledge is nothing but an illusion.
We superimpose objective reality on things which are noth-
ing but image of our intellect, creation of our imagination.
(3) Inferential knowledge—All knowledge derived from in-
ference is nothing but illusion. The knowledge of fire from
the knowledge of smoke is an illusion. All judgments are
mnemic, though they are wrongly given the form of per-
ceptual judgments. In the words of Dinnaga himself ‘all
the fabric of the empirical world, this inter connected
whole of substances and their attributes and the inferential
knowledge founded upon it, is a construction of our mind
and does not adequately represent external reality. Hence
it is an illusion158 (4) Taimira jiana—It is that knowledge
which result from some defect in the sense-organ as the
vision of yellow conchshell. Kamalaéila explains the
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word ‘taimira’ for ‘ignorancel®® aswell as for the know-
ledge arising from defective sense organl®°, Jinendrabuddhi
also uses it in both the senses. Dharmakirti also enumerates
the above mentioned four kinds of illusion of perceptionl®?,
According to him the first three cannot be included in
perception because they proceed from the wrong interpreta-
tion by the understanding62, The fourth that is ‘taimira
jhana’ also cannot be included under perception because it
results from defective sense organ.

Professor Stcherbatsky Summing up the position of
Dinnzga and Dharmakirti says that they are perfectly aware
that error is produced by a wrong interpretation of the sense-
datum by the intellect. If still they consider that percep-
tion is ‘non-illusive’ it is probably because they like Kant
think that though sensibility is the source of the real know-
ledge, but ‘sensibility’. if it influences the action of the
understanding itself and leads it on to a judgment may
become an indirect cause of error.16%

7. The Idealistic theory of illusion

According to the idealist theory of self-apprehension the
entire world is an illusion. It is a reflex or a thought-
image. Nothing is real except consciousness 1®¢ or mind 163
Just as a man with defective sense-organs sees the vision
of double moon, or floating hairtuft before his eyes, or a
moving circle in a firebrand, or the fatamorgana in a
desert, or takes bubbles for crystals, 166 in the same way
the ignorant man who has not attained to the absolute
wisdom, 187 sees the vision of diverse colours and forms and
acts on the presumption that they are real. In fact all
these various objects are illusive. They are projections of
the mind 16® and appear as something external. 169 They
are mere ideas and have not more reality than the objects
of a dream, or images reflected in a mirror. They are like
an echo reverberating in a valley or the goblin in a wooden
post. 170 The subject and the object are the two pillars
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upon which the phenomenal world depends. But actually
these two pillars are the products of the mind. The mind
exhibits itself in the form of storehouse-consciousnessl7:
subject!”2 and the world.178 Mind is the fountain head of
all visible things. The diversity of things and the plurality
of innumerable persons, in short the whole universe and its
inhabitants are the creation of the mind. 174

Thus according to the theory the whole phenomenal
world is illusory and has no existence. The projections of
the mind are themselves apprehended as real. This theory
reduces the objects of the world, e. g. cows, men, mountains
and rivers etc which are the very basis of our activities to
-the position of the .mistaken objects, e. g. a snake in a piece
of rope or silver in a mother of pearl. . Itis known as. the
theory of self-apprehension1?® and has been attributed to
the Yogacara school of Buddhism by Magdana Mifra
Vidyarapya Madhavacarya and other great Indian philo-
sophers. It has been vehemently criticized on sever'a}]
grounds. First if the illusory cognition, e. g. of silver, has
no external reality and is an idea which arises in conscio-
usness we could say ‘I am silver’ instead of saying “This is
silver’27® Secondly, the distinction between valid cog-
nition and illusory cognition is rendered impossible by the
theory of self-apprehension and consequently there would,
be no possibility of sublating an illusory cognition by a valid
one.l” Thirdly, the illusory cognitions being forms of
consciousness would be apprehended like internal féelinlgé
of pleasure and pain. Fourthly, the theory under discussion
will imply the theory of mis-apprehension, because the ideas
of consciousness are apprehended not as ideas but as some-
thing external. Fifthly, it will also imply the theory of
wrong-apprehension, because the cognition of external
Objects has no objective basis apart from consciousness.178
Lastly, it cannot explain the orgin of illusory cognition.

Vidyiranya has further raised some insoluble difficul-
ties which arise when an attemptto explain the origin of
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illusory cognition, e, g. that ofsilver is made on the basis
of the present theory. Is the cognition of silver in a mother
of pearl, devoid of origination owing to its peculiar charac-
ter or is it subject to origination ?' It cannot be devoid of
origination because its emergence as an object is apprehen-
ded. If it is subject to origination as is experienced by us, it
must be produced either by an object or by a cognition. It
cannot be produced by an object because according to
Yogacara school there are no external objects. If itis
produced by a cognition, is its production by a pure cogni-
tion or by a cognition due to a vitiated cause ? It cannot,
be produced by a pure!?’® cognition because a pure
cognition brings Nirvapa. 'If we assume that it is produced
by a vitiated cognition, there are only two alternatives
possible. Either the vitiated cognition is the same origina-
ting cognition which apprehends silver or it is some other
cognition. The first alternative is not possible, because the
originating cognition and the originated cognition both
being momentary, cannot take place at the same time. The
second alternative is also impossible, because if silver is
apprehended by another cognition, that cognition cannot
be a cognition produced by a vitiated cause because there
is no reason why a cognition should apprehend only silver
and not some other thing ? If itis maintained that the
cognition which apprehends the illusory silver is produced
by a vitiated cause, then that cause is either silver or not
silver. It cannot be silver because in that case it would
have causal efficiency and consequently it would have an
objective reality whichis denied by Yogacara system. If
silveris not the cause it cannot be perceived in illusory
cognition. Thus the origin of illusory cognition of silver is
impossible.18% So the theory of self-apprehension is

untenable.

The Buddhist says that all these questions arise from the
misunderstanding of the theory of self-apprehension, The



The Criterion of Knowledge 67

ideas or impressions have been continuing from time
jmmemorial in the form of beginningless ignorance. The
illusory cognition of silver in the form of ‘this is silver’ is
apprehended. It is not apprehended in the form of T am
silver’. Hence the first objection that the apprehension
should be in the form of ‘I am silver instead of this
is silver’ is unfounded. Moreover, as there is no real
‘blue’ but only an idea of the blue, so there i§ no
real ‘I’ but only the idea of the ‘I’.  “The ‘I’ has no separ-
ate existence apart from the discrete consciousness of ‘I’.”
Hence ‘this is blue’ is not less justified than ‘I am blue’, 182
The second objection is also unfounded. The people are
lying under the veil of transcendental illusion which is
ingrained in their very nature and comes to an end only
after the attainment of arhatship. This ignorance causes
the notions of external objects. Hence valid cognitions
based on external objects are possible.

Further all empirical objects are not onthe same level.
They are divided into two classes of purely imaginary
objects!®  which have no basis, and dependent objects 183
which have their basis in theideas of consciousness. The
former denote objects like sky flower, the son of a barren
woman, the rope in asnake etc. and the latter denote
objects like cow, man, table, mountain etc. The purely
imaginary or illusory objects are entirely different from
the dependent or empirical objects. Therefore, the subla-
tion of illusory cognitions by valid cognition creates no
difficulty.

The third argument is also unfounded. The existence
of empirical objects is not denied till the cognizer attains
arhatship. Hence illusory cognitions are not apprehended
as internal feelings of pleasure and pain.

The fourth and fifth arguments also meet the same fate.
The basis of misapprehension and wrong apprehension lies in
self-apprehension because it is the ideas of consciousness
Which are apprehended %n different or wrong forms. The
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last argument of Vidyaranya falls to the ground the mo-
ment the force of transcendental illusion and its implica-
tions are realised. Thus, according to the idealists of
Yogacara school there are two kinds of illusions : (1)
Empirical and (2) Transcendental illusion. They are also
called anubhava vasana and anadi vasana or avidya vasana
respectively.

According to the empirical point of view the ‘moving’
tree is an illusion. The vision of mirage, the vision of
double moon, and of yellow conchshell etc are nothing
but illusions. In the same way the objects of dream which
satisfy our desires and give us pleasure are illusions. But
from transcendental point of view the visions of ‘standing
tree’, of real water, of the rope, of the single moon and of
the white conchshell are also illusions. Just as the objects of
dream satisfy our desires of food and drink, so long as we
are not awakened, in the same way the objects of the visible
world also satisfy our desires and are real as long as we are
sleeping under the veil of ignorance!®4. The moment we
reach the state of arhatship and realise the absolute reality
the hollowness and wunreality of the objects which are
momentary and unreal like the foam of water, a lightning
flash or vanishing clouds!®3, is exposed. The stream of
Alaya dries up and the phenomenal world comes to an
end.186

Hence the entire world, all the subject-object relations;
the feeling of doer and of doing, of apprehender and of
being apprehended are nothing beyond non-dual conscious-
ness. The internal consciousness itself appears as if it is
something external®®?’, Only the unenlightened men
believe in its external existence and not the wise ones!88,

We cannot apprehend reality in its true nature!®®, What
we know, is only through six sense-organs. Our knowledge
is empirically true but transcendentally false. For instance
when two men suffer from the same eye disease, the one will
say that ‘this conchshell is yellow’, and the other will accept
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it. In the same way when one will say that the
moon is double, the other will confirm it. They find their
mutual knowledge consistent. But it is inconsistent with
normal human knowledge and is therefore wrong. The
treasure of our knowledge is limited to our sense-organs.
If we would have possessed more sense-organs our knowledge
would have been different. If we would have possessed an
intelligible non-sensuous intuition which the saints and the
Buddhas have, we would have become omniscient and would
have possessed true knowledge.

Explaining the theory of self-apprehension Buddhists hold
that every object is produced by an aggregate of four causes :
co-operating causes'®?, dominant cause!®!, immediate
cause'®? and external cause!®3, That which is produced
by an aggregate of four causes is real and that which is not
produced by any or all of them is unreal. The object of
illusion has none of these causes. Hence it is unreal. The
Yogacara view of illusion can be explained with the help
of the stock example of the illusion of silver in the mother
of pearl. The illusion of silver cannot be produced by the
co-operating cause which is light in the present case, because
light is the cause of distinctness of perception. Nor can it
be produced by the dominant cause which is the visual
sense-organ in the present case, because it is the cause of
the visual character of preception only and cannot account
for the particular nature of silver. The immediate cause
which is the preceding cognition cannot explain the vision
of silver because the preceding cognition may be of entirely
different nature, e.g. that of a jar. The external cause too
cannot explain the vision of silver for according to Yogacara
idealists there is no external object. The Yogacaras hold
that illusory cognition is produced by Vasana which arises
in the beginingless series of transcendental illusion. For
example the illusion of silver in the mother of pearl is pro-
duced by the impression of silver which arises in the begin-
‘ningless series of transcendental illusion or ignorance and .
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is produced by an earlier impression of silver, and so on,
Thus the cognition of silver is the result of a beginningless
series of impressions of silver., This beginningless series of
impressions is purely subjective. Thus illusion is not produced
by an external object in contact with sense-organs. It is a
subjective notion which is a projection of our mind1%4. The
internal force which creates the illusion of the external
world may be compared with the Maya of the Vedantins,
It is the force of transcendental illusion and impregnates
or perfumes every object!®5,

Dr. C. D. Sharma endorsing the view of Vicaspati Miéra
rightly says that the Yogacara idealists are not atmakhyati-
vadins but, like the Vedantins are anirvacaniya-Khyativadins.
For the idealists, illusion is an indescribable superimposition
which does not really affect the ground and 1is contradicted
only by superior wisdom!®®, For instance the cognition
of silver cannot be said to be real as it is contradicted
later on. It cannot be regarded as unreal because as long as
it is not contradicted by a subsequent cognition it remains
the cognition of silver and prompts men to activity. It can-
not be described either as real or unreal. Hence it is
indescribable. The transcendental illusion or Avidya performs
a double function, positive and negative, in creating the
illusion of silver in a mother of pearl. First, it covers 97
the character of the mother of pearl, and secondly it projects
silver on it.

Hence in every illusory cognition the transcendental
illusion or Avidya with the help of the process of concealment
and superimposition creates an illusory cognition which is
contradicted by a higher knowledge!®8. 1In the words of
Jinendra Buddhi from the standpoint of thisness there is no
difference between the subject and the object at all.
Hampered as we are by transcendental illusion we perceive
only a core of reality. All that we know is exclusively the
appearance of reality presented into the duality of the subject
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and the object and not in its true sense. Just as when our
faculty of vision is blurred by magical show, disease, love or
hatred etc, we mistake separate bodies of elephants and other
animals for lumps of clay, and just as the vision of fatamor-
gana is seen in a desert and small things seem to be large,
in the same way our consciousness appears in the dual forms
of subject and object due to transcendental illusion.

The objector may argue that the explanation is not
satisfactory as persons whose vision is not hampered by
magic, desiese or delusion, and whoapprehend things at hand,
have the apprehension of subject and object. To this
Jinendra Buddhi replies that transcendental illusion exhibits
the essentially non-differentiated consciousness into its grasp-
ing and grasped aspect°°,

The opponents object to the doctrine of 'transcendental
illusion on the ground that it reduces the entire world to an
illusion and the real objects of our daily life have no better
position than a sky-flower or the scn of a barren woman. The
idealists reply that the objection is based on a misapprehen-
sion of their doctrine. The doctrine of transcendental illusion
does not mean that the world is avacuity or a mere zero.
It simply means that the objects cannot be described as exis-
tent or non-existent. They fall beyond the categories of our
understanding and therefore they are described as illusion.
In reality they are indescribable20°.
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panarn svatah pramanyam apramanyarn tu paratah
ityahur jaiminiyah. Tattva-sarngraha-pafijika p. 745
lines 1-2.

Na tavad ekasyam vyaktan paraspara-parihara-sthita-
laksanayoh  pramagpyetara-dharmayoh  sarmbhavah
virodhat. Ibid p. 745 line 7.

Napi, vyakti-bhedena, niyamakarapabhavan niécaya-
hetva-sarihbhavacca sarnkirpa-pramanapramana-vyavas-
tha-nabhavaprasarngat. Ibid p. 745 lines 8. 9.

Pragubhaya-svabhavarahitasya jiianasya, nihsvabhavat-
va-prasarngat, Ibid p. 745 line 12.

Nahi paraspara-parihara-sthitalaksanayoh pramanye-
tarayorabhave rupantaramasya-fakyam avadharaitum
ityasarnéayam asyanupa-khyatvam apadyate. Ibid p.745
lines 13-14. Sloka-vartika-codana-sutra verses 35,37.
Na tiavat parato’ pramanabhtat pramanyamadarnsani-
yam, tastya svayam-evapramanatvat. Napi pramipa-
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bhutat, tasyapi tulyaparyanuyogena paratah pramanyi-
§anisayAim anavasthaprasarhgat. Ibid p. 74 lines
17-19. ’na hi svato’sate saktih kartum anyena {akyate.
Slokavartika-codanasutra verse 47 (second half portion).

Tattva-sarngraha verse 2814,

Ibid verses 2821-2822.

Ibid verse 2827.

Tasmad arthakriya-jfianam anyadva samapeksyate.
Nicayayaiva na tvasya adhanaya visadivat. Ibid
verse 2836.

Ibid-verses 2841-2842.

Ibid verses 2843-2846.

Ibid verses 2861-2863.

Ibid verse 2898,

Ibid verse 2900.

Ibid verse 2941.

Ibid verses 29%4-2945..

Uccyate vastusarhvadah pramanyam abhidhiyate,
Tasya carthakriyabhyasa-jianad anyan na laksapam.
Ibid 2959.

Avisamvado’rthakriya-laksana eva, sa carthakriya-
dahapakadinirbhada-jfianodaya-laksana.  Tattvasarn -
graha-pafijika p. 778 lines 21-23.

Tadutpadad evartha-kriyarthinah pravrthasyakamksa
nivrtheh...... na ca tatsadhyarh, phalantaramakarnksitarm
purusena, Yenaparamarthakriyanirbhasi pratyayantaro-
dayam anusarato’ navastha syat. Ibid p.778 lines23-27.
Tattva-sarngraha verses 2967-2968.

Ibid verse 2973,

Pratibhasava$addhi pratyaksasya grahapagrahagpe
natvarthavisarmvada-matrat. Tattva-sarngraha-paiijika
p. 782 lines 12-13.

Tattva-sammgraha verse 2980,

Ibid verses 2981-2982. Na ca svapne’rtha-sarnvadosti
sarvasya eva svapnavasthaya bhrantatvena. Tattva-
samgraha-pafijika p. 784 line 9,
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Dosabhavapramabhava gupabhavesu trisvapi. Avaédyi-
bhyupa-gantavya pratitir niyamadatah, Tattva-sarn-
graha verse 3051.

Na hi Bauddhair esarh caturpam ekatamo’pi’ pakso
bhisto’ niyamapaksasyestatvat.  Tattva-sarngraha-
pafijika p. 811 line 17.

Abhrantam artha-kriya-ksame vasturiipe’ viparyas tam
accyate. Artha-kriya-ksamarh ca vasturiiparn sannive-
$opadhi-dharmatmakam. Tatra yan na bhramyati tad-
abhrantam. Nyayabindu-tika p. 9 lines 6-8,
Abhrantam atravisarnvaditvena drastavyarn, na tu ya-
tha’vasthitalainbanakirataya. Tattva-sarngraha-pafijika
p. 392 line 5.

Vivarapa-prameya-sarngraha p. 34. Quoted in Indian
Psychology perception p. 287.

Epistemology of the Bhatta school of Parva Mimarhsa
p. 102.

Adhisthana.

Hetvabhasa.

Pratyaksabhasa.
Timiraéubhramana-nauyana. Sarnksobhadyanahita-vib-

hramarh jfianar pratyaksam. Nyayabindu 1. 6.

Tattva-sarhgraha verses 1313-1314. Yadi manobhran-
tih syat tato manobréanteveva karanan nivarttetanivrtte
’pyaksa-viplave, sarpadi-bhrantivat. Tattva-sarngraha-
pafijika p. 392 lines 22-23.

Svapnantikasyapi nirvikalpakatvam asti, spasta-prati-
bhasitvat Ibid p 392 lines 17-18. .
Indriyagatar, visayagatam, bahyaévayasthitam,
adhyatmagatarn vibhramakaranam. Nyayabindutika
p. 12 lines 3.5, 7, 9.

Sarvaireva ca vibhrama-karanair indriya-visaya=bahya-
dhayatmikadvayagatair indriyameva vikartavyam,. Avik-
rta-indriya indriya-bhrahtyayogat. Ibid p. 12 lines 10-12.
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Tattva-sarmngraha verse 1314. Indriyabhive sati bha-
viad indriyavikare copaghata-laksape vikarasyopahati-
laksanasyopalambhat tadanyendriya-buddhivad indti-
ya-jeyarn kesondrakadibuddhih. Tattvasarngraha-
pafijika ; 392 lines 20-21.

Tattva-sarngraha verses 1315-1320.

Ibid verses 1321-1324.

Tattva-samgraha verse 2876.

Ibid verses 2877-2878.

Ibid verse 2879.

Ibid verse 2880.

Tattva-sarngraha verse 2881. Pramanavartika 2.282.
Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 160.

Critique of pure reason p. 239. Quoted in the Bud-
dhist logic vol. 1 p. 160.

Pitasarnhkhadi-buddhinam vibhrame’pi pramanatam.
Arthakriya’ visarhvadad apare sarhpracaksate.
Tattva-sarngraha. verse 1324. Bhrantasyapi pitasarn-
khadi-jiianasya pratyaksatvat, tathahi na tadanumi-
nam alirhgajatvat. pramapam cavisamviditvat. Tattva-
samgraha-pafijika p. 394 lines 18-19.

Tattvasarhgraha verses 1325-1326. Pramagyarh hi
bhavad dvabhyimakiribhyim bhavati, yathi pratibha-
sam avisarhvidid yathidhyavasiyarh vi., tatreh na
yathi pratibhiasam avisarmvadah, pitasya pratibha-
sanit tasya yathibhutasya prapteh. Nipi yathidhya-
vasiyam avisarnviadal, pitasyaiva vifistirtha-kriyakari-
tvenidhyavasiyat, na ca tadrdpartha-kriya-praptirasti.
Tattvasarhgraha-pafijika p. 395 lines 1-4.

Yadyapi varpo’dhyavasito na pripyate, sarhsthianarh
tu prapyate. Ibid p. 395 line 6.

Na varpavyatiriktarnh ca samsthinam upapadyate,
bhiasaminasya varpasya na ca sarmviada isyate. Tattva-
sarthgraha verse 1327.

Tattva-sarhgraha verse 1328.. Naiva hyarthakriya’
visarhvaditvamitrepdkiram  anapeksya pramanyarn
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kalpaniyarth, visayiakarasyapraminya prasarhgit. Tattva-

samgraha-pafijika p. 395 lines 17-18. Yatha yatha

hyarthasyikarah Subhriditvena sannivi$ate tadrapah

sa visayah pramiyat. Quoted in Tattva-sarhgraha-paii-

jika p. 395 lines 18-19.

Visanipikahetiitthas  tasmat  sarvada-sarmbhavah,

Tattva-sarmngraha verse 1329,

Arthakriya-sarhvadastu parvarthinubhava-vasanapari-

pikideva pramipintarad bhavatityavaseyarn pitasarn-

khajfidnasya visana-paripaka-hetuh, $ukla eva S$arh-

khas tadidhipatyena tat-paripikat. Tattva-samgraha-

panjika p. 395 lines 20-23. ‘
Sarmjfia bhranti.

Sarnkhya-bhranti.

Samsthana-bhranti.

Varnpa-bhranti.

Karma-bhranti.

Citta-bhranti.

Drsti-bhranti. Quoted in the Darfana-digdar$ana

p- 730.

Bhrantih sarmvrti  sajjidnam anumananumanikarh,
smartabhilapikarh coti pratyaksabharh sa taimiram,
Pramagpa-samuccaya 1-8.

Sarvo’yam anumananumeya-vyavaharo buddhyarud-
henaiva dharma dharmibhavena na bahih sadasattvam
apeksate. Nyaya-vartika-tatparyatika, p. 39. line 13.
Ajfiana.

Timir §abdo’yam ajfiana paryayah. Tattva-samgraha-
pafijika p. 394 line 22.

Pratyaksabhasa.

Trividham kalpana jianam 3aérayopaplavodbhavam,
avikalpam ekafica pratyaksabharm caturvidham. Pra-
mana vartika 3, 289.

Buddhist logic vol. 2. p. 19,
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Studies in the Lamkavatarasatra.

Samyag-jfianam.

Vijﬁaptimﬁtramevaitad asadarthavabhasanit, vyatha

taimirikasyasat ke$acandradi darfanam. Virn$atika. 1.
Yadantar-jfieya rapam tubahirvad avabhasate Alambana-
parikasa 6. Quoted in Tattvasarngraha-pafijika p. 582.
lines 11-12.

Studies in the Larnkavatara-satra.

Alaya,,

manana.

jagat. Triméika 2.

Dréyarn na vidyate bahyarh-cittarn citrarm hi dréyate.
Deha-bhoga-pratisthanam cittamatrarmn vadamyaham.
Larmkavatarasutra. Cittamatra verse 23,

Atmakhyaiti.

The first and the fifth arguments contain the objections
of Prabhakara to the theory of self-apprehension, Jayanta
has offered them on behalf of Prabhakara.
Nyaya.mafijari p. 188, see Indian psychology perception
p. 287.

Arguments no 2-4 have been advanced by Prabhi-
chandra a Jain philosopher in his Prameya-Kamala-mar-
tanda p. 13. see Indian psychology-perception p, 287,
Vi$uddha,

Vivarapa-prameya-sarngraha pp. 34-35. Summarized
by Professor Jadu Nath Sinha in his Indian psychology-
perception pp. 288-289.

The Yogacara Idealism p. 63.

Parikalpita.

Paratantra.

Triméika-vijfiapti verse 17. Evam vitatha-vikalpabhyasa-
vasananidraya prasupto lokah svapnaivabhutam artharm
padyan na prabudddhas tad abhavarm yathavan navaga-
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cchati. Yada tu tat-prati-paksalokattara-nirvikalpa-jfiana-
labhat prabuddho bhavati tada tatprstha-labhasuddhae
laukikajfiana-sammukhibhzavad visayabhavarm yathavad
avagacchatiti saminam etat. Triméikabhasya p. 14
lines 16-18.

Taraki timirarh dipo maya vadyaya budbudarn, svaparn
ca +vidyudabhrarn ca eveam drastavyarn samskrtam.
Vajracchedika p. 32.

Tasya vyavrttir arhatve, tadaéritya pravartate. Tada-

lambarh manonama vijfidnarh mananatmakam. Tri-
miika-vijfiapti 5.

187. Yadantar jfieyaruparn tu bahirvad avabhisate. Alambana-

188.

189.
190.
191.
192.
193.
194.

195.

pariksa 6. Quoted in Tattvasarngraha-pafijika p. 582

line 11.

Avibhago’pi buddhyzitma viparyasita-darfanaih. Grihya-
grahaka-sammvitti bhedavan iva lakgyate. Pramanavar-
tika 3, 354. Triméika 26. Yavad advaya-laksage vijiiap-
timatre, yoginaé cittarh na pratisthitarn bhavati tavad
grihya-grihakanusayo na prahiyate Triméikabhasya
p. 54 lines 14-16. -

Tathata,

Sahakari-pratyaya.

Adhipati-pratyaya.

Samanantara-pratyaya and

Alambana-pratyaya.
Vidyaranya-Vivarapa-prameya-sarngraha p. 34. Sum-~
marised in Indian psychology-perception p. 287.

Vastrader mrgamadadinad vasyatvarn yatha Nyaya-
Kapiki. Quoted in Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. Isyate
vasana-vidbhih $aktiripa hi vdsani. Pramipa-vartika-
lashkdara. Quoted in the Yogacara Idealism p. 116.
Jfisnasyaiva hi $aktimatrarn vasans. Nyiyaratnikara on
§loka-vartika-§tuinya-vada 17 p. 273 line 11. Quoted in
the Yogacara Idealism p. 116.
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‘A critical Survey of Indian Philosophy p. 232.

Aavarana.

Viksepa.

Pramzna-samuccaya wrttitika 1. 10, Buddhist logic
vol 2 p. 396.

Sadasatpaksa-vigata utpadabharga-virahita na bhavg

nabhavo maya svapnaripa-vaicitryadar§anavan nabha-
vah Larhkavatara-satra p. 198.



CHAPTER III

THE REALISTIC THEORY OF PERCEPTION

1. Introduction

There are only two sources of knowledge, perception and
inference. Perception is called the direct means of knowledge,
while inference the indirect one. The two means of knowledge
are diametrically opposed to each other. What is direct
cannot be indirect and vice-versa. Buddhists believe in the
theory of pramana-vyavastha or ‘the limitations of means of
knowledge’. One means of knowledge cannot enter into the
arena of another means of knowledge. The spheres of both
means of knowledge are mutually exclusive. There is no joint
function of the two means of knowledge. Their processes
are different and mutually exclusive. Their objects are
different and mutually exclusive. What is the object of
perception cannot be the object of inference and vice-versa.

The theory of pramapa-vyavastha is a great contribution
of Buddhists to epistemology. Although many other philoso-
phers have recognised perception and inference as the only
two sources of knowledge, they have not recognised the fact
that their spheres are mutually exclusive. They have held
that both the means of knowledge function jointly. Their
theory is called ‘pramana-samplava’ or ‘coalescence’ of means
of knowledge. It is surprising that although they recognise
the distinction between perception and understanding, they
could not understand the exclusive and distinctive characters
of either. Pramagpa-samplavaisa mistake which is as important
in epistemology as the category mistake pointed out by
Gilbert Ryle is in metaphysics, This mistake must be avoided.
Russell, a contemporary British philosopher comes nearest
to the Buddhist theory of pramana-vyavastha when headvances
the view that knowledge is of two kinds—‘knowledge by
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acquaintance’ and ‘knowledge by description’® and that
their spheres are mutually exclusive. He has demonstrated
the tenability of the Buddhist theory of pramapa-vyavastha.

Non-Buddhist philosophers could not distinguish sharply
between perception and inference. Buddhists did so through
their definitions of perception and inference. In this connec-
tion the definition of perception is of paramount importance,
because it is the back-bone of not only the theory of pramana-
vyavasthd, but also of the whole of epistemology.

2. The definition of perception

According to Aksapida Gautam ‘perception is the know-
ledge which arises from the intercourse of sense-organs with
their objects, being determinate, unnamable and non-
erratic’2, The fundamental objection to this definition is that
it does not mention even the special factor of perception that
is ‘manas’ whose intercourse with the soul bringé about the
perception. Vatsyayana® tries to defend it bysaying that it
has enumerated only the special factors of the process of
sense-perception and not the general factor like soul and
‘manas’ which are essential not only to sense-perception but
to inference also. Further the Vai$esika definition of per-
ception which includes ‘manas’ has been accepted by Nyaya
in toto, and the factor ‘manas’ has not been rejected or
criticized. Hence it should be understood that it has been
accepted. According to VaiSesika philosopher Kagpada ‘precep-
tion is knowledge which arises from the intercourse of the

soul with the mind, the mind with a sense-organ and the
sense-organ with its object’*.

Dinnaga criticizes the above explanation of Viatsyayana
vehmently and says that the Nyayasiitra has mentioned
the eye, ear, nose, tongue and touch distinctly, but nothing
has been said about °‘manas’, whether it exists or not. Ii
the silence is presumed to be the acceptance of the existence
of ‘manas’ why did the Satrakara enumerate other sense-
organs which are also mentioned in the .definition®. Hence
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it follows that the Nyaya does not believe in the existence
of mind (manas) as a separate sense-organ and the result is
that the experience of pain and joy3i-and sorrow becomes

inexplicable.

Vasubandhu, the great Yogacara philosopher also falls
in track with the realists when he defines perception as ‘know-
ledge arising from that (very) thing’6. In the words of Uddyo-
takara this definition means that-perception is that knowledge
which arises from just that thing of which it is designated as
the knowledge and not from anything else’. In perception

an object is seen with the help of a sense-organ. For instance
a man sees a jar with the help of his eye. The jar has

colours, length, breadth, voidness and many other qualities.
The apprehender can know the jar only through these
qualities. Thus the knowledge which arises in this perception
is not the knowledge of the jar but of colour etc. Hence on
this definition it is impossible to get the knowledge of the
jar assuch, because we cannot apprehend the jar as such
apart from its qualities. In the words of Uddyotakara ‘On
Vasubandhu’s view, such a whole as a pot would not be an
object of perception because the knowledge, which is desig-
nated as knowledge of the jar is knowledge arising from
colour etc. and therefore does not arise from just that thing
of which it is designated as knowledge®. Further it is
inconsistent with the Buddhist theory of universal momen-
tariness.Buddhists believe inthetheory of ‘instantaneous being’.
The object is the cause of the knowledge and knowledge is
the effect of it. The cause precedes the effect, i.e. the cause
has already passed when the knowledge arises. The object
(the cause of knowledge) and its knowledge are not present
at one and the same moment therefore its knowledge cannot
be perception. In other words the knowledge would be other
than perception because the reality apprehended and the
apprehending cognition will not be simultaneous®,

The Naiyayika commentators elaborate their definition
by saying that perception is produced by a sensory stimulus,



The Criterion of Knowledge 87

coming from an eternal object, a cognition which is not an
illusion, which is either an unutterable (sensation) or a per=
ceptual judgment?®, Buddhists find this definition defective.
For instance, according to this definition a perceptual judg-
ment ‘this i3 a cow’ is possible while according to the
Buddhists perception cannot have any judgment. Because a
judgment or a decision presupposes a distinct imagel® which
is utterable!? or in other words expressible by means of
names but the object of perception has no power to amalga-
mate a sensation with a name, because names are neither
appended to it, nor inherent in it, nor produced by it*3, In
perception a cognising individual apprehends a simple reflex
but thinks that all the conceptual qualities of the mind are
present in the object. He has two faculties ; the faculty of
perception and the faculty of imagination. The imaginative
faculty# is mind’s own characteristic,® its own spontaneity.
It has its source in a natural constructive capacity'® by
which the general features!? of the object are apprehended?®,
It is so powerful that even in the perceptual process the cog-
nising individual thinks that all the imaginative qualities are
present in the object while they are nothing but the construc-
tions of his own mind?!®.

In order to guard off against this mistake Dinnaga makes
a radical distinction between perception and imagination.
He defines pereption as that ‘which being free from conception
is unconnected with name, genus etc’, ‘It is the cognition
of the form of things which through the imposed identity
of the qualifying and denotative adjuncts—appears as non-
determinate, in connection with each of the sense-organs’2°,
Dharmakirti adumberates Dinnaga’s definition?!, Explaining
the meaning of ‘perception’ held by Dharmakirti his com~
mentator Dharmottara says that in its etymological sense
‘pratyaksa’ means that the sense-organ is ‘‘approached” or
the ‘*knowledge dependent upon the senses’. In its actual use

it indicates the idea of direct knowledge. Therefore any
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knowledge which presents an object directly is called
perception.

Here an objection may be raised ‘if by perception we
take only that knowledge which depends upon the senses,
only sensations or sensuous knowledge will be meant, and other
varieties of direct knowledge such as mental sensations will
not be included in perception. Dharmottara brushes aside
this objection as irrelevent. He says that the term ‘cow’
is divived from the root ‘go’ which means ‘to move’ but in
practical life it refers to an animal whether it moves or not.
In the same way etymologically ‘pratyaksa’ may mean ‘know-
ledge depending upon the senses’, but in practical life it
denotes every knowledge which is direct and immediate?22,

According to Dharmottara the definition given by
Dinnaga and Dharmakirti is not exhaustive. It enumerates
certain characteristics of perception, e.g. ‘non-constructiveness’
‘non-illusiveness’ and ‘non-associableness’ with name and
genus etc. whereas the essence of perception is its nature of
presenting an object directly23, For instance, when itis
said that ‘sound is impermanent’, this ‘impermanence’ is not
the essence?2 of the word ‘sound’; it is simply one of its
characteristics. This view is also shared by Stcherbatsky.
Against this view Vinitadeva and Kamalaéila2® hold that it
is the definition of perception and not a mere enumeration
of some characteristics. Vinitadeva goes to the extent of even
reversing the order of the definition and maintains that what-
ever is ‘non-constructive’ and ‘non-illusive’ is perception.

) According to Dinnaga the perception of a snakein a
rope or of water in a desert is not a perception at all. Itis a
construction of our imagination. In the same way our percep-
tion which involves the association with name and genus etc.
is not a perception. For instance when we perceive a cow
and say that ‘it is red’ or ‘it is black’, it is not perception. It is
simply a description of its general characteristics which are
found in other cows as well, In perception we perceive a cow
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which is a peculiar cow which has its own individuality, and
which cannot be compared or contrasted with this or that cow.
It cannot be associated with a class character and :also cannot
be designated by a name. It is a-self-conscious process which
determines the object and confirms to the unique individual
nature of the object even without attributing it a name or a
colour28,
3. The function of kalpana

In perceptual process the apprehending individual is
always confronted with a reality whichis fleeting every
moment. He has a glimpse of a series of discrete and un-
connected extreme particulars. The moment he tries to
grasp the reality, being moementary it becomes already
vanished. He is therefore confronted with a difficulty. What
is the use of that perception which is indeterminate and in-
expressible?” in words. If he has to make his perception of
some use for himself and for the mankind at large, he has to
devise some means by which he may be able to decide what
he perceived. Kalpana or judgment is the process through
which the apprehending individual becomes able to decide
what he has perceived. Itis the process which synthesises
the unconnected svalaksanas into a connected whole. Dinnaga
defines kalpana—as the association with class-character,
quality, action, substance and name?28,

The definition given by Dinnaga has been subject to asevere
criticism. It is defective and inconsistent with the general
position of his philosophy. According to Buddhists the cate-
gories of universals, action, quality, and substance donot
exist. They are thought-constructions and do not possess
objective reality. Being mere creations of the understanding
they cannot be associated with a real object because association
is possible only between two real things like milk and
water or between two compartments of a train. Hence
the association between the conceptual content and the
universal etc. is untenable. If the association between the
conceptual eontent and the universal, quality, action and
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substance is maintained, the position becomes identical with
the realists who believe in the objective reality of these
universals etc. and thus the definition becomes inconsistent
with his philosophy. Difnaga is thus charged with looseness

of expression or confusion of thought or perhaps both by
resorting to this tortuous formulation2®.

sﬁrhtaraksita and Kamalaéila defend the definition of
Dinnaga by maintaining that the definition expresses both the
views of the realists who hold that conceptual content is
always associated with universals as well as of the Buddhists
who hold that it is connected only with name3°, Hence the
realist view is to be rejected and the Buddhist view is to be
accepted. The realist objects to the explanation given by
sﬁr’ntaraksjta and Kamala$ila by saying that it is not in tune
with the explanatory note given by Dinnzaga. In the explana
tory note Dinnaga says that in the case of proper names
like Dittha what is denoted is an object qualified by a name,
in the case of common nouns like ‘cow’ what is denoted is
the object qualified by the universal ‘cow’, in the case of
adjectives like ‘white’, what is expressed is the object qualified
by the quality of ‘whiteness’, in the case of verbalnouns, what
is denoted, is the object qualified by the action, and in the
case of words speaking of substances like stickholder, horned,
and the like, what is denoted is the object qualified by the
substance. This note given by Difnnaga proves that things
qualified by the qualification of the ‘universal’ etc. are also
separately denoted by words®!. Kamalasila meets the objec-
tion thus—*‘The note given by Difnnaga is not inconsistent
with his general position. Just as when proper names are
pronounced, what is denoted is the object qualified by the
name, so also in the case of words expressive of the universal
etc. like ‘cow’ what is denoted is the object qualified by that
name ; similarly in all cases objects are denoted qualified
by a name®2, The realist objects to this unnatural explana-
tion of Dinnaga’s explanatory notes given by Kamalaéila by
saying that it is inconsistent wthe the definition of perception
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given by Difinaga where conceptual content has been men-
tioned as associated with universal (vifesana) and name
(abhidhayaka)33, Kamalaéila refutes the realist objection
by saying that this definition also contains the Buddhist as
well as the realist view. He gives two interpretations of this
definition. According to first interpretation it contains the
Buddhist view as well as the realist view. Here he interpretsthe
term ‘videsana’ or ‘qualifying adjunct’ for the ‘universal’ and
the term ‘abhidhayaka’ or ‘denotative adjunct’ for the name.
Thus “perception’ is free from the conceptual content associated
with universal and name®%. According to the second inter-
pretation it is purely arBuddhist view of conceptual content.
Here the term ‘videsana’ stands for ‘differentiation’ or exclu-
sion, and the word is the ‘abhidhayaka’ or denoter of this
‘exclusion’ and not of the universal®*®. The epithet jatiyojana
or association with universal is an unnecessary addition to
the definition of the kalpana or the conceptual content.
The Namayojana or verbal association itself is sufficient
to characterise it. Even éaxhtaraksita and Kamalasila had at
least to admit that verbal association was alone sufficient to
indicate the distinctive role of kalpana. The ‘association
with universal’ was added only out of regard for other’s views
which were widely prevalent?®,

In order to avoid this unpleasant controversy Dharma-
kirti excludes the epithet *jati’ from the definition of kalpana
and defines it as a ‘distinct cognition of mental reflex which
is capable of coalescing or being associated with a verbal desig=
nation37. This coalescence or association takes place when
the denoted object and the word expressing it are apprehended
in one act ' of cognition and it appears to the cogniser that
both factors are inseparable part of one connected and io-
alienable whole8. For instance, a man sees a cow with his
eyes. At the stage of sense perception he is unable to decide
what he sees. But immediately after this apprehension his
cognition becomes expressible and he atonce realises that the
object seen was a ‘cow’. Now this judgment that the ‘object



92 The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism

seen was a cow’ is the result of conceptual content or
‘kalpana.’ The term ‘yogya’ or ‘competent’ has been inserted
in the definition of kalpana with a view to include not only
those judgments which are expressed through the medium
of words, and which are delivered by men of experience but
also the judgments of new born babies who have not learnt
to speak but whose actions have reached to the state of judg-
ment and are governed in their execution by the conceptual
content3®, For instance a baby sees his mother’s breast at
one moment, and at another moment he stops crying and
begins to suck milk. This action of the baby shows that his
knowledge is not free from -ideation or conception even on
the first day of his life#9, It involves the recognition of the
breast and its synthesis with the past cognition of the breast.
It also proves the fact that the actual employment of words
is at best, symptomatic of conceptual thought and does not
constitute its essential character. It may operate even in the
absence of the employment of speech%!.

A question may be raised that if judgments do not
coalesce with words what certainly do we have regarding their
nature of being coalesced with words ? Our certainty regard-
ing their nature of coalescing with words is based on the fact
that they are not limited to the fact actually perceived. The
perceived fact or object is absent at the moment of our con-
ceiving. The perceived fact could have produced a limited
impression had it been present. For instance only an existing
patch of blue colour produces a limited visual sense impression
and not an absent one. The conceptual content is not
limited to a distinct image and involves a syntheis ; that is
the reason that it represent a vague, indefinite and blurred
vision of reality and is not as authentic and reliable as the
knowledge of the first moment of sensation*2. Sarntaraksita
and Kamalaéila follow the line of Dharmakirti and define
kalpana as ‘idea associated with verbal expression’#3. It is
the factor which governs all activities and makes the business
of the world pussible. A man has always to designate a thing
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with a name inorder tocommunicate it to others. This process
of constant associating of things with their names continuesand
leaves an impression or capacity in the minds of the people. It
is due to the presence of this capacity that even an infant is
capable of such activities as smiling, crying,sucking the breast
and becoming pleased etc. even at the stage when he does
not know how to speaktt, Even the realists who define
kalpana as association with universal, quality, motion and
substance will at last have to admit that it is the association
with name or words which is capable of giving meaning to their
definition. In absence of the association with words it would be
impossible to associate a universal or a quality with a thing.
It is due to this reason that a man seeing a ‘cow’ or a ‘stick
holder’ designates it with a special name before enumerating
its several feature#®. Stcherbatsky supports the view of
kalpana enunciated by Dharmakirti, Dharmottara, Sarntarak-
sita and Kamaladila and observes that it correiponds
to our judgment and more specially to a judgment
in which the subject represents Hoc Alivid, i.e.
something indefinite to be made definite by the predicate,
a judgment of the form ‘‘thisis that.” The judgment ‘this
is Dittha’ is name kalpana, “this is a patch of blue colour”
is guna kalpana, “‘this is a cow” is jatikalpana. This can be
called the “‘epistemological” form of judgment and every
judgment is reducd to this form. It can be also
viewed as a construction, a division, a bifurcation, an
imagination (vikalpa) etc. since every judgment suggests in
its predicate a division of the whole into the predicate and its
counterpart, e.g. ‘blue and not blue’ ‘cow and not cow’ etc%é,

Kumarila objects to the view that ‘perception’ is non-
conceptual. He says men resort to activity when they know
that a certain thing is the source of pleasure and a certain
thing is a source of misery. This activity to achieve the object
or to avoid it commences when there is certainty regarding the
object that ‘this is that’. This certainty cannot be secured
from perception, for according to the Buddhist view of percep-
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tion we cannot come to a judgment ‘this is that’ or ‘this is
a cow’, because the object of perception is unutterable. On
the other hand ‘inference’ cannot be a sure ground for the
beginning of the said activity because before we 'begin to
take any initiative on the basis of inferential knowledge we
must have a well ascertained knowledge about the fact. For
instance the inferential knowledge of ‘fire’ from the vision
of smoke can be deduced only when we have perceived in
our daily life that ‘fire’ prcduces smoke. There is no third
sources of cognition in Buddhism. Hence activity becomes
impossible, and if activity is impossible, the entire business
of the world will come to an end#?

Kamalaéila answers that the objection of Kumarila is
baseless. Though the perception is non-conceptual, still the
activity is not hampered. It takes place thus—Whenever a
sense-perception of something eg. of ‘fire’  takes place, it
takes place as differentiated from all homogenecus and
heterogeneous things, and is also accompanied by the idea
of the thing as differentiated from all other homogeneous and
heterogeneous things. It manifests in that very thing certain
positive and negative concepts as for instance ‘this is fire’
and ‘this is not a bunch of flower.” Thus there arises certainty
regarding that particular thing, Therefore there is no
difficulty in holding perception as ‘non-conceptual®. Further
Kumarila confuses between the objects of perception and the
objects of understanding or inference. He is right in main-
taining that activity proceeds from a piece of certain know-
ledge but he is wrong in holding that objects of perception
can be certain or doubtful. The question of validity is
different from the question of genesis. Perception generates
knowledge. It does not answer the question of validity which
pertains to the sphere of understanding. Objects of percep-
tion are facts. They are neither true nor false, neither certain
nor uncertain, Facts are facts or sense-data., They are
given. Objects which are constructed out of them can be
either true or false, certain or uncertain. The proper Buddhist
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reply on this basis to Kumarila’s objection is that although
activity proceeds from certain knowledge, this knowledge is
not perceptual. Activity proceeds from conceptual knowledge.
Perceptual knowledge is the basis of this knowledge.

Buddhists themselves are responsible for the confusion of
Kumarila Bhatta. Because they have tried to add the attribute
of ‘abhrantam’ or ‘non-illusive’ to perception. This attribute
is responsible for the view that the perception cannot be
non-conceptual, because the characteristic of ‘nonillusiveness’
is conceptual. If it characterises perception, perception
cannot escape the charge of being conceptual. Here an
examination of the characteristic of the ‘non-illusiveness’
must be made to ascertain what perception is.

4, Relevance of the ‘Non-illusive’ or Abhrantam

Dininaga defined perception as ‘a cognition free from
conceptual content and unassociated with name, universal,
substance, quality and action*®. He dropped the characteri-
stic of non-illusiveness from his definition of perception
and thus deviated froin the definition of perception given by
Asanga who perhaps under the influence of the realists had
inserted this characteristic of ‘non-illusiveness’ in his defini-
tion. The reason for dropping this characteristic was mani-
fold. Dinnaga thought that the adjective ‘kalpanapodham’
was sufficient to exclude inferential knowledge which was
invariably associated with ideal constructions, from the
domain of perception®%. For him the entire empirical
world, this interconnected whole of substance and its
qualifications, and the inferential knowledge founded upon
it, is a construction of our mind, and has no reference to
an external existence and non-existence®l. Therefore such
constructions or judgments as ‘thisis a tree’ or ‘thisisa
patch of colour’ do not come under the domain of percep-
tion, but on the other hand they are within the purview of
indirect knowledge or inference. Hence it is unnecessary
to say that perception is non-illusive. It is also capable of
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excluding errors and illusions from the category of percep-
tion; because these errors and illusions are never in
harmony with facts, though they may be free from ideal
constructions while the perception is always in harmony
with the facts’2, Thus perception being free from cons-
tructive knowledge and being harmonious with actual facts
should by its very nature be understood to be ‘non-illusive’.
Hence it would be a useless repetition to call it non-illusive.

Jinendra Buddhi holds that an other reason for Dinnaga
to drop the characetristic of non-illusiveness’ was a desire on
his part that his definition may be equally acceptable to the
realists and the idealists53, Ifit were added to the defi-
nition of perception, it would not have been acceptable to
the idealists for whom the entire external world was an
illusion. Further the term ‘illusion’ admits many inter-
pretations. Its ambiguous nature might have created a
difficulty for the entire system of Buddhist logic5%. Explain-
ing the position of Dihnaga Vacaspati-Midra says-——the
Buddhist logic is founded upon two diametrically opposed
means of knowledge-sensibility and understanding. What
is the object of sensibility can never be touched by the
understanding and vice-versa. The object of sensation or
-perception is simple reflex, an indeterminate momentary
sensation, while the object of conception or understanding
is, determinate, enduring, decisive and wuniversal. If we
start on the above reasoning, the entire perception of every
object as having body, property and quality would be an
illusion. The perception of every extended body is a sense
illusion, because it is never a simple reflex, and a simple
reflex is never an extended body. Hence the unity of a
body, the unity of various parts constituted by innumerable
atoms is an illusion just as the vision of a forest from a
long distance, instead of the vision of trees would be an
illusion. If we declare these constructed judgments to be
real, why should we not declare the moving firebrand, the
double moon, the running tree and the mirage equally to
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be real ? It was the reason that Dinniga dropped the
characteristic of ‘non-illusiveness’ from the definition of
perception, because such a definition would have been
suicidal for the whole system56. Dharmakirti, following
the line of Asaiiga, reinserted the characteristic of ‘non-
illusiveness and defined perception as the source of know-
ledge which is free from conceptual content and is non-
illusive5¢, Dharmakirti defines °‘non-illusiveness’ as ‘not
contradicted by that underlying essence of reality which
possesses efficiency57. For instance the water which does
not quench our thirst is no water, nor the fire which does
not burn our finger is any fire. It denotes the knowledge
which is not at variance with the direct reality. Kamala$ila
takes it in the sense of non-incongruous ( avisarnbadi).
According to him we cannot understand by it ‘as having
for its basis a form as it really exists’, because if we take
the second meaning, it will not be applicable to the
Yogicsra idealists for whom no-real basis (in the form of
external objects) exists at all?3, The term ‘non-incongruous’
means ‘the presence of the capacity to envisage a thing
which is capable of the intended fruitful activity. It does
not mean actually envisaging it, because there are obstacles
likely to appear in its actual envisaging’5®,

The question arises ‘what is the reason that Dharma-
kirti inserted the characteristic of ‘non-illusiveness’ in his
definition of perception when it was dropped by Dinnaga ?
According to some of the followers of Dinnaga, the illusions
are purely mental perception being free from conceptual
content, is non-illusive by its very nature. Hence the
addition of the characteristic ‘non-illusiveness’ was a
useless repetition. But according to Dharmakirti, Dhar-
mottara, Samtaraksita and Kamalaéila etc the addition of
the non-illusiveness is necessary to combat®® the prevailing
misconception among the followers of Dinndga who hold
illusions purely to be mental. If this characteristic is not
inserted in the definition of perception, illusions caused
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by the desiesed sense-organs, e. g. the vision of yellow
conchshell and the flying hairtuft before an eye, and the
hallucinations will also become valid perception. Further
all our knowledge is mixed up with conceptual content
and therefore it cannot bring distinct knowledge of the
thing®l, Kamalaila says that even if it is granted that
illusions are purely mental, still the inclusion of ‘non-
illusiveness’ in the definition of perception is not superfluous.
The purpose of inserting this characteristic is not only to
include that perception which comes through the senses
but also that perception which appears in the mystic intuition
of the saint and which is purely mental. It also includes
dream cognitions which are purely non-conceptual®2,

The observation of Kamalafila is in line with the reading
of Dharmakirti who maintains that the experience or
exceptional sagacity of the yogis is also ‘non-constructive’
and hence it is direct knowledge. This knowledge of the
yogis cannot be regarded as synthetic because it does not
grasp former experiences which happened at the time of
the formation of the language®3. Thus the perception of
Dharmakirti is devoid of all the mental and sensuous
illusions which are caused by colour blindness, rapid
motion, travelling on a boat, sickness or other causes®4,
It is the knowledge which is directly produced from unde-
fective sense organs, is devoid of conceptual content and is
free from all kinds of mental and sensuous illusions and is
uncontradicted by experience. Summarily we may say
that Dharmakirti inserts the characteristic of ‘non-illusi-
veness’ in Dinniga’s definition of perception, in order to
distinguish perception fiom illusion and hallucination.
Illusions and hallucinations resembles perception but they
are contradicted by their subsequent experiences and are
incapable of producing any results. Perceptions on the
other hand are different from such experiences. They
are non-contradicted by their subsequent experiences and
are also effective in producing results. These considera-
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tions led Dharmakirti to insert the attribute non-illusive,
or abhrantam in the definition of perception.

5. Appraisal of the Yogacara definition of perception

Of all the definitions given by Afaiga, Vasubandhu,
Dirinaga, Dharmakirti and cthers, the definition of Difnaga
is the most revolutionary. It is also in perfect accordance
with Yogacara idealism. The adjective ‘abhranta’ dropped
by Dinnsga is indeed superfluous and against the Yogacara
theory of perception and reality, Dharmakirti’s and
Kamala$ila’s view on retaining ‘abhrantam’ in the
definition of perception is vitiated with the following
mistakes. First—they mistake the role of inference in
cognition. That is why they include dreams, hallucina-
tions and illusions under perception. They are according
to Dirinaga not perceptions. They are, like the cognitions
of pots and trees, mental constructions out of svalaksanas.
Worldly objects are not objects of sense-perception. They
are objects of mental construction. Secondly—the object of
perception cannot be ‘bhrantam’ or ‘abhrantam’, valid or
invalid. It is the datum. ‘Bhrantam’ or ‘abhrantam’ are
the attributes of mediate or inferential knowledge. Thirdly—
the discriminative adjective ‘abhrantam’ implies that there
is a perception which is ‘bhrantam’ also. But this is not
the case. Fourthly—objects of perception are like the im-
pressions of Hume, matters of fact. They are neither
true nor false. Truth or falsity is the property of judgments.
Lastly—Dinnaga has been misunderstood by Dharmakirti
and Kamala$ila. His opponents Kumarila and Uddyotakara
have understood him correctly. They have refuted his
theory of perception and maintained that perception is
discursive. But their criticism does not answer the problem
of sense data or svalaksanas. They are either ‘constructed’
or ‘given’. If they are constructed, then their construction
will lead to an infinite regress, for they will be constructed
out of materials which are also constructed. Moreover in
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that case they will not be different from the objects of
understanding, and perception will not differ from under-
standing. If they are given then the process of their recep-
tion cannot be construction. It should be radically different
from construction. This appraisal of the term ‘abhranta’
is partly supported by the observations of Dr. Satkarya
Mukerji also. He observes that the introduction of the
objective ‘abhrantam’ was not made by way of improve-
ment but was dictated by a practical necessity to rebut a
prevailing misconception among a section of Buddhist
philosophers, which perhaps on account of its volume and
strength called for this amendment. Thus in his opinion
the insertion of ‘non-illusive’ was not a theoretical improve-
ment. It was a practical necessity to dispel the prevailing
misunderstanding®5. But Dr. Mukerji’s finding that the
insertion of ‘abhrantam’ in the definition of perception was
a practical necessity is also objectionable. The author of the
Nyaya-bindu-tika-tippani clearly states that this insertion
is in accordance with the demand of the external view of
Sautrantika philosophy and is not the internal view of
Yogacara philosophy, according to which the insertion of
‘abhrantam’ should not be made because validity of percep-
tion is inherent and there is nothing which can be excluded

from itself,68

6. Proof for the existence of indeterminate perception

The existence of indeterminate perception has been a
point of controversy among the different schools of Indian
philosophy. The Grammarians, Ramanujites, Vallabhites
and the followers of Madhava hold that there is no indeter-
minate perception at all. The Buddhist, the realists, the
followers of Samkhya system and the Advaita Vedantins
hold that there is indeterminate perception. They adduce
certain proofs for the existence of indeterminate percep-
tion. The experience of our daily life shows that there is
an indeterminate perception. At the first moment of the
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apprehension of an object when it casts its reflexes upon
the sense, there is the vision of an object in its mere
‘bareness.” We do not know what we apprehend ? We
simply know that we apprehend something. Only at a
later stage when the understanding begins its function
through the categories of name, universal, action, quality
and substance, we come to a judgment that °‘thisis a blue
colour’ and ‘thisis not a yellow colour.’ Sometimes we
experience that our imagination continues its function even
when our senses are engaged in the apprehension of an
object. For instance, at the time of reading a book we
conceive a story or at the time of perceiving blue colour
our mind is walking elsewhere.®” If there had been no
indeterminate perception, the conception of the story or
the conceptual walking would not have taken place at the
time of reading a book or at the time of perceiving a blue
colour. Because it is an established fact that the mind

cannot fix its attention at two different things at one and
the same time.

The indeterminate perception is an antecedent and
indispensable condition for a determinate perception. The.
determinate perception involves relation between things
already apprehended. It starts on the presupposition that
there are some factors which are to be related. It gives
name to the things which are yet unnamed. If there is no
indeterminate perception which apprehends something,
the existence of the determinate perception will also become
impossible. It will have no material to work upon. It
will have no ground for the application of the categories of
assimilation and differentiation, analysis and synthesis.
It is only after these processes that the intellect comes to
decide that a thing is ‘this’ or ‘that’.®® Hence the existence
of the indeterminate perception is a sine qua non for the
existence of determinate perception.

The opponents of the theory of indeterminate perception
try to explain the existence of determinate perception even
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without the existence of indeterminate perception with
the help of some extraordinary presumptions. First—there
are some philosophers who hold that the perception of
qualifications, e. g. substantive and attributes is also deter-
minate. Hence there is no need for the presumption of
indeterminate perception.6® But if we uphold this theory
we will be subject to an infinite regress. Determinate
perception always involves the application of understan-
ding. If we suppose the determinate perception of quali-
fications, we will further have to suppose other qualifica-
tions which help us to understand the first qualifications
of the object perceived and thus the process will never
come to an end.

Secondly, there are others who hold that the deter-
minate perception of qualifications in past life causes the
determinate perception of the present object’. But this
argument is too far-fetched and involves absurdity. The
cause must be an immediate antecedent of the effect.
Between the space of the past and the present life innu-
merable things take place, it would be difficult to establish
a causal relation between the perception of the qualification
and the qualified object. Thereis no instrument to know
whether the cogniser was existent prior to this life or not.
Even if he existed what is the proof that he perceived those
very qualifications ( e. g. jarhood etc ) which are being
related to the present perceived object (e. g. jar etc).

Thirdly,. there are some other philosophers who hold
that there is a divine cognition of the qualification (e. g.
jarhood etc) and this cognition is the cause of our deter-
minate perception.” But this argument is fallacious. It
presupposes two substrata, one for the cognition of the
qualifications and the other for the cognition of the quali-
fied object. In order to have perception there must be
one substratum which is apprehender both of the quali-
fications as well as the qualified object. The cognition of
the qualification, e. g. blueness by Yajfiadatta cannot be
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the cognition of the qualified object, e. g. blue lotus by
Devadatta. -Because the eyes of Yajfiadatta cannot be
the eyes of Devadatta. There is no other source of trans-
mitting the experience of ‘blueness’ by Yajfiadatta to
Devadatta except through speech. And this speech cannot
be regarded as perception. Speech is an instrument of
descibing what is given in sensation.

Lastly, the other view holds that -the recollection of the
qualifications produces the determinate perception of an
object, For instance we remember that there is qualification like
jarhood or blueness and when we perceive a jar or a patch of
blue colour we atonce remember the jarhood or the blueness
and say that ‘this is a jar’ or ‘this is a patch of blue colour?2,
Thus the determinate perception takes place even without
postulating indeterminate perception. This theory is unten-
able. Recollection presupposes perception. We can recollect
only those things which have been either perceived through
the senses cr revealed to us from those persons, who have
perceived it, not otherwise. The recollection ‘that ‘this is a
patch of blue colour, takes place due to the fact that we have
perceived in the past the blueness of the colour. We never
say, that ‘the son of a barren woman is blue colour’ or ‘the
horns of an hair are very sharp’. Furtherif we hold that
the recollection causes the determinate perception of an object
we will have to presume the recollection of the recollected
qualifications, and then again the recollection of the
recollected qualifications. In this way our process will
continue infinitely and we will never be able to perceive
a thing, Besides, even if we donot remember the qualifica-
tions of a thing the perception will take place if all the factors
necessary for the occurrence of a perception are present. For
instance, if the perceiver, the sense-organ eye, the object and
sufficient light are present, the perception of the object will
take place.

What is the source of our knowledge regarding the
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existence of indeterminate perception, the adherents of the
doctrine of indeterminate perception are divided themselves—
First, the earlier Naiyayikas, Vaifesikas, Mimarnsakas and
Buddhists hold that the perception itself is the sole guide in
this matter™, Secondly, the Buddhists appeal to the ex-
perience of our daily life and say that we feel that there is
an immediate apprehension of an object’®. Thirdly, the
new Naiyayikas hold that the knowledge of the existence of
the indeterminate perception does not come through percep-
tion but through inference. The indeterminate perception is
non-relational. If we hold that it is perceived we will have
to accept that it is related to the self—the knower, and the
moment we relate it with the self it becomes relational and
ceases to be non-relational indeterminate perception. Hence
the existence of the determinate perception of an object with
all its qualifications presupposes that there must be an indeter-
minate perception of an object which has all these qualifica-
tions but which is non-relational at that time.

The new Naiyayikas are logical positivists or empiricists.
For them the existence of indeterminate perception and its
objects is a matter of logical inference or analysis. The old
Naiyayikas and Buddhists are like old empiricists, for ex-
ample Locke, Berkeley and Hume who regard the existence
of indeterminate perception and its objects as a matter of per-
ception. The controversy between old empiricism and new
empiricism was thus first represented in India by Buddhists
and Navya Naiyayikas. Dinnaga represents the school of
old empiricism which is sensationalism. Gangeéa, the father of
Navya=Nyaya represents the school of logical positivism. Per-
ception is regarded as means of knowledge by both new and
old empiricists. Therefore, old empiricists and Dinnaga and
his followers are more justified than new empiricists and
Gangeéa and his followers in maintaining tha tthe proof of
indeterminate perception is perception itself?5. The discovery
of ‘Nirvikalpaka pratyaksa’ by Dinnaga has been accepted
by all Indian philosophers except Grammarians and the
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followers of Ramanuja, Vallabha and Madhva, They have
incorporated the theory of Nirvikalpaka pratyaksa into their
theory of perception. According to them perception has two
successive stages, indeterminate and determinate. The theory
of the first stage of perception indicates that they have accep-
ted Difnaga’s theory of perception. Their only difference
from Dinnaga is that determinate perception is also percep-
tion. For Dinnaga, perception cannot be determinate. If
it_‘_is determinate it is conceptual or inferential knowledge.

The controversy between the followers of Dinnaga on
the one side and Hindu philosophers on the other side ranges
round the problem whether determinate perception is percep-
tion or inference. Most of the arguments of Hindu philoso-
phers are based upon the misunderstanding of the Buddhist
rlneaning of inference. They have not taken ‘inference’ in
the sense of imagination, conception or understanding. They
have taken itin the sense of deduction. That is why the
refutations of the Buddhist theory that the determinate per-
ception is inference and not perception are vitiated with gross
misunderstanding of the genuine problem. No amount of
words can prove that the determinate perception is devoid of
the construction of understanding or imagination. Hence
Buddhists are on much better logical position in maintaining
that the perception is only indeterminate and the so called
determinate perception is not perception but imagination or
conception. Their opponents make contradictory statements
by accepting both indeterminate and determinate perception.
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Quoted in ‘A History of Indian Logic p. 278.

Atmendriya-mano’rtha-sannikarsad, yannispadyate tad-
anyat. Pramapasamuccaya chapter 1. Atmendriya-
rtha-sannikarsad yannispadyate tadanyat. Vaidesika-
satra 3. 1. 18.

Na sukhadi prameyarn va mano vastindriyantaram,
anisedhadupattarn ced anyendrirutarn vrtha. Pramapa-
samuccaya 1. 21,

Tato’rthad vifijanarn  pratyaksamiti, Nyaya-vartika
1. 15 see ‘Fragments from Dinnaga’ p. 10.

Yasyarthasya yad vijfianarm vyapadiéyate yadi tata eva
tad bhavati narthantarad bhavati tatpratyaksam. Ibid
1. 15. see ‘Fragments from Difinaga’ p. 10,

Ripadibhya utpannarh jfianarm ghatasya vyapadidyate...
na tato bhavisyatityapaksiptam. Ibid 1. 15. see ‘Frag-
ments from Dinnaga’ p. 11,

Grahya-grahaka-jfianayor yugapad bhavaj jiianam apra-
tyaksarm syat. Ibid 1. 13. see ‘Fragments from Dinnaga’
pe 11,



10.
I1.
12,
13.

14,

~ The Criterion of Knowledge 107

Buddhist logic vil 2 p. 259 note 2.

Niyatapratibhasa.

Abhilapa-sarhsarga-yogya.

Na santi sarhyogena, samavayena, karyataya va, Pari-
¢uddhi. Quoted in Buddhist logic vil. 2 p. 259.
Utpreksa vyapara.

15. Manasam itmiyam.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

22,

Vikalpa-vasani or visani.

Aniyatartha or aniyata-pratibhasa.
Abhilapasarmsarganapeksam abhilapasarsarginam adar-
$§ayad vikalpvijiianarn vikalpa-vasanotthapitam aniya-
tarthagrahi minasam atmiyam upeksalaksapam vyapa-
rarm tiraskrtya anubhava-prabhavatayi, anubhavavyipa-
rarm darfanarh pixraskrtya vartamanam anubhavataya’
bhimanyante. Nyaya-vartika-tatparyatika p. 88 lines 7-9.
Pratyaksarnh  kalpanapodharh nima-jityadyasarmyutam,
Pramigpa-samuccaya 1. 3.

Yat jianam artha-ripadau viSesapabhidhayakabhedo-
pacarenavikalpakarm tadaksamaksarn prativarttata iti
pratyaksam. Nyayamukha, Quoted in Tattvasarngraha-
pafijika p. 372, lines 25-26.

. Dharmakirti adds the characteristic of non-illusive

(abhranta) to the definition of perception given by
Dinnaga, thus his definition runs as—pratyaksar kalpa-
napodham abhrantam, Nyayabindu 1-4.
Pratigatamaéritamaksam. Aksaéritauvarh ea vyutpatti-
nimittarn $abdasya. Ananena tvalaksaéritatvenaikartha-
samavetam artha-saksatkaritvam lakgyate...... Tatasca
yatkirﬁcidarthasyasakgétkﬁrijﬁinarh tatpratyaksam uccy-
ate. Yadi tvaksadritatmeva pravrttinimittam syad
indriya-jfiainameva pratyaksa muccyeta, na mianasad:.
Yatha gacchatitigauriti gamana-kriyayam vyutpadito’
pi go$abdo gamana-kriyopalaksitam ' ekartha-samavetam
gotvarh  pravrtti-nimitti-karoti. Tatha ca gacchatya-
gacchati ca gavi go$abdah siddho bhavati. Nyayabindue
tika p. 8 lines 3-12, §
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23,

24.
25.

26.

27,
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Arthasaksatkaritva, arthesu saksatkarijfianam. Ibid
pp. 8-9 lines 7-8 and 4 respectively.

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 15 note 2.

Tatra jiianasya kalpanapoghatvam abhrantatvarn cant-
dya pratyaksatvarn vidhiyate, sarvatraiva laksyasya
vidhylamanatvat. Yatha yah kampate sosvattha iti.
laksyamatra pratyaksar, tallaksapasyaiva prastutvat,
Tattva-sarmgraha-pafijika p. 366 lines 25-27. Tippagpl
p. 39 line 12,

Visayasvartpanuvidhayi paricchedakam atmasamved=-
yam pratyaksameti. Quoted in the ‘Fragments from
Dinnaga’ p. 9.

Anabhilapya.

28, Namajatigupa-karma-dravyakalpana, namajatyadi yojana

29.
30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

va. Nyayamukha,

Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux p. 284.
Heyopadeya visaya-kathanaya dvayoktitah. Parapara
prasiddheyarm kalpanadvividhodita. Tattva-samgraha
verse 1221,

Yadrcchadabdesu nampna vidisto’rtha uccyate dittha iti,
jatiéabdesu jatya gauriti, gupa $abdesu gugpena $ukla iti,
kriya-§abdesu kriyaya pacaka iti, draya-éabdesu drav-
yena dafidi visapiti, Pramapasamuccaya.vrtti, Quoted
in Tattva-sargraha-paifijika p. 369 lines 23-25.

Yatha yadrccha-§abdesu prayujyamanesu namna vi$isto’
rtha uccyate, evam jatyadi éabdesu gaurityadisu namna
vidisto’rtha-uccyate ityetat sarvatra granthe yojaniyarm.
Ibid pp. 369-370 lines 27, 1-2,

Yat jidnam artha-rupidau vifesapabhidhayaka-bhedo-
pacarenavikalpakam tadaksamaksam prativarttata iti
pratyaksam., Nyayamukha, Ibid p. 372 lines 25-26.

Kalpanivaiparityena jiiainameva pratyaksatvena darfay-
atad jiianadharmatvarh kalpanaya darfitam. Tathacay-
amartho bhavati-Yajiianam namadyabhedopacarepa-
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39,
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41,
42,

43.

44.

45.
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vikalpakarh tatpratyaksam. yat tu jiianarn tathavikalp-
akarn tat kalpanatmakatvan na pratyaksarn iti. Samar-
thyadabhilapini pratitih kalpaneti pratyaksa-vaiparit=
yena siddhyati, evarn paripara-matasarngraho darfita
iti. Ibid p. 373 lines 3-7.

Yadava vifesaparn bhedo yenanyapoha krcchrutih, jat-
yadinarmh vyavacchedam anena ca karotyayam. Tattva-
sarngraha verse 1238.

Abhilapa-sarmsargayogya-pratibhasa-pratitih ~ kalpani,
Nyayabindu 1. 5.

Ekasmin jfiane’bhidheyakarasyabhidhanakarepa saha
grahyakarataya  §ilanam. Nyayabindutika p. 10
lines 9-10.

Tatra kacit pratitir abhilapena sarnsrstabha bhavati.

Yatha vyutpannas-sarnketasya ghatarthakalpana ghata-
§abdasarnsrtarthavabhasa bhavati. Kicit tvabhilapena-
sarnsrsta’pyabhilapa-sarnsarga-yogyabhasa bhavati. Yatha
balakasyavyutpanna-sarnketasya kalpana, Ibid p. 10
lines 11-14.

Balopi hi yavaddrivamanar stanarn sa evayamiti par-
vadrstatvena na pratyavamréati tavannoparatarudito
mukhamarparyati stane. 1bid p. 11 lines 4-5.

Buddhist philosophy of Universal flux p. 282.

Asatya Abhilapa-samhsarge kuto yogyatavasitiriti cet.
Aniyatapratibhasatvat. Aniyatapribhasatvarn ca piati-
bhasa-niyamahetor abhavat. Grahyo hyartho vijiianarn
janayanniyata-pratibhasarh kuryat. Ibid p. 10 lines 20-22,
Abhilapinet pratitih kalpana. Tattva-sarngraha verse
1214,

Atftabhavanamartha.-bhavana vasananvayat. Sadyo
jato’pi yadyogaditi kartavyata patuh. Ibid 1216.
Kalpanayi yogat iti-kartavyatayarn, smitarudita-stana=-
pana prahargadi-laksapayarn caturo bhavati, Tattva-
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50.

51.

52.
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sarhgraha-pafijikda p. 367 lines 21-22. Iti-kartavyata
loke sarvadabda-vyapadraya. Yarn puarvahit-sarnskaro
balopi pratipadyate. see Ibid p. 367 lines 23-24.

Buddhist logic vol. 2. pp. 20-21 Note 6,

Nanu ca yadyavikalpakarn pratyaksarh katharh tena
vyavaharah. Tath&hi‘idarh sukhasadhanam, idarh dulkh-
asya iti yadi vinidcinoti tada tayol praptipariharaya
pravarttate, Kinca anumananumeya vyavaharabhavaé-
ca prapnoti. Yatha hi anumana-kile avaéyain dharmi-
dharmo va praminpiantarenpa niécito grhitavyah. Sa ca
na pratyaksena aniScayatmakena niécito grhiturn
§akyate. Napyanumanena anavasthidosat. Na canyat
pramapantaram astitisarva vyavaharocchedako prapnoti.
Tasmad anumanadi-vyavahara-pravrttitolirngad anuma-
nabadhiteyam avikalpa-pratijiieti  yaécodayat  te
pratyah, Tattva-sarngraha-paiijika pp. 389-390 lines 27,
1-6.

Avikalpam api jiianam vikalpotpatti-faktimat. Nihges-
avyavaharaihgam taddvarepa bhavatyatah, Tattva-
sarngraha verse 1306. Pratyaksarn kalpanapogdham api
sajatiya-vijatiya-vyavrttam analadikam artham tadak-
ara-nirbhasotpattitah paricchinadad utpadyate. Tacca
niyata-ripa-vyavasthita-vastugrahitvad vijatiya-vyavrtta
vastvakaranugatatvacca tatraiva vastuni vidhi-pratise-
dhavavirbhavayati-analoyarn nasau kusumastabakadih
iti. Tattva-sarngraha-pafijika p. 390 lines 10-13.
Pratyaksam kalpanapodham namajatyadyasasmyutam.
Pramiaypa samuccaya 1.3.

Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux p. 275
Sarvo’yam anumininumeya-vyavaharo buddhyaradhe-
naiva dharmadharmibhavena na bahih sadasattvam
apeksata iti. Quoted in the Nyaya-vartika-tatparyatika
p. 39 lines 13-14. Mano visayah hi vibhrama- v1sayah
Pramapa-samuccaya-vrtti. 1.19. :

Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux p, 275
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Buddhist logic vil. 1 p.156 Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika
p. 392 line 6 Yogacaramatena  tvabhrantagrahauarn
na kartavyarn Sayhvadakasya sarhyagjfianasya prastut-
vat, anya-vyavavartyasyabhavat. Nyayabindu-tika-
tIppani p. 19.

Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 157.

Tadiyam abhrantata bhavatsyeva praharati itypeksita
acaryepa. Nyaya-kanpika p. 194,17. Quoted in Buddhist
logic vol. 1 p. 158,

Kalpanapodharh abhrantarn pratyaksam. Nyayabindu
1.4.

Abhrantam arthakriyaksame vasturipe, viparyas tam
uccyate. Arthakriyaksamarh ca vasturiiparh sanniveso-
padhi-dharmatmakam. Tatra yan na bhramyati tad-
abhrantam. Nyayabindu-tika p. 9 lines 6-8.

Abhrantam atravisarhvaditvena dristvyam, natu yatha’
vasthitalarhbanakarataya. Anyatha hi yogacaramate-
nilambanisiddherubhayanayasamaérayenestasya pra-
tyaksa-laksapasyavyapita syat. Tattva-sarngraha-pafi-
jika p. 322 lines 5, 6.

Avisarnvaditvarn cabhimatartha-kriya-samarthartha
prapaga-$aktikatvarn, na tu prapagameva pratibandha-
disarhbhavat. Ibid p. 392 lines 7-8.

Abhrantagrahapain vipratipattinirakarapartham. Nya-
ya-bindu tika p. 9 line 8.

Spastapratibhasa ca na prapnotityayam aparah prasa-
mgah. Nahi Vikalpanuviddhasya spastartha-pratibha-
sita, samanyollekhenaiva tasya pravrtteh. Tattva-sam-
graha-paiijika p. 392 lines 23-25.

Nanu ca bhavatu nama manasam, tathapyabhranta-
grahapam kartavyameva, na hyanendriyajfidnasyaiva
pratyaksalaksanpar, kartumarabdharh, kim tarhi ?,
Mainasasyapi yogijiianad eh, tatra ca svapnantikasyapi,
nirvikalpakatvam  asti, spasta-pratibhasitvat, na
tvabhrantatvamiti tan nivrttyartham, abhrantagraha-
pam yuktameva. 1lbid p. 392 lines 15-18,
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63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.
71.

72.
73.
74.
75.

Sphutabhatvan nirvikalpakarn, pramapa$uddhartha-
grahitvacca sarhvadakam. Atah pratyaksam. Nyaya-
bindu ¢ika p. 15 line 15.
Timiraubhramapanauyanasarnksobhidyanzhitavibhra-
marh jfianarn pratyaksam. Nyayabindu I. 6.

Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux p. 281.
Bahyanayena sautrantika-matanusarepa &Acaryega lak-
sanarh krtamityadosah. Yogacara-matena tvabhranta-
grahaparh na kartavyarn sarhvadakasya samyagjfia-
nasya prastutvit anya-vyavavartyasyibhavat. Nyaya-
bindu tika tippani p. 19.

Pratyaksarn kalpanipodham vedyateti parisphut,arh.
Anyatrasaktamanasa’pyaksairniladi vedanat. Tattva-
sathgraha verse 1243. Anena svasarhvittya pratyak-
satah  kalpana-virahah siddhah Tattva-sarhgraha-
pafijika p. 374 line 9. oo
Indian psychology perception p. 57.

Ibid p. 58.

Ibid p. 58.

Ibid p. 58.

Ibid p. 59.

Ibid p. 57.

Tattva samgraha verse 1243,

Pratyaksarn kalpanapogdham pratyaksepaiva siddhyati,
pratyatmavedyah sarvesarnvikalpo namasarnérayah. Pra-
mana-vartika 3. 123. Vikalparahitam pratyaksa.n sva-
sarnvedanadeva  pratiyate. Pramana-vartikalarnkara

p- 245 line 24,



CHAPTER 1V

KINDS OF PERCEPTION

There are four kinds of perception!. (1) Sense-perception,
(2) Mental sensation. (3) Self-cognition, (4) Intelligible
intuition.

1. Sense-perception

Sense-perception may be defined as the cognition of an
object which comes into being through the functioning of
sense-organs and which contains no conceptual element. It
is the cognition which depends on the activity of the senses
alone2, Here an object is apprehended by the apprehender
with the help of his sense-organs. He exercises full attention.
It is the stage which is devoid of every kind of imagination®,
After the sense-perception we begin to think that such a
kind of thing, e.g. ‘a patch of blue colour’ was perceived by
me, and a particular kind of image regarding that object
begins ro appear but such imagination had not emeiged at
the first moment of perception. The stage of first apprehen-
sion antecedent to the subsequent stage of imagination is
called ‘sense-perception’#. Hence the sense-perception is
always regarding some particular which is bereft of all the
characteristics of space, time and:* nature which the intellect
imposes upon it after it has been apprehended by the sense®.
Our sense-perception is regarding some particular. It cannot
be expressed by words because the moment our understanding
begins to encircle it within its'categories, and tries to give it
a definite name, it disappears being momentary and extreme
particular®,

It is of five kinds :—(1) Visual sense-perception, it is the
apprehension of an object through the eyes, e.g. the percep-
tion of colour. (2) Auditory sense-perception, it is the
appreh=nsion of an object through the ears, e.g. the hearing
of sounds. (3) Olfactory sense-perception, it is the apprehen-
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sion of an object through the nose, e.g. the smelling of frag-
rance. (4) Flavorous sense-perception, it is the apprehension
of an object through the tongue, e. g. tasting of butter,
(5 ) Tactile sense-perception, it is the apprehension of an
object through the body, e. g. touching of an object with hand
or any other bodily organ.

2. The nature of mental sensation

By his theory of perception Dinnaga has destroyed the
unity of knowledge and created a gulf between perception and
understanding. In his system an important question arises as
to what links understanding with perception. Unless there
is a link between them perception becomes meaningless and
useless and understanding becomes illusive and futile. If the
reality is inaccessible to understanding it cannot impart any
good to mankind; again if the world accessible to our under-
standing is unreal, no good comes out of it. So there appear:
to ensue a ciisis of knowledge from Dinnaga’s theory o
perception. But Dirmaga does not let this crisis creep in
knowledge by his theory of mental sensation, which links
perception with understanding. It is a psychological mecha-
nism to avert the crisis of knowledge.

In the process of sense perception, at first we have sensa-
tions which are produced by particular objects, and at the
next moment we have a mental sensation to the effect that
there is something in our ken. Thus in the same stream of
awareness there are two consecutive moments of sensation.
First, sensory stimulation and secondly, sensations caused by
the help of mind, i. e. mental sensations. They are related :
as a cause and effect to each other. Mental sensation cannot
come inio existence in absence of pure sensations. These two :
kinds of sensations have something in common. First, they are
homogeneous because they are different moments of the same
stream of awareness” and secondly, they are heterogeneous®
bccause pure sensation is the product of the senses, while the
mental sensations are product of the mind. The wmental
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sensation may: be called in terms of modern psychology® as the
moment of ‘attention’;, when after the first glimpse of the
object the mind is fixed on the particular object. We may
explain this phenomenon by an example. Suppose we go to
a garden and see a rose flower. At first the vision of this
flower will appear to the visual sense-organ (eye), immediately
after it our attention will be aroused and we will try to
apprehend what it is, and after this ascertainment we try to
express this idea into words that ‘this is a rose’. This second
moment of our perception is mental sensation which is called
also by the name of ‘intelligible intuition’. The subsistence
of this intelligible intuition is conditioned by the presence of
the object in our ken. If we would have been able to have
an intelligible intuition even without the existence of the
object, we would have been enlightened,'® omniscient beings
because to have intelligible intuition even without the presence
of an object lies only within the capacity of the Buddhas.
In the epistemological nomenclature we may call it a direct,
non-synthetical, unique moment, which is called as intelligible
intuition, but which lacks the most characteristic feature of
being intelligible, in the sense that it is also unintelligible,
and thus as unimaginable and unutterable as the first. Itis
therefore, half intelligible, something intermediate between

pure sensation and pure conception,

3. The definition of mental sensation

Mental sensation is"that non-constructive and non-concep-
tual inner knowledge which we possess regarding the feelings
of the object!!, It is that form of consciousness which arises
from the preceding moment of sensation?. Mental sensation
follows the first moment of every sense cognition which is thus
its immediately preceding homogeneous cause. The latter
co-operates with the corresponding moment of the object, i. e.
with that momentary object which immediately follows the
pProper momentary object (of sensation)!3,

From the above definition we come to know that there
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are two consecutive moments in the same stream of thought,
i. e. (1) pure sensation and (2) mental sensation. The first
moment of this stream, i. e. pure sensation is called direct
knowledge. Hence the second moment, thatis mental sensa~
tion is also direct knowledge. It forms part of the same stream
of thought, so it is different from the intuitive knowledge of
the saint, which presupposes different streams of thought
( different personalities ) existing simultaneously at the same

moment.

Some fundamental objections have been raised to the
theory of mental sensation : First, the mental sensation is not
a new cognition because it apf)rehends what has been already
apprehended by the outer sense. Secondly, if mental sensation
apprehends a new object, the blind and deaf persons will
equally be capable of apprehending objects with the help of
mental sensation though they lack physical sense-organs.
Thirdly, itis a mere abstract idea. These objections have
been brushed aside by Buddhist logicians. According to them
first of all it is not right to hold that mental sensation appre-
hends what has already been apprehended by sense perception
because the objects of the two are entirely different!4, Further
the objects of cognition being momentary, they cannot last
even for two moments. Hence the apprehension of an already
apprehended object does not take place. Secondly, mental
sensation invariably follows the cognition produced by outer
sense and pure sensation is its cause, the deaf and the blind
being devoid of sense-organs cannot have the sense-perception
( of sound and light respectively ), Thirdly, the objection
that both the outer and the inner sensations are equally the
same is also not tenable, because mental cegnition apprehends
an entirely new thing which is not the object of outer
sense. Jt begins to function when the outer senses have
ceased to function. If we maintain that both the sensations
of the outer sense as well as the inner sense are simultaneous
we would have no pure sensation depending exclusively upon
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the senses and consequently it would be difficult to distinguish
between pure sensation and mental sensation. Fourthly, the
objection that the mental sensation is an abstract idea is
against experience because it shines clearly as a sensation!®,

Some persons have argued that the mental sensation is
not sense produced, it is entirely internal, because its function
begins when the senses have ceased to function. Hence its
object of ccgnition is an internal fact. Vacaspati Miéra
objects to this argument and says that it is not well founded.
Mental sensation is not intent upon the first moment of pure
sensation but it is intent upon the second moment of sensation
which immediately follows the first moment of pure sensation
caused by the cbject moment!?. In the Nyaya-bindu tika-
tippani we find another argument against the definition of
mental sensation!®. If the organ of sight operates, why does
indeed the same sensation not arise at the second moment,
and how is it that both are not called sensations of the outer
sense ? Further if mental sensationis really something
different from pure sensation, this must be proved by positive
facts, i.e. by observation, experiment or some other proof.
Confronted with such arguments Dharmottara quotes Buddha
vacana insupport of his thesis which says that ‘colour is

apprehended in two ways, by the sense of vision and by the
119

internal sense evoked by the external one’'?,

Dharmakirti says ‘if we maintain that mental sensation
apprehends what has already been apprehended, it will lose
its validity as a means of right cognition because it does not
apprehend a new object, which has not been known till the
moment ; ifon the other hand we maintain that it appre-
hends entirely new thing which was not apprehended by the
senses till that moment, we will come to the absurd position
that there will be no blind and deaf persons because even in
absence of outer sense-organs they will be able to apprehend
colour and sound with the help of mental organ. Hence the
only correct view regarding mental cognition is that it appre-
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hends the next moment which immediately follows the
preceding moment of pure sensation’2°,

4. Is mental sensation momentary?

In Buddhism ‘what is real is momentary’2l, The mental
sensation is not an exception to this fundamental principle,
one of the three gems of Buddhism. Jam yan tshadpa gives
an argument in order to explain why he believes that ‘mental
sensation is momentary’. He says if we do not believe in the
mom entariness of the mental sensation, some absurd conse-
quences will follow which will shake the very foundation of
the critical philosophy which is based on the sharp distinction
between sensibility and understanding. If mental sensation
continues for more than a moment we will have a clear image
by the force of simple reflex of the object and there will be
no possibility of illusion or image and all knowledge will be
valid automatically. Hence there will be no such judgment
that ‘this is not right’. Consequently every one of us will
become omniscient, apprehender of all truth and infallible?22.
But suchan assumption is unwarranted by experience, because
in experience we have wrong knowledge, wrong judgment.
We have illusions, e.g. the vision of snake in a piece of rope,
the vision of double moon, a fatamorgana and the like,
which are in direct contravension to the qualities of omnis-
cience and infallibility. Therefore we have to believe that
it is momentary. The above view of the great Lama is
supported by Dharmakirti?3, who maintains that perception
(which includes mental sensation) apprehends simple reflexes..
It does not provide definite knowledge of any object.

5. Kinds of mental sensation

Corresponding with the five sense-organs it has been
classified under five groups2¢—(1) Mental sensation grasping
colour and lines, (2) Mental sensation grasping sounds.
(3) Olfactory mental sensation. (4) Flavorous mental sensa-
tion and (5) Tactile mental sensation.
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6. Theories of mental sensation

The very basis of Dinnaga’s doctrine of mental sensation
as a link between two absolutely dissimilar things of pure
sensation and empirical knowledge is challenged. The question
is : ‘How do we know that the mental sensation is the second
moment which follows immediately the preceding moment of
pure sensation ? What is the basis of our presumption that
there is no mental sensation at the moment of pure sensation?
What would be the harm if we assume the simultaneous exis-
tence of pure sensation and mental sensation, or if we assume
the mental sensation as the preceding condition of all our
perception ? Four explanations have been given to solve
this problem. Consequently four theories are developed.
They are :— (1) Substitute theory of Dharmakirti and Dhar-
mottara (2) Alternation theory of Prajfiakara Gupta (3) Simul-
taneity theory of Sankarananda and (4) Admixtuve theory of
Jiianagarbha,

(1) Substitute theory—

According to this theory there are two worlds of our
knowledge entirely heterogeneous and dissimilar to each
other. First, the world of sensation which results from the
direct perception of the external objects through the senses,
and Secondly, the world of understanding which gives shape
to the indefinite knowledge produced by external object by
forming such judgments, e.g. ‘this is a patch of blue colour’
etc. In the process of perception at the first moment we have
the vision of reality through our sense-organs which arises
directly from the particular object. In the next moment
When the sense-organs have ceased to function?® we feel that
we have perceived something ; and at the third moment
mnemis images begin to arise and we come to knowledge
what actually was seen. This second moment of perception is
intelligible intuition according to Dharmottara. The existence
of this factor was first hinted by Dinniaga who had conceived
the idea of sensations and understanding as entirely different
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sources of knowledge. Dharmakirti developed this idea in his
Seven-treatises and Dharmottara gave it a final shape2®,

This theory of mental sensation as a joining link between
sensation and understanding has been target of severe attack
not only from the realists of Mimainsa and Nyaya schcols- but
also from the Buddhists. The realist says if the mental sensa-
tion is capable of joining two extremely heterogeneous and
dissimilar worlds of pure sensation and understanding what
is the harm if it is maintained that a fly can be combined with
an elephant with the help of a donkey ?27 He further asks
what is the basis of the conception that the mental sensation
does not exist at the very moment when«+the pure sensation
exists ? What is the proof of its separate existence ? If its
existence is not proved by positive facts why should we no
regard it as non-existent ?

Dharmottara retorts why do you not declare that the
eyes do not exist because they are invisible ? How can you
see that thing in the form of something positive like an amalaka
fruit which is the very basis of knowledge ? It is not a matter
of logic. It is felt in the inner heart of a man. Itis the
postulate of our system. It cannot be proved by empirical
methods28. On the other hand if we deny its existence, the
whole system which is based on the sharp distinction between
pure sensation and understanding will collapse. He quotes
Dharmakirti in support of his thesis who maintains that its
existence can be experienced by a real experiment in intros=
pection?®.  Although it is a necessary condition of all empiri-
cal knowledge but it is itself something which cannot be
proved by empirical methods. It is entirely transcendental®°,

(2) Alternation theory—

This theory is attributed to Prajfiakara Gupta®!. Accord-
ing to this theory at the first moment of sense perception when
the senses come in contact with external objects, a simple
reflex arises, it is a bare sensation. At the next moment
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a mental sensation arises. At the third moment another pure
sensation arises, thus the process of perception continues.
This theory invites scme objections which cannot be
overlooked. First, if we believe in the alternately arising
sensations of sense-organs and the mind, we will not be able
to apprehend the objact by our sense-organs, because the
moments of pure sensation and mental sensation will be
mixed up. Secondly, there will be no continuous apprehen-
sion of the object, because just after a moment of pure sensa-
tion mental sensation comes in, and then again pure sensation
in this way the continuity of our perceptual process in hamp-
ered which is the basis of our perception. In the words
of Dharmakirti we may say ‘if a thing would be apprehended
in turns, we would inot have the experience of its continuous
contemplation®2,

3. Admixture theory

According to Jiianagarbha33 mental$énsation is pure intui-
tion and hence homogenéous to pure sensation. On the other
hand it is intelligible intuition, hence homogeneous to under-
standing. Thus the water-tight division of knowledge between
sense perception and understanding is repaired. He repudiates
the theory that in the first moment there is pure sensation
only and exclusively ; and the next moment has mental

. sensation when the former sensation has ceased to function.
He poses a question : ‘What is the guarantee that our two
moments of cognition are entirely exclusive to each other ?
Why should we not maintain that every sense perception has
the element of mental sensation also, due to existence of
which we feel sorhething like the object perceived ?

The question may arise : How is it possible to maintain
two different kinds of sensations arising from the same sense-
organ at the same very moment ? Juanagarbha answers :
‘Although two homogeneous sensations cannot arise at the
same time from the same sense-organ but two different
(heterogeneous) sensations of different senses can exist without
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evolving any condradiction. It is also not right to maintain
that it does not exist because of its being not apprehended
separately. The existence of mental sensation is proved by
the fact that in the successive moment when the image of the
object that ‘it is blue’ arises, it is homogeneous with mental
sensation. If there would have been no intermediate factor
between pure sensation and conception, we would not have
been able to have a constructed image of the blue patch
which follows immediately inits track. Further a mental
sensation that ‘this is blue’ can arise only out of something
homogeneous to it, that is out of mental sensation and not out
of that thing which is exclusively heterogeneous to it e.g.
pure sensation. For example when an object e.g. ‘a patch
of blue colour’ is perceived by a stream of consciousness
called Devadatta, it can not evoke its judgment in another
stream of consciousness called Yajfiadatta, which is exclusive-
ly dissimilar to the former. It can evoke its judgment only
in Devadatta. The argument that the sensation is not
different from the constructed mental image does not hold
good. Because any man of normal vision can recognise the
distinction between mental feeling of an object and the
constructed mental image in which that object is ascertained®%,

Dharmottara raises some fundamental objections to this
theory. First, the argument that constructed mental image
must arise out of something homogeneous to it, so we must
accept the existence of mental sensation, has no sanction of
our experienced life. We feel a kind of refreshment at the
sight of camphor while the white colour produced by a piece
of camphor and the feeling of refreshment are heterogeneous35,
Secondly, we can have no mental element as long as our
consciousness is engaged in a visual cognition of some
particular object. How is it possible to have two different
kinds of sensations ‘one sensuous and the other mental from
the same very object at the same very moment ? We can
have experience of mental feeling only when the visual organ
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has ceased to function3®, Hence a constructed image can be
evoked from a pure simple reflex which is heterogeneous to
it, and the mental sensation belongs to the same stream of
thought though this mental sensation is the subsequent
moment of that stream of thought of which simple reflex
makes the first moment. Dharmottara cites the view of
Dharmakirti who says,‘when one simple reflex is apprehended,
the other features will also be apprehended, they will appear
by the force of a conscious3” germ and also by the force of
memory which has its own function to achieve®8,

4. The simultaneity theory

This theory is attributed to Sarnkarananda®®. According
to this theory three elements should always be present in our
perceptual process. They are—(1) the element of pure sensa-
tion, (2) the element of mental sensation, and (3) self=consci-
ousness. When we see a patch of blue colour, in the first
moment pure sensation arises. In the next moment there is
a mental sensation that there is something like a patch of blue
colour in our field of cognition along with the pure sensation
caused by the outer sense. This moment of mental sensation
which succeeds immediately after the first moment of pure
sensation is the first moment of mental sensation, and the
pure sensation running simultaneously with it is the second
moment of pure sensation. Thus the simultaneous stream of
pure sensation as well as mental sensaticn continues till the
end of the perceptual process. Saskya Pandita supports the
view of Sarikarananda by saying that ‘both the alternation
theory as well as the substitute theory contain contradiction.
This is the only theory by which the principle of homogeneous
causation can be saved and the unity of knowledge
restored4©.

Some objections have been raised to this theory. First,
there is no logical justification in asserting that there are only
three elements in a sensuous cognition. Jamyan tshadpa poses
a question: Why should there be only three elements i« e.
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the sensation of the outer sense, mental sensation and self-
consciousness ? Why should there not be seven elements, i.e.
the five elements of sensible qualities, along with the element
of sensation! and the element of attention or mental sensa-
tion ?42 He justifies his criticism by quoting a passage from
the commentary of Nyaya Nidhi43, according to which ‘if we
reckon the elements in the object, they will be five, and if
we add the elements of sense and of the intellect, it will make
seven. Secondly, it would be a great mistake on our part
if we presume that at the time of apprehension of an object
by our sense-organs, there is another factor like mental sensa-
tion which also clearly apprehends the same object. Such
presumption is against the authorities of Buddhist logic.
Dharmakirti categorically rebukes this idea of equal participa-
tion by all the three constituents in a process of perception
at one and the same moment. Hesays ‘although heterogene-
ous sensations may arise simultaneously, but only one of them
will be always predominant, and thus it will weaken all other
elements and will not allow any other of them to appear on
the threshold of consciousnesst*, Sarntaraksita supports the
view of Dharmakirti and maintains that a double sensation
which appears (atonce) without succession from two (different
sourced) cannot exist4®. Lastly, this theory is opposed to all
the characteristics of a mental sansation which have been
laid down by the great teachers i.e. (1) that the mental sensa-
tion follows the pure sensation, and (2) it apprehends the
second moment of perception which immediately follows the
moment of pure sensation and begins to function when the
outer sense has ceased to function4®,

Jamyan tshadpa says that the theory ascribed to Sarmkara-
nanda can be rescued from meeting the tragic fate if we
interpret him with a new vision, which will make it consistent
with the classical theory of Dinnaga and his followers.
According to this interpretation, there are only two kinds of
sensation. At first moment there is pure sensation which
comes through the external sense-organs and which is accomp-
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anied with internal self-consciousness. At the next moment of
perception there are three elements i.e. the pure sensation,
the mental sensation which follows the pure sensation, and
the internal self-consciousness which accompanies the first as
well as the second stage of sense perception.%?.
5. The appraisal of the above theories

Jamyan tashadpa after examining all the prevalent
theories of mental sensation as mentioned above holds that
it is the only theory which comes true to the test of criticism.
He quotes passages from many autherities in support of the
theory held by Dharmottara. The Abhidharma-suitra says—-
that the apprehension of colour (and lines) is double (1) as
conditioned by the sense of sight and (2) as conditioned by
the intellect. Dinnaga confirms this theory by holding that
the intellect also when it apprehends an object in a mental
sensation does not possess the character of constructive
imagination*®, The same idea is expressed in the Khaidub
‘It does not matter much for the continuity of pure sensation,
(without any participation of mind or attention), and for its
discontinuity, whether all causes (and conditions) producing
it are completely present or not, but it is not iadifferent
whether some counter-acting agency has appeared or not,
because as long as there is nothing to stop the run of (the
moments of ) pure sensation, it will go on enduring without
interruption, and the entrance door for intelligible intuition
will be closed#®,

The words of the Buddha also indicate the correctness
of the theory held by Dharmottara. The colour is apprehen-
ded in two ways, by the sense of vision and by the internal
sense evoked by the external one. Stcherbatsky also shares
the view of Dharmottara. He says ‘to maintain the simulta-
neous existence of two pure intuitions, the one sensible and
the other intelligible is absurd®®, The hard and fast distinc-
tion between pure sensation and understanding as hinted by
Dinnaga, explained by Dharmakirti, and brought to its full
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development by Dharmottara can only be saved if we hold
the principle of functional interdependence, that is when we
hold that the mental sensation begins to function when the
visual sense organ ceases to function. To deviate from this
theory means that there would be no sharp distinction
between sensation and conception. There would be between
them only a difference of degree, then sensation would be
only a confused conception. In other words there would be
no pure sensation at all.

From the horry past if we return to our native time, we
will see that like Dharmottara, Kant was also puzzled to find
a silken bond to join phenomenon and nonmenon, which had
an unbridgable gulf lying between them. Finding ‘reason’
to be absolutely inadequate he had to resort to ‘the starry
heaven above and the moral law within’ for the solution-of
this problem, In the same way Dharmottara had to postulate
the existence of mental sensation to join the pure sensation
and the intelligible intuition. But the position held by
Dharmottara as well as by Kant is indispensable for the
critical philosophy which they propounded. To forsake the
sharp distinction in kind between pure sensation and under-
standing would mean either to return to the Naive realism
of the Naiyayikas or lose oneself in the wholesale skepticism

of the Madhyamikas®3,

6. Criticism of the theory of mental sensation
Viacaspati Miéra challenges the very basis of the theory
of mental sensation. He asserts that we know from our daily
experiences that the object of our cognition is an enduring
substance. It is one and indivisible whole, There can be
no water-tight division of it into a series of preceding and
succeeding moments. Further its unitary character is also
proved by recognition. For instance when we meet a friend
even afier a long time we recognise that he is the same person
whom we met long ago®%. Therefore it is baseless to assume

that a cognition has at first a pure sensation and then it is
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followed by a mental sensation. Mandana Miéra also holds
the same view, According to him the theory of cognition
based on the existence of successive moments is untenable.
Because the object we apprehend in our cognition presents
itself as a one united whole and not into a series of many
fleeting moments®3. Since it is established that the senses do
not reflect separate moments, therefore, it is not possible for
intellect to grasp the succeeding moment which follows the
moment of simple reflex. It grasps just the same object as has
been grasped by the senses. If we maintain that the mental
sensation is the silken bond which joins two such absolutely
heterogeneous things as the pure sensation and the understand=-
ing, we should also not hesitate to hold that a fly could be
made similar to an elephant through the medium of
a donkey®%. Dr.Satkarya Mukerji also doubts the existence of
the mental sensation. He says that Mancvijiana has no
epistemological importance and can be jettisoned without
harm. The inclusion of it in the scheme of perception is
made only in deference to scriptural authority and not for
any logical or epistemological necessity®5.

7. Is mental sensation transcendental ?

Dinnaga Dharmakirti and Dharmottara believe that
mental sensation is the second moment of our apprehension.
It begins to function when the sense-apprehension has ceased.
Some objections were raised to this theory by Jiianagarbha and
his followers as, ‘what is the proof that mental sensation does
not work simulateneously with pure sensation. Is there some
positive proof to decide its existence, oris it a mere assumption
like a sky flower or a moving fire brand? Dharmottara says
that the existence of mental sensation cannot be empirically
proved®6. We cannot show its existence in the manner as
we show the existence of material things. But it does not mean
that it does not exist. It is the very basis of our critical philosc-
phy. Itis the postulate of our systemn. Itcannot be apprehended
by categories of understanding. It is transcendental®?, Dhar-
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makirti holds the same view and says that the mental sensa-
tion cannot be empirically cognised but can be only mentally
realised®®. Rgyal-tshab confirms the view of Dharmakirti and
Dharmottara and says that mental sensation cannot be
empirically proved, its existence is to be asserted on dogmatic
basis. He further says, ‘although it is subjected to a critical
purification®®, by means of reason, perception and inference
there is no other (direct) evidence to establish it empirically®®.

Some objections were raised to the transcendental
character of mental sensation. Some persons hold that mental
sensation is present in every ordinary man and its existence
ean be proved by their direct knowledge, because in their
introspection they apprehend their mental sensa ion. Had
it been transcendental, it would not have been apprehended
by introspection. Jamyan tshadpa refutes this argument and
says ‘it is beyond the scope of introspection to have apprehen-
sion of every thing which is cognised. If the introspectiou.
were infallible, and susceptible of every thing cognizable, the
Carvakas would have known through their introspection their
opponents’ power of making inference. But it is not the case,
Hence if the ‘introspection’ is not capable of even indicating
‘inference’ which is one of the source of our knowledge how is
it possible for it to apprehend those things which are beyond
empirical propositions.” He says ‘if we maintain that ‘intro-
spection’ can apprehend every thing which consciousness
contains, it will also apprehend the ultimate unreality of the
world®? which is present in every consciousness. If every
man with the help of his ‘introspection’: apprehends the ultj-
mate unreality of the world, we will reach to an absurd con-
clusion that every ordinary man is a saint. Because knowledge
of ultimate unreality of the world is possessed by the saint
alone who acquires it after many lives’ severe meditation’®3,
Therefore, the objection to the transcendental character of
mental sensation is unfounded. Stcherbatsky also supports
the transcendental character of mental sensation. He says: ‘the
moment of intelligible intuition is not empirically cognisable,
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because it is a moment. A single moment is always transcen-
dental. It cannot be represented in an image. It is unutterable,
But its assumption is urged upon us by the whole system
which is built upon a redical distinction of the two sources of
knowledge®3,

9. Self-Cognition

The feeling of pleasure and pain, joy and sorrow is for
the Yogéicara school a consciousness of consciousness, a self-
consciousness,®4 Acirya Dinnsiga analyses it into the three
moments of sensation, mental sensation and self-cognition.
In the first moment of our perceptual process there is a simple
reflex which is in response to a particular and indefinite object.
In the next moment a mental feeling arises which is invoked
by the simple reflex®® to the effect that there is something
in our field of perception. When these two moments of pure
sensation and mental sensation cease to function we feel in
the third moment a desire to achieve or avoid the object.
This feeling of desire®® or aversion®? for the object is called
self-cognition®8. Its knowledge is immediate and direct
because the intellect has not yet emerged to play its role
in its occurrence. It is non-constructive perception®®. Dhar-
makirti gives a logical explanation of the analysis of Dinnaga.
According to him the feeling of desire or aversion which is
thus caused does not depend upon the external object. Hence
it cannot be describedin the terms of subject-ob ect relations°,
There is no way of describing anything other than the subject-
object relation. So it is indescribable or unutterable”®. Self-
cognition or the feeling of desire and aversion is one of the
kinds of direct knowledge. It reveals new objects which are
not revealed by any other means It isnot a construction
of our mind but a vivid experience which is confirmed by
our daily experiences’?. It carries our knowledge further
to the points which are untouched by pure sensation .and
mental sensation.

Realists reject the above Yogacara analysis of self-cognition.

9
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They maintain that as the feeling of desire or aversion for
the object is experienced by the idealists only after it has been
apprehended in pure sensation and mental sensation, it is
largely due to the object itself. The idealist analysis of
self-cognition has a lacuna. The feelings of desire = and
aversion are in regard to an object and arise after its appre-
hension. Hence the locus of these feelings must be the object:
The Buddhist rejects the objection and gives two arguments
in support of his view. First, in the sense-perception when
we perceive a patch of blue colour, we. at first have an
indefinite knowledge which arises from the external object.
In the next moment when the object is fully apprehended
we have images of the particular object, i.e. we feel the image
of the patch of blue colour and not of the pleasure. If the
pleasure were identical with the object, the image of the
object would have followed. But such thing never takes
place. Hence feelings of pleasure and pain are internal.
Secondly, different men have different feelings with regard
to the same object. For instance we can take the example of
a lotus. It aiouses different feelings in the mind of a poet,
an artist, a scientist and an ordinary man. According to
Yogacara theory of introspection every consciousness and
every mental phenomenon are self-conscious?’. In other
words we may say that the simple consciousness which arises
in the first moment of pure sensation as well as all thecons-
tructed mental ideas, feelings, volitions, passions and quasi
ideas are self-conscious. Consciousness like light reveals
itself. It is not in need of another factor for its own revela-
tion. It is awareness™ which is self-luminous’®,

This theory of self-cognition is indirect contrast to the
realist theories of MImamsa and Nyaya Vaiegika schools, for
whom self-consciousness is simply a mental phenomenon which
arises when the object comes in contact with the subject. For
the Buddhist there is no mental phenomenon which could
be unconscious of its own self. In fact we cannot perceive
that it is a patch of blue colour unless we know, or in other
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words, are self-conscious to the fact that what we perceive is a
patch of blue colour’®. The opponent asks : ‘If every cons-
ciousness and mental phenomenon are self-conscious, what
would be the fate of those instinctive thoughts and actions

which are automatic and do not seem to possess consciousness?
Dharmottara replies that some actions are quasi-automatical,
because the incurring stimulusis followed straight off by a
purposeful action. The -quasi-automatical actions seem to
be lacking self-consciousness, because the intermediate coms-
plicated process being habitual and very rapid, escapes
discursive introspection. According to him even the action
of a new born child when he stops crying and presses his lips
on his mother’s breast is self-conscious. In this sense, self-
consciousness is a synonym of life. He further says that
when we apprehend a patch of blue, we at the same time are
conscious of another thing, of something pleasant””. This
feeling is a feeling of the condition of our ego. Indeed in
this form in which the ego is felt, is a direct self-perception,
consisting in being self-conscious?®. Stcherbatsky endorses the
view of Dininaga, Dharmakirti and Dharmottara regarding
self-cognition and says that it is transcendental by its nature
and accompanies all other forms of cognition. At the time
of experiencing a visual sensation we simultaneously experi-
ence something else, something additional, something accom-
panying every mental state, something different from the
perceived external object”?, something without which there
is absolutely not a single mental state®®, And this something
is our own ego®l.

10. The Yogic perception.®3

The joys and pleasures of the Tusitaloka where the
Amitabha rules, the luxuries and enjoyments of the Sukha-
vativyitha, the delightful city of Aknistha free from the
habitation of unclean beings, the grand and glorious per-
sonality of the invisible Tathagata, the vision of the four
noble truths, the Defana of the Lokanatha, the invisible
grand vision of the Mahabhiniskramaga of the Sakya-
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muni at midnight, the sentiments of love and piety or
karuna and benevolence which impel the blessed Lord to
descend on earth, in order to remove the sufferings of the
ignorant people and to lead them to the gate of Nirvana
revealed to the Buddhists the hollowness of other types of
cognition which deal with discrete bare instants and with
objects mingled with imagination. They thought : Is there
not a method by which all the grandeur of the objects
of sense-perception and noble conception be apprehended
within a moment ? Is there not some instrument which
may reveal the secrets of the heart, the treasures of the
hidden earth and the mighty waves of the future ? Is
there not some source of knowledge which may transcend
the barriers imposed by sensibility and understanding ?
And the result was the discovery of Yogic perception.

The Yogic perception is the source of revealing all the
objects, physical and mental, past, present and future,
remote and near, hidden and visible which are beyond the
limits of the intellect of ordinary human beings. It may
be defined as ‘the cognition which arises out of the contem-
plation of things, and which is free from conceptual con-
tent and error.’” According to Dharmakirti ‘it is the per-
ception which is produced from the subculminational state
of deep meditation on transcendental reality.’®3 In order
to understand it, it is important to explain what is ‘trans-
cendental reality’®* and what is subculminating point.5
The ‘reality’ is transcendental. It is ‘existence as such.’36
It is the basis of all our knowledge. It is crystal clear and
pure like gold. It is self-luminous® and falls short of all
descriptions.®8 It is beyond the triad of knower, known
and knowledge. The ideas of the ‘apprehender’ and the
‘apprehended’®® cannot touch it. The means of cognition
are simply a device to indicate it as a child is given a mirror
to apprehend the moon, but he is not the actual apprehen-
der of the real moon. This reality which is the substance
of all things®®, and which is devoid of all the attributes®1,
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becomes an object of contemplation for the saint who takes
now to see a vision of it. The Yogin focusses his attention
on this reality again and again®2 in his consciousness. By
his repeated practice of meditation he comes to a stage
when the reality begins to emit its lustre, though it has not
yet been realized. It is the stage when the image of the
contemplated object begins to reach a condition of clarity
as though it were present before the meditator.®3 It is
called the culminating point of contemplation. The sub-
culminating stage is that stage which precedes culminating
stage.%% It is the degree of clarity which precedes complete
vividness.®> Now the Yogic perception may be defined as
‘a perception of reality which occurs at the subculminating
stage of contemplation.” It is a knowledge which appre-
hends with absolute vividness the contemplated image as
though it were actually present before the meditator.%®
This knowlegde of the mystic is non-conceptual, uncontra-
dicted by experience, and vivid and non-illusory. It is a
new piece of knowledge unapprehended prior to this stage
and has its origin in contemplation.®” Itis a faculty by
which the saints are capable of completely changing all
ordinary habits of thought and contemplating directly the
universe ‘sub specie aeternitatis’ in a vivid image.

11. Is Yogic perception a different source of

knowledge ?

In a Yogic perception there is no sense contact with the
object. Hence it cannot be regarded as perception. Ifit
is perception, how is it possible  for it to apprehend those
objects which are beyond its reach ? If on the other hand,
the Yogic perception is not perception but conception, the
entire knowledge of the saint which results from it will be-
come unreal because conceptual knowledge which proceeds
through dialectical process has no reference to external
reality 4nd is a mere thought-construction.®® Consequently,
there would be no difference between the knowledge arising
from Yogic perception and the knowledge which arises from
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infatuation, sorrow, fear, lunacy, illusion and dreams.®®
These questions led Kumirila to deny the perceptual
character of Yogic perception. According to him Yogic
perception is in fact a fanciful imagination like wishful
thinking and memory. It cannot be regarded as a kind of
perception, because it lacks the contact of objects with the
sense-organs which is an ingredient of perception.1?0 It
may be argued that it results from contemplation,®? but
the contemplation is nothing except ‘concentration of the
mind on an object.” Actually what happens in a ‘mystic
intuition’ is that there appears a series of memory-images
of an object uninterrupted by the thought of another
object1°2 with so vividness and clearness that it comes to be
regarded as perception.

Sarntaraksita and Kamala$ila find Kumarila’s objections
to the theory of Yogic perception as baseless. According
to them ‘all things can be manifested’®® by the clear and
unflinching light of knowledge called ‘Yogic perception.’
+Even those objects which are not in direct sense-contact
and are depricated as ‘illusory’ are cognized through the
‘mystic intuition of the saint through the ‘mind’ whose
perceptiveness has been brought about by the impressions
of the past experiences.1°¢ The mental power of the saint
is eapable of apprehending even the most subtle and remote
things. All superiorities and peculiarities lie within the
field of mental cognition. Nothing lies beyond its field
therefore the questions regarding the restrictness of sense-
organs in their scope or the apprehension of one thing by one
sense-organ alone does not arise.1”® Through the contem-
plation of ‘reality’ in the meditation the mind of the Yogin
and his mental cognitions become superior. He acquires a
superior grade of wisdom, mercy and other qualities. By
constant practice of the Yoga his mental faculty of apprehen-
sion of objects reaches the highest stage. He acquires
power by which all the objects past, present . and future,
become apprehensible for him like an amalaka fruit.
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He has no need to resort to inference for their apprehen-
sion.106

The position of a Yogin may be compared with a young
goose.107  Just as a young goose in the beginning is incap-
able of going even out of his nest but through constant
practice becomes capable of crossing even the vast oceans.
Similarly the meditator on ‘reality’ has at first a limited
power but through constant practice of Yoga he acquires
tremenduous powers.1°® The moment a Yogin reaches the
highest stage of his meditation, he suddenly acquires the
transcendental intuition.l°® He changes completely., He
becomes another pudgala, a Saint, an Arya, a Bodhisattva.
All his habits of thought are changed. He acquires the
habit of realising the relativity!?® and unreality of the
phenomenal veil!!! concealing absolute reality.2 He en-
ters the Mahayanistic drstimarga and first of the ten Maha-
yanistic stages which is known as ‘pramudita’. At the same
time he is filled with overwhelming devotion to the salvation
of all living beings.11® He then understands the four noble
truths of the saint in their Mahayanistic interpretation as a
formula intended to support the equipolency of sarhsdara and
pirvana in a Monistic universe.l% On the basis of this tran-
scendental capacity he can know whatever he wishes to know.
He can apprehend things either simultaneously or successi-
vely or both as hé likes. There shall be involved no logical
inconsistency, because he has shaken off all evil and has rea-
ched a stage which is beyond the sphere of logical thought.11®

In fact perception is a process which envisages the objects
clearly and distinctly without the help of the categories of
understanding or imagination. On the other hand the
conception,11® cannot envisage an object without the help
of the categories of imagination. The object of perception
is the extreme particular, the point-instant devoid of all
attributes!?, while the conception deals with those objects
which are expressed through the medium of words. In a
Yogic perception the objects appear simultaneously and
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vividly in their original form where the language has not
begun to play its role. Hence the whole knowledge arising
from it.is .perception, Dharmakirti argues that the objects
of knowledge whether they are external or internal remain
within the range of perception as long as the words do not
start their business of dichotomy and dialectic.1® The
knowledge arising from the Yogic perception is vivid and
results from the c‘ontemplation on the absolute reality in a
meditated and undisturbed condition, while the knowledge
arising from dreams, illusions and hallucinations is vague
and conceptual. This is a“characteristic difference of Yogic
perception from dream, illusion and hallucination.!1?
Another difference between these types of knowledge is that
yogic perception is uncontradicted12® by normal experiences
of mankind, whereas the knowledge of dream, illusion and
hallucination is contradicted. @ The latter knowledge is
conceptual while the formper is perceptual. Jayanta Bhatta
is right in maintaining that the Yogic perception is the
highest degree of perception. He contends that although
it is rare, it is not impossible. The yogic perception is thus
probable for normal human beings. This probability is
converted into a reality by saints through the development
of their meditation.12! For the Mimarsakas, Yogic per-
ception is not a source of right knowledge at all. Itis
simply a fancy which owes its origin in human imagination.
It is like the fancy of ordinary men. But their view is
mistaken. It is a means of valid knowledge because it is a
kind of perception. According to Dharmottara the
knowledge arising frcm Yogic perception cannot be in-
ferential or rational because there is no middle term.
‘When a Yogin reaches the highest stage of his contempla-
tion he has the vision of the reality as vivid and uncons-
tructed as sense perception. It is not contradicted by experi-
ence. The object whichis apprehended in ‘meditation’ is
pure. Thus the knowledge arising from Yogic perception
is different from inferential and illusory knowledge.122



10.
1.

12,

REFERENCES

Taccaturvidham ; indriya-jfianam, manovijfianam,
Atmasarmvedanam, yogi-jiianam, Nyayabindu 1. 7-11.
Indriyaéritam yat tat pratyaksam. Nyaya-bindu-tika
p- 12 line 22, Caksuradijanitam indriya-vijiianameva.
Pramaga-vartikalarmkara p. 303 line 25.

Sarhhrtya sarvata$cintarm stimitenantaratmana. sthitopi

caksusa rapam iksate saksaji matih. Pramaga-vartika
3. 124,

. Punarvikalpayan kiiicidasid vo kalpanedr$i. Iti vetti

na parvoktavasthayamindriyad gatau, Ibid. 3.125.

Ekatra drsto bhedo hi kvacin nanyatra driyate. Na tas-

mad bhinnam astyanyat samanyam buddhyabhedatah.
Ibid 3 126. .

Tasmad viSesavisayd sarvaivandriyaja matih. Na vide-
sesu $abdanarnh pravrtterasti sarnbhavah. Ibid 3. 127.

. Eka sa:htanamtarakhita samanajatiya. Nyaya-bindu-

tika p. 13 lines 7-8.
Indriya-jiiana visayad apyad visayo manovijfiansya,
Ibid p. 13 line 18.

Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 205.
Ibid p. 206.

"Manasarh cartharagadi svasamvittir akalpika. Pramapa-

samuccaya quoted in Pramaypavartikalarnkara p. 303
line 23. Cittamapyartharagadi svasamvinnirvikalpa-
kam. Pramapa-samuccaya l.6. Maianasam apyarthar-
agadi svarupasarhvedanam akalpakatvat pratyaksam.
Pramapavartikalamkara p. 303 line 24.

St =

Indriya-vijfianantara pratyayod bhavam manovijfianam.
Pramiga=vartika 3. 244.



138

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20,

21.
22.
23,

24,

The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism

Sva-visayanantara visaya-saha-karigpendriyajfianena sam-
anantara-pratyayena janitarn tanmanovijianam. Nyaya«
bindu 1. 9.

Yada cendriya-jfianavisayad anyo visayo manovijfiana-
sya tada yrhitagrahapadasafjito’pramagyadoso nirastah.
Nyayabindu-tika p. 13 line 18. Ksagikatvat atitsya
darsanasya na sainbhavah. Pramiaga-vartika 3. 241.
Ksagaksaino hi sarvabhava$ tato ’titasya katharn graha-
par yena grhitameva grhupiyat. Pramaina-vartikalarn-
kara p. 304 line 5.

Yada cendriyajfiana visayopadeya-bhiitah ksapo grhitas
tadendriyajiianenagrhitasya visayantarasya grahapad
andha-badhiradya-bhavadosa prasarngo nirastah. Etacca
manovijiianarn uparatavyapare caksusi pratyaksamisyate.
Nyaya-bindu tika p 13 lines 19-22,

Nyaya-kanika p. 120 lines 13-17. Translated in Buddhist
logic vol. 2 p. 319,

Ibid p. 120 line 14.

Vyaparavati caksusi kimitindriya-vijfianain notpadyate
dvitiye ksape yogya-karape sati samana-dvyayam. Tena
tayoh kathamindriyavijfiana-vyapadefo na syat. Ny&ya-
bindu-tika tippapi p. 30 lines 3-5.

Agama quoted in Nyaya-bindu-tika tippapi p, 26
line 10.

Parvanubhita-grahape manasasyapramagata. Adrsta-
grahaye’ndhaderapi  syadartha-daréanam. Pramiapa-
vartika 3. 240.

Yat sat tat ksapikam.

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 332.

Na pratyaksain kasyacid ni§cayakam tad yadapi grhag-
ati, tanna niécayena, kirh tarhi tat-pratibhasena. Dhar-
makirti’s words quoted in Anekantajaya-pataka p. 177
and Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 332 note 2.

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 323,



25.

26.

27..

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Kinds of Perception 139

Atacca manovijfianam uparatavydpare caksusi pratyak-
samisyate. Ny&Aya-bindu-tika p. 13 lines 21-22.

Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 206.

Hasti-madakavapi rasabhah sartipayet. Nyaya-vartika-
tatparya-tika p. 341 line 25.

Etacca siddhanta-prasiddharn manasarn pratyaksam. Na
tvasya prasadhakamasti pramapam. Nyaya-bindu-tika
p. 14 lines 1-2,

Pratyaksarh kalpanapodharm pratyaksepaiva siddhyati.
Pramapa-vartika 3. 123.

Atyantaparoksa,

This theory is attributed to Prajfiakara Gupta. Accord-
ing to Khaidub the attribution of alternation theory to
Prajiizkara Gupta is based upon a tradition current
among scholars. It is not to be found in the translated
works in Tibetan nor even in the Alamkara, (Elucida-
tion of the seven Treatises). Rgyal tshab in his com-
mentary of Nyaya-Nidhi which is known as ‘Vistara-
tika’ supports the above view of Khaidub. Buddhist
logic vol. 2 p. 325.

Avicchinna na bhaseta tatsarmvittih kramZigrahe, Pram-
ana-vartika 3. 257.

Acarya Jiianagarbha is the author of the Satyadvaya-
bibhanga karika and its vrtti. Samtaraksita has written
a commentary on it known as ‘Satyadvaya-vibhanga-
paiijika. Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 315.

Nyaya-bindu-tika- tippani p. 30 lines 9-17. Translated
in Buddhist logic vol. 2 pp. 315-316.

Buddhist logic vol.2 p. 317 and Nyaya-kanika p. 121
line 11.

Uparata-vyapare caksusi p. 13 lines 21-22.



140

37.-
38.

39.

40.

41.
42,

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.
48,

49,

50.

51.
52.

53.

The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism

Sarhvit-samarthya.

Pramapa-viniécaya. Quoted in its Tibetan version in
Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 317.

Khaidub says that the attribution of simultaneity theory
to Samkarananda is based on a mere tradition current
among the ancient teachers. Itisnot to be found in
any of the Tibetan translation of his works, (Elucida-
tion of the seven treatises) Quoted in Buddhist logic
vol. 2 p. 327.

Mine of logic or Nyaya-Nidhi. Quoted in Buddhist logic
vol. 2 p. 328.

Manasikara.

Manasa-pratyksa.

Commentary on Nyaya-Nidhi by Rgyal-tshab. Quoted
in Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 328.

Sakrdvijatiyajatavapyekena patiyasa. Cittenahita-vaigu-
nya dalayan nanya sarnbhavah. Pramana-vartika 3. 522,

Madhyamikalarnkara of Sarntaraksita with his own
commentary. Quoted in Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 329.
Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 330.

Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 330.

Cittamapyartharagadi svasamvinnirvikalpakam. Pram-
apa-samuceaya l. 6.

Khaidub ‘elucidation of the seven treatises. Quoted in
Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 332.

Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 208,

Ibid.

Pratyabhijfia bhagavati sthapayisyati ( abhedam ).
Nyaya=kanika p. 126, line 9. Quoted in Buddhist logic
vol. 2 p. 321.

Quoted in the Nyaya-kapika p. 122 lines 5-6. Ibid vol. 2
p. 321,



54.

55.
56.

57.
58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.
64.

65.

66.
67.
68.
69.

70.

71.

Kinds of Perception 14]

Hasti mafakzvapi rasabhah saripayet. Nyaya-vartika.
tatparyatika p. 341 line 25.

The Buddhist philosophy of Universal Flux.

Etacca siddhanta-prasidhharn manasat jpratyaksam. Na
tvasya prasadhakam asti pramagam. Nyaya-bindu tika
p. 14 lines 1-2.

Atyantaparoksa.
Pratyaksam kalpanapodhar pratyaksepaiva siddhyati.
Pramaiana-vartika 3. 123.

Threefold method of vicara or mimarhsa (scrutiny) is
perception (pratyaksa) inference (anumzna) and non-

contradiction (avirodha).

Commentary upon the Short Treatise of logic. p. 31a5.
Quoted in Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 332,

Sunyatﬁ.
Blo-rigs”’, 6, 31b2 (Tsu-gol). Translated and Quoted
in Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 335.

Buddhist logic-vol. 1, p. 209.

Atma-sarmvedanarn jiianam, jiianasya jiianam.
Pratibhasa.

raga.

dvesa,

sva-sarhvedanam.

Nirvikalpakarh pratyaksam. Nyaya-bindu-tika p. 14.
Manasarh cartharagadi-svasarnvittir akalpika. Pramaga-

samuccaya, as quoted in Pramapa-vartika p. 303
line 23.

Nabhijalpanusamgini. Aéakya-samayohyatma ragadi
namananya-bhak. Tesamatah svasarhvittir nabhijal
panusamgipi. Pramaga-vartika 3. 250.



142

72
73.

74,

75.
76

71.

78.
79.

80.

81.
82.

83.

84,

85.
86.
817.

88.

89,
90.

9l1.
92..

93.

The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism,

avisarnvaditvit,
Sarva-citta-caittdinam #tma-sarhvedanam. Nyaya-bindu

1. 10.

Jnatata jiianam,

Svayarn-prakasia.

Apratyaksopalarnbhasya nartha-drstih prasiddyati. Dhar-
makirti quoted in Sarvadaréana-sarhgraha p. 30.

Iha ca rapadau vastuni dréyamane’ntaraly sukhadyakaras

- tulyakalarh sarnhvedyate, Nyaya-bindu-tika p. 14 lines

12-13,

Yena hi rapena atma vedyate tadripam atmasarhved-
anarn pratyaksam. Ibid p. 14 lines 9-10.

Niladyarthad anyadeva sitam anubhuyate nilanubhava
kile. Ibid p. 14 lines 16-17.

Nasti sq kaciccittavastha yasyam atmanah sarhvedanarn
na pratyaksarm syat. Ibid p 14 lines 8-9.

Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 168.

Yogipratyaksa,

Bhatartha-bhavanodbhutarh kalpanabhranti-varjitarh
yogivijiianam. Tattva-sarmgraha verse 1343,
Bhatartha-bhavana- prakarsa-paryantajarn yogijiianam
ceti, Nyaya-bindu I. II,

Bhiitartha.

Prakarsa-paryanta,

Satta,

Prakrti-prabhasvara anirvacaniya.
Grahya-grahaka-vinirmukta,
Bhatartha.
Sarvopadhi-vinirmukta.
Bhitarthasya bhavana-punah punadcetasi vinivesanam.
Nyaya-bindu-tika p. 15 line 1.

Bhavanayah prakarso  bhavyamanarthabhasasya
jfianasya suphutabhatvarambhah. 1Ibid, p. 15 lines
1-2,



94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.
101.
102,

103.

104.

105.
106.

107.

Kinds of Perception 143

Sarmpurnavasthayah praktanyavastha
sphutabhatva-prakarsa-paryanta uccyate. Ibid, p. 15
lines 4-5.

Prakarsasya paryanto yada sphutabhatvamisadasarn-
p@rparh bhavati. Ibid, p. 15 lines 2-3.

Tasmat paryantad yajjiidtarn bhavyamanasya sanni-
hitasyeva sphutatarakara-grahi jfianarm yoginah prat-
yaksam. Ibid, p. 15 lines 5-6.

Praguktarh yoginarh jfianan tesan tad-bhivanamayam.
Vidhatakalpana-jalam spastamevavabhasate. Pra-
mapa-vartika 3. 282.

Sarvo’yam anumananumeya-bhavo buddhyiradhena
dharma-dharmi bhavena na bahih sadastittvam apek-
sate, Pramina-samuccaya. Quoted in Nyiaya-vartika-
taitparya-tika p. 39 line 12. Fragment from Digniaga
p. 61.

Kamaéoka-bhayonmida caurasvapnidyupaplutah.
Abhiatinapi padyanti purto-vasthi-taniva.
Pramana-vartika 3. 283.

Sloka-vartika-sitra 4. verses 26-31.

Bhivani prakarsa. .

Bhivini hi samaina-visaya vijitiya’vyava-hita smrti-
sarntatih. Ibid p. 142 lines 11-12.

Yasmian nirmala niskampa jfiana-dipena kagcan.
Dyotita khila vastuh syad ityatroktarh na badhakam.
Tattva-sarngraha verse 3269.

Bhatarthabhavanodbhuta manasevaiva cetasi.
Apripta eva vedyante nindita api sadmvrtau. Ibid
verse 3319.

Ibid verses 3381-3389.

Yadi va yogasimarthyad bhatajatanibharm sphutam.
Lirthgigam niriémsarh minasarh  yoginam bhavet.
Ibid verse 3474.

Rjjahamsa.



144

108.

109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.

116.
117.
118,

119.

120.

The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism

Rajahainsa-$iéuh $akto nirgantum na grhidapi. Yati
cabhyisabhedena parambhah-paterapi. Ibid wverse
3428.

Yogipratyaksa.

Sunyata.

Sarhvrti.

Paramairtha or bhutartha.

Mahikaruni.

Buddhist logic vol. 2. p. 32 note.

Yad yad icchati boddhum va tat tad vetti niyogatah.
Saktirevarividha tasya prahiniacarapau hyasau.
Yugpat paripatya va svecchayi pratipadyate.
Labdhajfianarm ca sitto hi saksanairhyadibhih prabhuh
Tattva-sarngraha verses 3428-3429.

Kalpana.
Sarvopadhi-vinirmukta-vastumatra-darianam.

Tasmad bhatam abhatam va yad yad evabhibhavyate
Bhavana parinispattau tat sphutakalpadhi phalam.
Tatra pram?na sarhvadi yat prag pirnitavastuvat.
Tad bhavanijarm pratyaksam istarn Sesa upaplavah.
Pramaiana-vartika 3, 286-287,
Svatmavabhasasamvittes tatsvalaksana-gocaram.
spastivabhasa-samvedat tacca pratyaksam isyate.
Tattva-sarmgraha verse 3475.

Yat khalu bhavanabalabhavitvepyavisarhvada-
sarmbhavi prag nirpita-vastu paraloka caturarya-
satyddikam tadvijayameva pratyaksah na tu
kamadi-visayam, Tadvispastabhataya
nirvikalpakatvepyupaplava eva. Etena
svapnidijiananarh visarhvadinam apratyaksataiva.
Pramana-vartika-bhasya p. 327 lines 32-35.

Tacca sphuta-pratibhasataya prakalpaniapodharh tat-:
havidha-vastvavisahvadacca bhrantamityatalh prat-
yaksa-laksa-nopetatvat pratyaksamiti sidd ham. Tattva-
sarh graha-pafijika p. 902 lines 11-12, i



Kinds of Perception 145

121. Indian Psychology-perception pp. 339-340.
122. Kartaldmalakavadbhivyamanasyarthasya.
Yaddarfanar tadyogipah pratyaksam.
Taddhi sphutabham. Sphutabhatviadeva ca nirvikal-
pakam.
Pramipasuddharthagrahitvicca sarmvidakam.

Atah pratyaksam itara-pratyaksavat.
Nyaya-bindu-tika p. 15 lines 8-10 and 15-16.



CHAPTER V
OBJECT OF PERCEPTION

1. Object of perception

Dinnaga holds that the object of perception is an extreme
particular!. Itis beyond our speculative thought. The cate-
gories of understanding that is name, universal, action etc.
donot characterize it. They are applicable only to the
generalised images of inferential knowledge2. It is beyond
spaced, and time?. It represents a single moment®. It is
similar to nothing® It is unique?. It is the reality which
can be apprehended only through the senses. It is the
ultimate reality and is the cause of our imagination® It is
the basis of all our empirical knowledge. It is the underlying
substratum keneath all our empirical purposeful activities.
It is devoid of every possible adjuncts® and is unutterablel®.
Dharmakirti says that in a perceptual process the cogniser
apprehends the vision of reality which is ‘essence in itself’,
and has no tinge of imagination or description. The vision
of this reality is possible only when the senses of the cogniser
are fixed on a particular point, and all the speculative
processes have stopped. Only after the apprehension of this
reality the imaginative faculty stirs and tries to categorise
what has been perceived previouslyll. It is immediately and
invariably followed by conceptionl®. The object of perception
is a ‘unique particular’ says Santaraksita. It is beyond
speech and imagination!3. Its non-conceptual character can
be inferred by this fact that its presence as a unique parti-
cular, as something devoid of all its adjuncts is felt even at
the moment when the attention of an apprehender is engaged
at a place different from the place of apprehensionl4. The
Abhidharmastitra also supports the present view of the
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essences in themselvesl ‘A man who is absorbed in the con-
templation of a patch of blue, perceives the blue but he does
not know that it is blue; of the object he then knows only
that it is an object, but he does not know what kind of
object it is1®, On the other hand the universal is a generali-
sed image a mere thought-construction, hence it cannot be
apprehended through the senses, and is in need of inference

or conception’®.

2. Meaning of the ‘particular’

Dharmakirti defines ‘particular’ as something whose
mental irr;age varies according to its nearness and remote-
nessl?. It is the object of cognition which produces a vivid
flash!8 of consciousness when it is near and a dim one when
it is at a distancel®, Indeed, all external reality is experien-
ced “vividly’> when at hand and dimly when at a distance2©,
This ¢particular® is not in need of a universal to denote its
subsistence as is contested by the realists, The particular
‘fire’ is not in need of a uaiversal ‘fire’ to denote its subsis.
tence that ‘it is fire>. The things are by nature mutually
differentiated or *‘exclusive’>. Whenever a sense perception of
a particular thing, e.g. ‘fire> takes place, it takes place as
differentiated from all the homogeneous and heterogeneous
things, and as in this perception we apprehend one definite
thing with a definite form, differentiated from all other
things, it naturally indicates that ‘it is fire’ and not a tuft

of hair.

An important question arises : ‘Is the reality which
appears vivid when at hand and dim when at a distance,
reality at all ? Does it not have two forms (a dim one and a
bright one 21 ? How can it then be regarded as unique ?’ The
author of the Tippani holds that the dim or bright image of
an object for instance of ‘blue colour’, is not itself ultimate

reality. In this cognition of dimness or vividness the ‘essence-
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in-itself> is that factor which is the cause of these two effects.
Indeed it is the capacity or efficiency capable of producing
the effect that it is the reality22. The vividness or dimness
is based on our mental images produced from the unique
particular. For instance, we may take ‘fire’. There is a
general notion of ‘fire’. Every fire is not real, but only that
fire is real, which is capable of burning and cooking23.

Dharmakirti takes this ‘particular’ in more than one
sense. First, it is the ‘existence as such’?4. It denotes a stage
when it has not been divided into the categories of subject
and object, ‘apprehender® and ‘being apprehended’. Secondly,
it is taken, in the usual sense of the particular, which is
extreme, concrete particular?d, the pure dlambana, existence
localised in time, space 26, beyond all mental constructions®?,
but not beyond the conception of ‘apprehender and being
apprehended:28. In this sense, it is the moment of efficiency
capable of affecting our sensibility?9, Thirdly, it is taken in
the sense of every concrete and particular object, because its
substratum is the svalaksana, the essence-in-itself.

The term ‘viSesa’ has been frequently used even by the
Indian realists. But we must not confuse it with the ‘vi§esa’
or svalaksana of the Buddhists. The realists have used this
term to denote various meanings3°. First, it is used to denote
one of the seven categories. It has an objective reality.
Secondly, sometimes it is used to denote an aspect of an
object along with the universal. An object is considered to
possess universal and particular attributes3?. According to
Uddyotakara there are three kinds of objects—samanya,
visesa, and objects possessing both of them32. Thirdly,
sometimes it is used to denote an ‘individual’ in which a
universal resides. For instance in an individual cow, the
universal ‘cowhood’ subsists33. Fourthly, sometimes, the term
‘vifesa’ is used for universals other than sattd viz. dravyatva
etc. as is evident from the words of Prasastapada. ‘The
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universals dravyatva etc. are called primarily siméanyas inas-
much as they have many individuals, but they are also called
‘vi§esas’ in a secondary sense because they differentiate
their substrata from others’34. Lastly, the term ‘viéesa’ or
‘antyavi$esa’ is used as a special attribute of an atom which
differentiates it from all other atoms?33.

The svalaksana of Dinnaga (which means of its own kind
or which has no similar of it in the whole universe) stands
for an entirely different meaning. It is neither an individual
nor a universal because both are relative terms and the
creation of our language. It is neither an attribute of an
object like redness or blueness nor an object itself like a
tomato or a potato. It is not only shorn of all qualities, but
is also shorn of duration in terms of time and extension in
terms of space. It -is differentiated and distinguished from
every things else in the world. Having no duration it is
vertically cut off from all other reality in terms of time, and
having no extension, it is horizontally cut off from all other
reality in terms of space3%. It may simply be designated as
‘ksana’ or ‘moment’. It is this unique, unrelated, self-
characterised real, having nothing in common with other
such moments, emerging incessantly under the inexhorable
law - of pratityasamutpada, which is directly experienced
through the sense-organs3?. Because of too much emphasis
on the doctrine of ‘particularity’ in the old vaisesika system
it may be speculated that ‘the theory of Difniga may
perhaps have been partly influenced in its logical aspect by
some views entertained in the school of vai$esikas’38. But
we must be very cautious at the time of drawing such con-
clusions. It is the genius of Dinnaga which brought exclusive
distinction between the particular and the universal and
demarcated the sphere of their apprehension. It is he who
declared that there are only two sources of knowledge, the
perception and the inference. The apprehension of the
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svalaksana can be done only through‘pcrception while of

the universals through the inference39.

3. Why particulars alone the object of perception ?

A question may be raised why are ¢particulars’> alone
the objects of perception? The particular is capable of
evoking mental image and so it is regarded as the object of
perception, Hence whatever is capable of evoking mental
image must be an object of perception. If we receive images
from universal objects, they must also be regarded as objects
of perception. But we know that ‘universals’ are incapable
of evoking images. They are themselves thought-construc-
tions, They are non-existenti® and inefficient*l. They
coalesce with words*?, At the time of perception they are
not cognized, and at a subsequent stage when they are con-
structed by our understanding, the reality being evanescent
has already vanished, so they cannot be objects of perception?
Moreover, there are occasions when due to illusion or defects
in the sense-organs we may have reflexes which are unreal,
e.g. the vision of mirage or the vision of a yellow conchshell,
Therefore every particular is not the object of perception but
only that which is capable of producing an effect?3, and
which is consistent with the normal human experience.
Thus only that water is real which quenches our thirst and
only that fire is real which burns our finger or cooks our
food,

A question arises why is the particular alone the ultimate
real ? The Buddhist answers thus:

First, the universal or the general, being non-existent is
incapable of producing the desired effect, so no question
arises regarding its reality. The only alternative is the parti-
cular and it serves the purpose, so it is the real. Secondly,
only that thing is real which has the capacity to produce an
effect. If a thing is not true on this criterion of ‘efficiency’ it
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is not real. The particular, alone is efficient to produce the
desired effect, so it is real. Thirdly, all our purposive actions
are directed towards those objects which are existent. The
‘particular’ alone is existent so it is real. The ideas of space,
time and causality are regarded as constructions of mind,
but the unique particulars being their substratum are real.44

4. Appraisal of svalaksanas

The Buddhist theory that svalaksanas are the objects of
perception or indeterminate perception has invoked much
criticism from Advaitins, Jains, Mimamsakas, Naiyayikas and
Vai$esikas. They have advanced their own theories of objects
of indeterminate perception which can be enumerated into
four theories. According to the first theory the object of in«
determinate perception is ‘‘pure being’’ (sanmatram) which
is ‘mahdsimanya’ or ‘“summum genus’’4%. According to the
second theory the object of indeterminate perception is
‘universal’ or siminya. According to the third theory the
object of indeterminate perception is ‘vyakti’ or ‘individual’
which is substratum of particulars and universals. According
to the last theory the objects of indeterminate perceptions are
both ‘particulars’ and ‘universals’ although they are unrela-
ted.

In order to resolve this controversy we have to examine
these theories by turn. The first theory is held by Advaitins.
They maintain that particulars cannot be the objects of
perception, The knowledge of particulars depends upon the
knowledge of their mutual differentiation or exclusiveness.
This exclusiveness or differentiation is a property which is
conceived by imagination and is the object of the under-
standing. In other words the cognition of a particular
depends on the cognition of its difference from other parti-
culars. This difference is made by understanding and not by
perception. So particulars cannot be objects of perception,
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Universals again, cannot be the objects of perception because
they are also formed by understanding out of the common
features of different particulars. Thus in inderminate percep-
tion -there is the apprehension neither of the particular nor
of the universal. The object appears in its true form which
is the locus of both the universal as well as the particular.
It is neither an individual object nor any or all of its quali-
ties, because individual objects and qualities require the aid
of understanding. It is “pure being> or ‘‘existence’’

The above view of Advaitins is rejected by realists, who
urge that ‘“mere existence’’ cannot be the object of indeter-
minate perception, as there is a distinct awareness of parti-
cularsin it, If indeterminate perception apprehends the mere
being how can its particular characters be perceived ? The
existence of an object can never be perceived apart from its
different particular characters, The Jain philosophers make
an attempt to retain the universal as the object of indeter-
minate perception. Their universal is not the ‘great universal’
of the Advaitins which is one and without a second. They
propose that the universals are many and they are the objects
of indeterminate perception. Sumati, a Jain philosopher of
the Digambar school says that the particular is perceived only
as infused with the characters of such universals as ‘being’
etc, and is not perceived otherwise, Hence the particular is
an attribute of the universal substantive, The universal
substantive is capable of being perceived independently of
all particulars. In this way there is no incongruence in the
view that the universal is the object of non-conceptual or
indeterminate perception46,

Kumairila Bhatta says that the view of Sumati is unten.
able. There is no difference between the universal and the
particular in indeterminate perception. Hence the universal
as different from particulars cannot be the object of indeter-
minate perception, If it issaid that the particular is insepar-
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able from the universal and this universal is taken to be object
of an indeterminate perception, it is not universal. If it is
inseparable from particular and the particular is inseparable
from it, then there is no duality of category of the particular
and the universal. So the object of indeterminate perception
can neither be universal nor particular. According to him,
the object of indeterminate perception is an individual or
‘vyakti’ which is the substratum of its generic and specific
characters47. It is a simple apprehension or bare awareness
of an object which becomes the basis of the objective consci-
ousness which arises later on. This apprehension is similar
to the apprehension of an infant and a dumb#8. It is name-
less and inarticulate. Here we are not conscious of its generic
and specific characters, because the processes of assimilation
and discrimination which apprehend the generic characters
of an object and which distinguish it from other objects are
not present at this time. They involve memory of other
objects and their differentiation from the perceived object,
which is impossible; because the other objects than the per-
ceived one are not present at the time of the indeterminate
perception. The ‘individual’ or ‘vyakti’ which is said to be
the object of indeterminate perception is a concrete universal.
It seems to be different from the ‘particular’ and the ‘uni-
versal’ because it is their substratun, But such an individual
is neither conceived nor perceived. It is not conceived because
whatever is conceived is either a particular or a universal.
Further, it is not perceived because whatever is perceived is
not a connection or holding of the particular and the univer-
sal, If the individual is perceived, it is perceived as such. It
is not perceived as the substratum of the particular and the
universal. Again, if it is accepted that the individual is per-
ceived as such and not as a substratum of the particular and
the universal, such an individual is the same as the ‘svalak-
sana’ of the Buddhists.
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Kumarila’s view that the particular and the universal
both are the characters of the object of indeterminate per-
ception is untenable. It is not right that one and the same
cognition should apprehend the specific individuality as well
as the universal4?, Because the cognition can be either con-
ceptual or non-conceptual. If it is conceptual, there can be
no apprehension of the specific individuality, if it is ‘non-
conceptual’ there can be no apprehension of the universal.
Moreover Kumarila himself maintains that the universal is
not other than the individual®9. If it is so, the universal
cannot be said to characterise the object of indeterminate
perception which is an individual. Individuals donot per-
vade over one another, there is no pervasive entity which is
given in perception. Therefore the universal cannot be an
object of perception®l, It is an object of understanding,
GangeSa, the father of modern logic has made an important
addition to this criticism. He says that indeterminate percep-
tion is non-relational. It is the cognition which is indepen-
dent of the knowledge of the relation of the attribute and
the substantive32. Kumarila has taken indeterminate percep-
tion as relational because according to him it conveys the
relation of the substantive and the attributive. Hence his
views of indeterminate perception and its object are full of
contradictions®®. Thus Prabhakara, Vicaspati Mi$ra, Partha-
sirathi and others have rejected Kumarila’s view that the
individual or ‘vyakti’ is the object of indeterminate percep-
tion. The theory of ‘vyakti’ as something over and above the
particular and the universal is Kumarila’s beard which has
been shaved by Mimadmsa and Nydya-Vaidesika realists with
their bccam’s rajor, that is the law of parcimony or laghava-
nyaya.

- The fourth view is held by Pra$astapada, Prabhiakara,
Parthasirathi, Vacaspati Miéra, Sridhara and Vi$vanitha
etc. This is the theory which is generally maintained by
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Mimarmsakas, Naiydvikas and Vaidesikas. According to this
theory the object of perception is both the particular as well
as the universal®4. The indeterminate perception apprehends
the bare nature of the particular and the universal ‘svariipa-
matram’. In this apprehension there is no distinction bet-
ween the particulars and the universals. They are given in
indeterminate perception as unrelated. It is a non-relational
and undifferentiated apprehension of the bare nature of an
object. For instance we may take the perception of a ‘cow’.
In indeterminate perception, though the particular ‘cow’ and
the universal cowhood, both constituents of the object ‘cow’
are perceived. But they are not perceived a related with one
another as substantive and atribute. Their apprehension as
related with one another takes .place later on when the
processes of assimilation, discrimination, recollection and
recognition start their function of constructing the reality
into a united whole. The indeterminate perception of an
object is the experience of ‘this is something’. It is the
apprehension of mere ‘this’ or ‘that’. It is not the apprehen-
sion of the ‘what’ characters of ‘this’ or ‘that’. It is com-
pletely devoid of the ‘what® characters of the object that is
perceived.

The realists believe that what is known of an object after
its perception is somewhat given in it. This is the reason
that they hold the view that particulars and universals both
are present in perception although they are unrelated and
undifferentiated. Now the question is : ‘If particulars and
universals are unrelated and undifferentiated in indetermi-
nate perception, how can they both be apprehended in it ?’
Their dual presence is based upon relation and differentia-
tion, but indeterminate perception is non-relational and
-undifferentiated. Hence the object of indeterminate percep-
tion cannot be dual. It is either particular or universal. It
cannot be both. Therefore the realist view is inconsistent.
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They hold that indeterminate perception is non-relationa
and undifferentiated and that its object comprises both parti-
culars and universals, This is their inconsistency.

The Buddhist view that the svalaksanas are the object
of perception is a correct view. Its criticism by Advaitins
and realists is based upon a misunderstanding of the nature
of svalaksanas. Svalaksanas are not the individuals or
vyaktis of Kumarila. They are not particulars as contrasted
with universals. Th:y are unique particulars and are beyond
all comparison and constrast. They are self-revealing sense-
data, They are not the particulars of Nyaya, Vaisesika and
Mimamsa. Their particulars are contrasted or related with
universals. They are categorised and are objects of under-
standing. Svalaksanas, on the other hand, are uncategorised.
They are the ideas of Berkeley or the impressions of Hume.
They can further be compared with the sense data of Russell
or C.D. Broad. They are known by acquaintance. Perception
is ‘knowledge by acquaintance’. Here we have acquaintance
with any thing of which we are directly aware, without the
intermediary of any process of inference or any knowledge
of truths. For instance, in the presence of my table I am
acquainted with the sense data that make upthe appearance
of my table, e.g. its colour, shape, hardness, smoothness etc.
Later on we come to the knowledge of the table which is a
‘knowledge by description®’, According to Russell ‘there is no
state of mind in which we are directly aware of the table.
All our knowledge of the table is really knowledge of truths,
and the actual thing which is the tableis not strictly speak-

ing known to us at all’55,

Russell’s knowledge by acquaintance resembles our
sensation, but his division between the sense data and the
external object exposes him to the same criticism which Locke
had to face. We may conclude the discussion with the words
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of H.H. Price that’the term ‘sense-datum stands for something
whose existence is ‘‘indubitable’’ (however fleeting) some-
thing from which all theories of perception ought to start,
however much they may diverge later on. The Ancients and
the Schoolmen’s ‘sensible species’, Locke and Berkeley’s
ideas of sensation, Hume’s ‘impressions’, Kant’s ‘Vorstellun-
gen’ and Dr, C.D. Broad’s ‘sensa’ are the various names of

sense-data’56,

5. Are Svalaksanas transcendental ?

Stcherbatsky has interpreted svalaksanas as ‘transcenden-
tal’ or ‘things in themselves’. Dr. Dharmendra Natha
Sastri®? hasalso fallen in his line. Stcherbatsky has construed
the line ‘Ksanasya prapaitum a$akyatvat’ as ‘jndnena pra-
paitum ‘agakyatvat®8:, And this construction is the basis of
his view that Svalaksanas are transcendental or ‘things-in-
themselves’. As this construction is a misconstruction, the
view of Stcherbatsky is baseless. Svalaksanas are not beyond
experience or knowledge. They are only beyond discursive
knowledge. Hence svalaksanas are not transcendental or
‘things in themselves’, Because ‘things in themselves® are not
only beyond discursive knowledge but also beyond experi-

ence.

There is one more meaning of the word transcendental.
That is ‘apriori’ character of knowledge which categorises all
knowledge. In this sense also svalak sanas are not transcen-
dental, because they are empirically given, The view of
Stcherbatsky that svalaksanas are transcendental or ‘things
in themselves’ is responsible for propagation of the error that
Dinnaga’s and Dharmakirti’s philosophy is similar to the
philosophy of Kant. Rahula Samkrtyayana5® compares
Dharmakirti with Kant and thinks that this comparison
brings credit to Dharmakirti. But Dinndga and Dharmakirti’s
philosophy is opposed to the philosophy of Kant. They
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uphold the view that there are two distinct sources of know-
ledge which cannot cross eaeh other’s sphere. Kant on the
other hand holds that all knowledge is synthetic apriori, i.e.
all knowledge is the result of the joint operation of perception
and inference. Further according to Kant ‘things-in-them-
selves’ cannot be the object of sense perception whereas
according to the Buddhist logicians they are not only the
objects of sense perception but the basis of the whole edifice
of knowledge also. With this wide gulf between Buddhist
epistemology and Kantian epistemology it is pointless to
identify the two. Hence the theory of identity or similarity
between Buddhist epistemology and Kantian epistemology
as propounded by the modern Buddhist philosophers like
Stcherbatsky, Rahula Samkrtydyana and Dharmendra Natha

Sastri is baseless and pointless.
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CHAPTER VI
THE IDEALISTIC THEORY OF JUDGMENT

1. Idealistic basis of judgment

The Buddhists start with a radical distinction between
sensation and understanding or conception. The sensation
which is defined as that cognition derived from the senses
which excludes every minute of thought-construction®
warrants us against any kind of presumption that this ‘reality’
apprehended by senses is conceivable. The ‘reality’ ( the
svalaksana ) being momentary eludes the understanding as
soon as an attempt is made to make it an object of speech.
The sensation indicates the presence of an object in our ken®.
Only that object is the cause of our sensation which is an
efficient cause, which calls forth an image. An object which
does not call forth an image is not the cause of our sensation.

The judgment which is the operation of understanding
refers this image "“which is ideal and constructive to the
‘reality’. It is this factor which gives to our bare scattered
sensations a shape of consistent knowledge. The sensation
imparts to our knowledge reality®, particularity*, vividness®
and efficient affirmation®, but being indescribable and
unutterable, being bevond names and concepts, it cannot be
available to our understanding hence useless. On thie other
hand, the conception provides to our knowledge or judgment,
its generality?, itslogic8, its necessity”, and its distinctness.
It grasps the meaning of sensations, and by weaving them
into a texture pictures their inter-relation and continuity.
The judgment may be unreal so far as the extreme particular
or svalaksanpa is unavailable to it. But it is perfectly real so
far as the interconnection and continuity of the extreme parti-
culars is constructed by it. Thus judgment imparts to ow
knowledge ideality and universality. It is the reconstruction
of reality into ideality and universality.
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The realists hold that there is no such water tight divi-
sion between the reality as such and its ideal content or bet-
ween sense-perception and thought-construction. They main-
tain that there is not even a single sense-perception which -
does not involve judgment nor there is any judgment which
is devoid of sense-perception. For them reality is both percei-
ved and conceived!®. ‘There is no contradiction if percep-
tion and inference each involves the elements of sensation
and conception’ says Vardhamanal! But the Buddhists
oppose to this theory and maintain that sense-perception by
its very nature can have no element of judging or conceiving.
In words of Dharmottara the senses alone could never arrive
at a judgment. The judgment is not in the sensation, though
it follows its track?2, These judgments are not unreal like a
sky-flower. They are valid source of knowledge because
they lead us to the desired objects and are uncontradicted by
experience. Their non-contradictory character'3 in the
practical life establishes their reality.

Judgment is called kalpana by Buddhists. The author
of the Nyaya-bindu-tika-tippani mentions three theories of
judgment®4. The Vaibhagikas maintain that judgment isa
sensuous image mentally united with conceptions. Thus for
them the judgment is a mental act uniting sensation with
conception. But this view of judgment is not acceptable to
Yogacara idealists for the simple reason that sensation and
conception cannot be simultaneous and cannot be united in
order to be synthesized in a judgment. Judgment is not the
association of a concept with a sensation. The sensation

deals with a umque particular whereas judgment deals with
an ideal content which is universal. Therefore the Yogacara

idealists define judgment as that knowledge which is bifur-
cated into subject and object. According to them judgment
is mediate knowledge, and does not relate sensation with
conception. It relates two concepts which are the products
of understanding. These concepts are subject and object.
The judgment is thus the union of a concept with subject,
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Dinnaga and Dharmakirti find this definition of judgment in-
adequate. Judgment is not inclusion in or exclusion from
subject. It isnot the assertion that subject and predicate are
identical or difterent. Subject and object are themselves
concepts. They therefore themselves depend upon judgment
and do not explain judgment. The above two theories presu-
ppose that every judgment has two ideas. The Vaibhasikas
presuppose that every judgment is a relation with a concept
and a sensation. Earlier Yogacara idealists presuppose that
every judgment is a relation between object and subject.
Dinnaga rejects these theories of judgment and propounds
that ‘judgment is a mental idea formed out of universal,
name, substance, quality and action’. It is a categorized
idea or an idea which is characterised by the five categories
of universal, name, substance, quality and action. Every
judgment is an idea or concept and every concept or idea is
a judgment. Judgment thus does not deal with two ideas
as is held by Vaibhasikas and earlier Yogacara idealists.
Dinnaga’s view of judgment is perfectly corroborated by
Bradley, He says that ‘it is not true that every judgment
has two ideas. We say on the contrary that all have but
one. We take an ideal content, a complex totality of quali-
ties and relations and we then introduce divisions and dis-
tinctions and we call these products separate ideas with rela-
tions between them5. ‘But this is objectionable. We can-
not deny that the whole before our mind is a single idea.
The relations between ideas are themselves ideals. They are
not the psychical relation of mental facts. They do not exist
between the symbols but hold in the symbolized. They are
part of the meaning and not of existence, and the whole in
which they subsist is ideal and so one idea’!é.

Stcherbatsky has failed to grasp Dinnaga’s theory of
judgment and has attributed the Vaibhasika theory of judg-
ment to him and his followers. He accepts the view that the
faculty of judging has its fundamental act that it is included
in the negative definition of pure sensation, it is a non-sensa-
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tion, a thought-construction!?. But in contrast to this idealis-
tic view of judgment he inconsistently mainains that the
judgment is a mental act uniting sensation with conception
with a view to knowledgel8. He could not appreciate the
idealistic. view that judgment is a single idea and every single
idea is a judgment and maintains that every judgment has
two terms'®. He confuses between the meaning of a judgment
and the psychical event of judgment. Judgment is defined by
Dinnaga in terms of its meaning and not in terms of the
psychical event. As Bradley says ‘the idea in judgment is the
universal meaning, it is not ever the occasional imagery and
still less can it be the whole psychical event’20, Dinnaga’s
theory of judgment is idealistic. Professor Stcherbatsky has
made it empiricist. He has mistaken the epistemological
process of judgment for a psychological process. Every judg-
ment is a psychological event as well as a logical or epistemo-
logical meaning. The psychological event is a psychological
fact which follows sensation in the mind of a particular indi-
vidual and constructs it into a concept with the help of the
five categories. This is the process of classification, categori-
zation, generalisation and name-giving. The epistemological
process consjsts in referring a concept to its meaning. The
meaning of a concept is universal. It is the essence of judg-
ment. The pyschological fact or event is not the essence of
judgment. The judgment therefore must be defined as ‘the
meaning of an ideal content or idea’. The meaning of an
ideal content according to Dinnaga consists in the five catego-
ries of genus, name, quality, substance and action. Hence
judgment is an ideal content associated with these five catego-
ries. It is according to Difnnaga, namajatyadi-sarnslistarn
manojiianam,

2. Empirical basis of judgment

The Yogacara theory of pramapa-vyavasthi brushes
aside all possible relations between the object of judgment
and the object of sensation. But the object of judgment is
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not absolutely unrelated to the object of sensation. Their
relationship poses a problem for Yogacara idealism. If obje-
cts of judgment are absolutely unrelated to objects of sensa-
tion; they become illusory and fictitious and if they are the
same as the objects of sensation and refer to the same mean-
ing as the objects of sensation, the theory of pramiana-vya-
vastha collapses. Between the abosloute reality and absolute
unreality of objects of judgment there seems to be no tertium-
quid. But this tertium-quid is the solution offered by Yoga-
cara idealists. This is the middle position?! between Vaibha-
sika realism and the Madhyamika nihilism. The Vaibhasika
realists nold that all objects of judgment are real. On the
contrary the Madhyamika nihilists hold that all objects of
judgment are unreal. The Yogacara idealists avoid these
two extreme positions and adopt the middle position that all
objects of judgment are ideally real and empirically unreal?2,
They are technically called paratantra or phenomenal and
differ from both the parikalpita or fictitious objects and pari-
nispanna or absolutely real objects. The object of judgment
is a logical and psychological result23 of sensation. Asanga
and Vasubandhu use the term ‘vijfiana’ for both sensation
and conception?2,

Stcherbatsky#5 has suggested that the object of judg-
‘ment is connected with the object of perception in three
‘possible manners :

First, on the basis of the images or concepts we resort
to some purposeful activity and become successful in reaching
the desired object.  Thus the image becomes a cause of
apprehending the particular26,

Secondly, from another stand-point the image or con-
cept is-the effect of the extreme particular or the object of
perception because it follows the extreme particulars and
grasps their seires. It articulates what is apprehended in
/perception27,

Thirdly, it ‘is a natural illusion of human mind
to identify the extreme particular things with its ( gene-
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ral ) image though it is a mere creation of human mind. The
first two explanations clearly indicate the empirical basis of
judgment. The third however runs counter to them and
shows the inherent falsity of judgment. It contradicts what
has been rightly laid down by the first two explanations. So
the third explanation given by Stcherbatsky for establishing
relation between perception and judgment deserves to be
rejected. The first two explanations show that judgment
has an empirical basis, and is rooted in the nature of things
that are perceived. If it is s0, it cannot be a natural illusion
of human mind. It tries to grasp the connection of extreme
particulars which may not be there, but which is necessary
to have any view of them. If judgmentis a natural illusior
logic will become a fiction. But in the epistemology of the
Yogiacara school logic occupies an important role. Its ob-
ject is to articulate the same object which is grasped by per-
ception, Therefore the third explanation of Stcherbatsky is
unjustified, whereas the first two explanation are justified.
The ‘mental sensation’ and ‘self cognition’ which are
the two of the four varieties of sensation2® also relate judg-
ment with sensation. They are the psychological mechanism
of bridging the gulf between sensation and understanding.
The universal which is the object of judgment is the result of
a psychological process which involves mental sensation and
self-cognition2®. In terms of modern psychology both mental
sensation and self-cognition can be termed as introspection.
The idealistic view of judgment is inextricably connected
with the introspections of the individual who, judges. Even
Bradley’s theory of judgment has been shown to be grounded
upon these psychological experiences3. ‘My judgment’ as
an individuality not ‘qua mine’ but qua judgment manifest-
ing a finite content. In fact every judgment has threefold
distinction between existence, content and meaning. So far
as its existence is concerned it has its roots, in the psychical
event which is connected with mental sensation and self-
cognition. And so far as its content and meaning are con.
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cerned it has no connection with the psychical fact of
sensation31,

3. Synthesis in concepts

The conceptual element gives distinctness to sense-per-
ception which is clear but not distinct®2 in itself. This
sense-perception is connected with the conception because it
calls forth conception33. On the other hand judgment has

the very citadel of its activity built on the rock of conceptua-
lity. Because it proceeds not on the basis of sense knowledge

or sensations directly, but it tries to apprehend the reality
through some concept. Hence both perception and judg-
ment are in need of concepts in order to produce a synthesis
between the scattered mass of bare sensations and our mental
ideas which give them a distinct shape, which reveal their
essence that ‘this is that’. The synthesis has to perform double
function of referring an image to a particular sensation, and
"secondly to bring under a particular synthetic image or
general concept, the scattered mass of multiple sensations.
The synthesis takes the task to establish a relation between
the reality as such and the reflexes which we have in our
mind regarding it. It unites the essence-in-itself with the
denotative names. It passes judgment like ‘this is a flower’
‘this is a patch of blue colour’ etc. This synthesis of reality
with our mental ideas takes place when we conceive the
multiplicity of sensations within the frame of time, place and
conditions. Though this unity or synthesis is construction
of our mind, but still good and advantageous for our practi-
cal life34 This synthesis is expressed by such judgment as
‘this is that’35, In such judgments the non-synthetic ele-
ment, ‘thisness’3® is united with the synthetic conceptual
element of ‘thatness’37.

Vicaspati Mifra enumerated four theories which deal
with the synthesis between the essence in itself and its image
which is mental. (1) The first theory is held by the Naiyayi-
kas who hold that synthesis means to grasp the object38.
(2) The Mimamsakas hold that synthesis consists in the fact
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that a change is produced in the object, which is known as
‘cognizedness3?. (3) According to another theory synthesis
means ‘to subsume’ the reality under a class?®. (4) The
fourth theory is held by the earlier Yogacara idealists and the
vedantins who hold that our mental ideas are imposed upon
something41,

According to the Naiyayikas who are extreme realists,
our senses go to the object, apprehend its characteristics and
return back to inform to the mind what was apprehended by
them. After this process we come to a distinct perceptualt2
judgment like ‘this is a flower’ and then to a conceptual judg-
ment*3 in our introspective consciousness. This conceptual
judgment corresponds to the perceptual judgment. The
Mimarnsakas hold that our consciousness is imageless** and
devoid of immediate self-consciousness4®, and we have no
immediate feeling of the object. What happens is this that
when the apprehender comes in contact with an external
object, a kind of new quality known as cognizedness*® is
produced in the object and through this cognizedness he in-
fers the object. In other words the cognizer of the Mima-
1hsa school cognizes the object through the inference of cog-
nizedness which is produced in the object of cognition*?.
The Buddhists refute the above two theories and say that ‘it
is not possible for a cognizer to take his subjective images for
a real object. The consciousness cannot change the unreal
images into objective reality*8, in the same way as even
hundred artists cannot change yellow colour into blue one.’

The third theory is also impossible. In a judgment like
‘this is that’ the term ‘this’ refers to the reality as such and
‘that’ to a mental construction. The reality as such is in-
conceivable. Hence it cannot be coalesced with a mental
construction which is conceivable. In words of Kamalaéila
the reality as such is external while the mental construction
is internal. Both are of entirely different character, so they
cannot be coalesced in a judgment*®,
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According to another theory a kind of identity is esta-
blished between the ideas and the objects. For instance in a
judgment like ‘this is a lower’ an identity is established bet-
ween ‘this’ which stands for the reality as such and the flower
is a mental image, a construction of our mind. This theory
is subject to serious objections50. The assertion that our
knowledge imposes its own ideas which are subjective upon
those objects which are real has no meaning. It isimpos-
sible to impose the image before itis itself apprehended.
Even if the apprehension of the image or mental ideas is
explained still we will be subject to a dilemma. There are
only two alternatives. Either the apprehension of the image
takes place after the superimposition of the image to the ob-
ject, or the apprehension of the image and its superimposition
upon the object is simultaneous. The first alternative is not
possible because images are momentary. They cannot last
for more than one moment. Hence images cannot be super-
imposed after they have been apprehended. Because this
process requires at least two moments and thus is inconsistent
with the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness. The simulta-
neous process of apprehension cannot be maintained because
image is internal whose existence, we feel in introspection.
This image cannot leave its place and go to an external ob-
ject because in so doing it will lose its place. On the other
hand if it is maintained that the mental image lives outside
the mind, it will involve an inconsistency. A mental image
cannot be external. This image cannot be accepted to be
united with the external object, because the ‘real’ is ineffable
and eludes the grasp of reasoning and mental ideas.

The Yogacara ldealists and the Vedantins propound an
other theory to establish a relation between the ‘reality’ anc
the mental ideas. They maintain that our ideas are them.
selves taken to be as external reality. Owing to transcenden
tal illusion5! we take our own ideas as really existing in the
form of external objects and run after them in order to grasg
them?®2. The doctrine of superimposition is also not tenable.
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It reduces the entire phenomena of the world to be an illu-
sion. The doctrine is incapable of explaining the difference
between the external objects like cows, trees and buildings,
and the illusory objects like a mirage, double moon and
fatamorgana. From the above account of all these theories
it is evident that these theories are inadequate to explain the
synthesis between the reality as such and the understanding.
The external reality corresponding to our mental construc-
tion cannot be maintained as external or a real cognition, or
an image of reality. It is an illusion53. The external object
which is identified or synthesized with our mental images is
nothing but an objectivized image. In words of Dharmottara
the object5* cognized by productive imagination5% as sepa-
rated from others is an idea and not an objective reality.5®
It is-an unfounded belief, The object being a mere objecti-
vized image the synthesis which proceeds on the presump-
tion of the existence of an external object is also an unfounded
belief and illusion. ‘Sarntaraksita and Kamalaéila say that
the ‘real as such’ is indescribable. Our language cannot ex-
press it at all57. The synthetic judgments are valid only for
our practical life. They are an attempt to know the ‘essence
in itself.

4. Judgment and name-giving

The cognition of the ‘reality’ through the senses, the
knowledge of sensations, its dichotomization by the conscious-
ness into subject-object-form58, the running of the conscious-
ness through a variety of sensations®®, its halt on some
particular sensations®®, and its ascertainment would have no
meaning unless it is designated by a name, unless the cogni-
zer knows that the particular object which he desired to
apprehend has been apprehended and is known by a name,
such and such. The designation of a thing by a name, the
expressibility of it through the medium of words is the very
basis of all the activities that are resorted to®1. It is the very
foundation of our active life. It is present in the form of
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impressions in the mind of even an infant and leads him to
such activities as smiling, crying and sucking the breast®2.
The realists imputed the capacity of judging and name-
giving to our cognition even at the stage of perception and
defined it as produced by a sensory stimulus ( coming from
an external ) object, a cognition which is nat an illusion,

which is ( either ) an unutterable (sensation ) or a percep-
tual judgment®3.

The Buddhist logicians who started with a fundamental
distinction between sensation and conception, objected to
this theory which imputes the power of name-giving and
judging to the senses and held that senses always apprehend
the ‘reality’ which is shorn of all distinctions, of all concepts.
It is one, unique and momentary point-instant, i. e. extreme
particular and eludes the temporal and spatial categories and
therefore is unutterable and unnamable. On the other hand
judgment involves a distinct image of the reflexes which we
receive in sensation and is utterablef%. If the attribute of
being expressed in words is attached to the sensory know-
ledge, there will be no distinct knowledge of sensation and
conception and we will reach to a stage of utter confusion.
A question may arise : How is it known that names are not
attached with the object ? Why should we not maintain that
they are the property of the object as well as of the mind ?
The Buddhist logicians say that the names are not contained
in the object. They are neither appended to them nor in-
herent in them, nor produced by them®3. The objects are
not identical with their names. Had the objects been identi-
cal with their names there would have been no distinction
between the behaviour of a man who does not know the
name of an object and the man who knows it. By the mere
cognition of the object, the cognizer would have known the
name of the object®®. The argument of the realists that the
names might not have causal relations or identity with the
objects, they might be associated with the objects as a conse-
quence of an arbitrary agreement does not solve the problem.
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Because there is no limit to our fancy. We can attribute any
name to anything®?. For instance men have such judgments
which involve the existence of universals while there are no
universals. They maintain that there are entities like gods,
devils, the sky-flower and hare’s horn. These are designated
by names but in reality there are no such objects.

The Buddhist logicians hold that names are not reality.
They are logical constructions and belong to the faculty of
conception. Concepts are utterable while the sensations are
unutterable. If the sensations would have been utterable we
would have known the nature of fire by its mere name in the
same way as we feel it by actual experience. But our actual
experience does not support this hypothesis. The name of
fire does not remove our cold®8. Hence the names are al-
ways associated to a judgment. A judgment brings synthesis
between the flow of sensations received from the ‘reality’ as
such and the images of our mind. Every judgment refers to
reality, The indescribable and non-categorical reality is ex-
plained and named by a judgment. For instance in the judg-
ment ‘this isa rose’ ‘this’ refers to the reality which is be-
yond name and form and ‘rose’ refers to the ‘reality’ which
we construct in our mind. It refers to the general, the uni-
versal the mental ideas which are unreal. Our judgment or
kalpana is always associated with name. Dharmakirti defines
kalpana or judgment as ‘a distinct cognition of a mental reflex
which is capable of coalescing with a verbal designation’69.
Dharmottara holds that the judgment or mental construction
includes not only those judgments which are named or ex-
pressed in words, e. g. ‘this is a jar’, but also those judg-
ments which are not expressed in words but which can be
expressed in words. For instance the activities of an infant
which proceed on some judgments but which he is unable to
express owing to lack of the capacity of expression”®. Therc-
fore the term ‘judgment’ includes both primitive and complex

judgments.
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" These judgments and names are associated with each
other and determine each other. In the words of Dinnaga
‘the names have their source in concepts and the concepts
have their source in names’71, Sﬁrhtaraksita and Kamalaéila
strengthen the position of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti by
maintaining that ‘conceptual content or kalpani is an idea
which is always associated with verbal expression’’2. There
has been a constant associating of things with their names
which leaves its impression”3 or capacity”’* on the mind,
continues and becomes the basis of such activities of a newly
born infant as smiling, crying and sucking the breast etc?5.
Hence conception or judgment apprehends all our ideas and
images which are capable of being expressed in words. It
does not touch the essence-in-itself which is beyond expre-
ssion. This theory finds its support in European logic also
when Sigwart accepts the mutual influence of concepts on the
formation of names and of names on the formation of con-
cepts78,

The judgment is always associated . with names 1is also
proved by our daily life experiences. When we are thinking
on some problem or trying to imagine about something, there
is always an inner speech, a murmur of the mind, something
which is not expressed loudly but revealed secretly. Stcher-
batsky supports this view and says that ‘On such occasions
when we freely indulge in fancy and allow our imagination a
free play, we notice that the play of our visions and dreams is
accompanied by an inward speech??. This observation of
Stcherbatsky falls in the line of the observation of Dharmakirti
who holds that ‘just as perception is free from conceptual con-
tent is realised by introspection?8, ‘in the same way it is also
realised in introspection that the conceptual content is always
associated with words’7°,

5. Judgment and proposition

Modern logic makes a distinction between judgment and
Proposition. A proposition is a verbal judgment or judg-
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ment expressed in words. Thus the modern idealistic logic
believes in both judgment and proposition. But modern
linguistic logic rejects the possibility of judgment whichis
other than proposition. It believes only in the possibility of
proposition. Every proposition is a verbal statement. Thought
is invariably connected with language or proposition. What
cannot be stated is regarded by modern logicians as nonsense.
DinnzZga seems to be nearer to linguist logicians than idealist
logicians, although his followers like Dharmakirti, Dharmo-
ttara and others are nearer idealist logicians than linguist
logicians. For him kalpana, properly speaking, is not judg-
ment but proposition asit cannot be unnamed®°®. ( avyapa-
deéyam ). What is avyapadeéyam is sensation. If kalpanz
cannot be avyapadeéyam, it cannot be without its verbal
form. So kalpani cannot be called judgment according tc
Diiinaga, who has said that ‘the kalpana is product of {abda,
hence kalpana is not judgment®l. It is proposition. Dharma-
kirti misunderstond the meaning of Dirinaga and made 3
difference between judgment and proposition. This difference
is unwarranted by the logic of Dinnaga and of modern logi-
cians. So kalpani is to be understood as the form of verbal
cognition. Sartaraksita also maintains that conceptual con:
tent is idea associated with verbal expression82. Sarnkara-
swamin has proved that kalpana which is not associated with
words is full of contradiction®3 hence it is to be given up.

Is kalpana the basis of verbal expression ?

sﬁxhtaraksita, Kamalaéfla and Samkaraswamin reply in
the negative. They say that it is not the basis of verbal ex-
pression84. Kamalaéila says that kalpana is verbal expre-
ssion®3, And the basis of this expression consists of the uni-
versal, the name and so forth. Abhilapa is expressive word
and is generic form86,

Is kalpana possible without speech ?

It is possible without speech but not without words®7.
Infants also understand propositions and not judgments.
They do so because of the propositions of their previous life
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wherein thought and language were always united®8. This
conceptual content, presenting the object, as associated with
vague verbal expressions and existing only in the subjective
form as if it were something external, appears in the mind of
infants also, by virtue of which in their later life, they become
capable of comprehending the relevant conventions®®.

6. Categories

The reality is only the essence-in-itself the extreme
pacticular®®, It is beyond the concepts of space, time and
condition®1, It is peculiar, momentary and beyond the
reach of human language, thercfore no question of category,
classification or division arises regarding the reality as such.
The moment our intellect tries to conceive it withing its net,
it slips away; the moment we try to draw a picture of it, it
goes beyond the eye-sight; hence our intellect remains frust-
rated. The classification, dichotomy or division is possible
only in the sphere of reason which tries to conceive the non-
discursive into discursive language, the unimaginable into
imagination, and the particular into the general notions. The
intellect tries to apprehend the reality in different ways.
Hence there are di{lerent categories or kinds of concepts or
names. The only categories that can be conceived are the
categories of substance and attributes. All other categories
are categories of attributes of the substance.

The Vadesikas have presented a set of seven categories
which are :—(1) substance (2) quality (3) motion (4) univer-
sals, (5) differentials (6) inherence and (7) non existence.
But Diiinaga establishes a set of five categories, which are
known as five fold constructions. His categories are classifi-
cation of names which are founded on the basis of grammar.
T hese five fold categories are —(1) proper names (2) general
or class names, (3) qualities or adjectives (4) motion or verb
and (5) substances.

(1) By a proper name a non-connotative thing is deno-
ted for instance Dittha or Davittha. (2) By a class name an
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object is designated which represents a class or generality of
objects e. g. a ‘cow’. (3) By the ‘quality’ is designated the
attribute to an object which is sensible, e. g. white, blue, red
etc. (4) By the verb action is designated, e. g. cooking, and
lastly (5) the substance designates an object which posseses
something e. g. possessor of a stick, the possessor of horns®2.

This entire division of categories or names is based on
the fundamental principle of synthesis and non-synthesis.
What is non-synthetical does not admit any kind of division,
but that which is within the region of our synthesis, which
can be made subject to our judgments, is subject to our cate-
gories as well. The Buddhist logicians hold that categories
are mere names®3, They donot designate any object which
really exists®4, The realist who believes in the reality of
categories objects to this theory and says: ‘It may be accep-
ted to a certain extent that common names donot represent
‘reality’ but how is it possible to assert that proper names
also which indicate a particular individual do not designate
any reality and are mere constructions of our mind’ ? The
Buddhist answers that the entire variety of the phenomena
“ of our life which is subject to thought and speech is nothing
but a construction of our mind, hence it is not reality. The
proper names are not capable of designating any object which
is marked by a momentary character. We find that a proper
name e. g. Dittha is applied to an individual. The body of
the individual is changing every moment. A man in his
childhood is not the same person as he is in his old age, but
the name designating him does not change according to
changes in his personality. It continues in the same form
from the childhood upto the old age. Hence it is a mere
conceptual element, a general idea which is applied to an
object as its name whether it designates a class or an indi-
vidual®5.

The Buddhist further says: ‘Neither a proper name nor
a common name has denotation. Every name has only
connotation. The distinction between proper names and:
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common names is not tenable. Both proper names and com-
mon names are connotative. The difference between the two
classes is seen to be one of degree of connotativeness only?6,
The realist says : ‘If exclusion or apoha of others is the only
connotation of words, and the words are dependent merely
on the will of the speaker, there should be either proper
names or only common names®?., But our experience of life
shows that some objects are denoted by proper names e. g.
Citrangada, Chipra etc and some objects are designated by
common names, e. g. ‘cow’ elephant etc. Even Dinnaga him-
self has used these two classes of names for ‘Dittha’ and ‘cow’
separately. If they stand on the same level there would be
no difference between them, which would be in co nsistent
with our daily usages according to which proper names are
said to have only denotation and no connotation whereas
common names are said to have both connotation and deno-
tation. Sarntaraksita and Kamalaéila answer that the object-
ionis not well-founded. Dinnaga has followed simply the
common usage in order to avoid the inconvenience of the
common people®8. In ordinary life people do not know that
even proper names are conceptual. The use of the same
class of names both for the proper and common names would
have created a lot of confusion among the people. That is
why Citrangada is classed as proper name and the word ‘cow’
as common name?®?.

Comparing the categories of Dinnzaga with that -of the
Vaifesikas Stcherbatsky holds that Dinnaga has simply three
categories of substance, quality and motion. But Dininaga’s
position is different from that of the Vaidesikas. For the
Vaidesikas categories are real. They represent reality1©0, For
Dianaga they are mere thought-constructions!®!. Dinnaga
rejected the category of ‘universal’ because from his stand.
point all the categories are nothing but universal, being mere
imagivation of our intellect. The category of ‘difference’
was also rejected because ultimately it comes out as the sub-
tratum of all categories, the basis of our conception, and ir
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itself it is non-category, the undifferentiated essence-in-itself
beyond all our thoughts and words!®2, The categories of
‘inherence’ and ‘non-existence’, also have been rejected, be-
cause for the Buddhists two things cannot be related by ‘in-
herence’. Everything is exclusive of all other things. The
non-existence is a mere negation of existence. Existence is
what is causally efficient and is capable of producing an
effect. What is causally inefficient is non-existence. So non-
existence is also not a category03

7. Analysis and synthesis

All our judgments regarding the ‘reality’ are nothing but
constructions of our mind, an attempt to conceive the incon-
ceivable reality which appears at first in the form of mere
point-instants, which admit neither synthesis nor analysis.
Our imaginative faculty which has a natural constructive
capacityl94 bifurcates these point-instants into subject and
object, into ‘apprehender’ and ‘apprehended.’ It imagines
that as there are sensations there must be their cause too in
the form of something external. Suffering as we are from
transcendental illusion the ‘mind’ forgets that this entire
phenomenon is its own creation and takes the mental cons-
truction as objectively real and tries to have a synthesis
between the mental ideas and the external objects (which
are mental creations but are supposed to be real). It passes
judgment like ‘this is that’ ‘this is a flower.” This judgment
is a synthesis when it is viewed as a whole. But itis an
analysis when its component parts are dealt with separately.
When we move from the phenomenal world towards the
‘reality’ and try to establish a relation between the two
we have synthesis, but when we try to know the nature of
‘reality’ and describe it through the categories of name and
form, we have analysis. Our judgments regarding the
‘reality’ that ‘it isindescribable’ ‘it is indivisible point-instant’,
and it is beyond the categories of space and time, name
and form are judgments of analysis. The judgment has
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thus both analysis and synthesis. It is the joining line
between the ‘reality’ which is a synthetic whole and its
(imagined) component parts which are the result of bifurca-
tion1%5 of it into attributes.

The Sanskrit term ‘kalpan3’ stands both for analysis and
synthesis. These two terms ‘analysis’ and ‘synthesis’ re-
present the two opposite sides of the same picture which is
a unity in diversity.1°¢ The judging capacity®? of our
mind has an inherent power to draw different pictures of the
same reality.1°® It may describe a ‘flower’ as ‘red’ as
‘beautiful’ or as ‘fragrant’ where infact itis nothing but a
point-instant, a mere sensation. In the same way it may
describe fire as ‘pleasant looking’ ‘heat giving’ and ‘having
cooking value’ etc. where infact it is nothing but a point of
heat-sensation. Similarly all other objects may be consi-
dered. Thus all our judgments have no essence in them-
selves. Stcherbatsky rightly assesses the relation between
synthesis and analysis as the two component parts of a judg-
ment. When unity of a judgment is put to the front ‘itis a
synthesis,” when its component parts are attended to, itis an
analysis. The function of the understanding in judgments
may be described as analytic, synthetic and likened to the
dispersion of the rays from, and collecting them in the same
thing which is this focus.20°

Stcherbatsky has expounded the characteristics!!® of a
judgment with special reference to the role of analysis and
synthesis in it :

First, a judgment belongs to imaginative faculty of our
knowledge. It is a decision of our understanding.

Secondly, it consist in giving an objective reference to a
mental idea.

Thirdly, it does not differ from conception because con-
ception also refers to an object.

Fourthly, it is always synthetical. It has a double syn-
thesis. At first it establishes a synthesis k=tween the bare
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sensations and the image of our mind. Secondly, it brings
the varieties of pure sensations into a unity in conception

Fifthly, it can be regarded as an analysis because it trie3
to explain the indescribable reality with the help of its
predicates.

Sixthly, it is an illusion, because being a mental process
it cannot touch the external object.

Seventhly, it is singular as well as plural at the same
time. The subject of a judgment is always a singular entity
the particular the essence-in-itself while its predicate is
always plural a universal, because it tries to explain the
*particular’ with the help of these general or universal
characteristics.

Eighthly, the nature of perceptual judgment is always
affirmation. Itis always of the nature ‘thisis the that’.
The negative and illimited judgments belong to a later
stage. They are not perceptive but derivative. ‘

Ninthly, the judgments are categorical as regards relation.
The hypothetical and disjunctive judgments are derivative.

Finally, from the stand-point of modality judgments are
apodictic. The assertory judgments are not different from
the apodictic ones, We may conclude that for a Buddhist
logician there is no difference between judgment, decision,
concept or synthesis and necessity or apodictic necessity.1t*

8. Validity of judgment

The validity of a judgment consists in its efficacy.?!® If
it leads to a successful activity it is valid, and if it leads to
an unsuccessful activity it is invalid. Our sensations have
no validity unless there is an identification of them with our
mental images, unless they have taken the form of such
judgments as ‘this is a cow’ ‘thisis a flower’ or ‘the ‘vision
of mirage does not satisfy our thirst." How this synthesis or
identification between the ‘extreme particular’ and our
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mental ideas, takes place poses a difficulty. The Buddhist
says: it is true that there is a gulf between the extreme
particulars and the general images. They are dissimilar
and non-identical. There is nothing similar. Things are
dissimilar by their very nature, they have a tendency tc
exclude others. Still a kind of a similarity or identity is
established. The notion of similarity or idenity is based on
the fact to what extent we can neglect the differences. All
cows, animals or things are dissimilar. No cow is simila:
with another cow still we identify the cows and regard them
as similar in contract with such animals as lions, elephant:
or tigers,113

Do our judgments refer to some objective reality ? Dc
they have some objective element ? If they do not have
some objective value what is the use of taking so much pair
in referring our mental images to an eternal reality, The
Buddhist answers : ‘As far as the nature of judgments is
concerned, they do not refer to an external reality. Every
judgment refers to another judgment. Every idea refers tc
another idea. No judgment or idea refers to any thing
which is not a judgment or idea. All such references are
ideal only. They are the products of our understanding which
has an inherent capacity to construct images out of the bare
sensory elements derived in sense-perception from the ‘essences
in themselves’, 114 The process of judging consists in dealing
with one’s own internal reflex which is not an external
object in the conviction that it is an external object.!t
It has no reference to an external existence or non-exis
tence.l1® It is simply our idea which is taken to be non:
different from its counter part (the thing as it is in itself]
says Dharmottarall?

Now a question arises : ‘If judgments do not refer to arn
objective reality, all purposive actions of human beings wil
become impossible and people will not reach to their desirec
goal’. The Buddhist says that the judgments are not entirely
illusory. They are objectively valid only to this extent that
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they are not contradicted by human experience. They have
a consistent position with the objects of our life.11® The
objector raises another question, ‘Is it not a contradiction
to assume at one time that judgments are illusion and mere
projections of our mind and at another time to assume their
objective wvalidity on the basis of practical experience of
human life ?* The Buddhist answers that ‘the judgments are
objectively real as far as our empirical life goes, but they are
illusion as regards ‘the essence-in-itself.” The empirical life
is phenomenal. What is phenomenal is the work of under-
standing as necessitated by virtue of its own inherent nature.
Judgment is the operation of understanding by virtue of its
inherent nature. This is the reason why every judgment
which is valid leads to a successful activity., Action is one
of the five categories on which a judgment is moulded. So
if action validates judgment there is nothing unreasonable

in it.
9. Examination of Pramanavyavastha

What is the source of our judgments ? Are they exclu-
sive property of the faculty of our understanding, or they
admit any kind of relation with the senes as well ? There
has been a controversy over this point between the realists
belonging to the schools of Nyaya, Vailesika and Mimairhsa,
and the Buddhists. The realists hold that there is no such
water-tight division between the faculty of senses and the
faculty of understanding A thing may be apprehended by
senses as well as by understanding. For instance, fire may
be apprehended by sense-perception (by seeing and touch-
ing) as well as by inference (from the presence of smoke).
What actually takes place in our daily life is this that at first
moment there arise bare sensations from the object which
involve no determination or conception and we are not
able to comprehend . them within our ideas. Itis the stage
of indeterminate perception. In the next moment of appre-
hension that very object which was indistinct and dim



The Idealistic Theory of Judgment 185

becomes clear and we know it that €it is such and such.’ It
is the stage of determinate perception.1'® Here the under-
standing begins to play its role and we apprehend the reality
within the categories of space, time, and nature. There is
no radical distinction between these two kinds of percep-
tions. The difference is only of degree, not of kind. Hence
the perception involves the knowledge of the particular
as well as of the universal. We cannot come to such
a decision that ‘thisis a cow’ unless we recognize that the
entity of apprehension comes within the class of ‘cows.” In
fact there is no ‘perception’ without ‘inference’ and no
inference without perception. For instance there is an
element of sense-perception when we infer the presence of
fire on the hill (2) there is an element of constructive thought
when we see fire through our visual sense-organ. Hence
there is no contradiction in maintaining the coalescence of
sensation and conception.120, This theory of the realists is
known as the ‘coalescence’ theory of knowledgel2! as it
admits relation or meeting between the two sources of
knowledge.

In contradistinction to the theory of the realists the
Buddhists maintain a radical distinction between sensation
and conception. According to them the faculty of sensation
is quite separate from the faculty of conception (which in-
cludes inference and judgment) What is object of sensation
cannot be touched by conception and what is the object of
conception, cannot be touched by perception. For him the
sensation and the conception are the only sources of know-
ledge. The knowledge which is derived neither from sen-
sation nor from conception is not real knowledge at all.222
The object of sensation or sense-perception is the extreme
particular, ‘existence inself,” a point-instant which transcends
empirical space and empirical time, which is causally efficient
and admits no distinction or definition.123 It is the ‘essence-
in-itself> shorn of all extension. On the other hand the
object of conception is the universal which is not realityl2¢
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but simply a logical construction produced by the congenital
capacity of our reason.!25 This universal is incapable of
producing any effect. Hence it cannot be real. Since it is
not real, it cannot produce any sensation. It does not produce
any sepsation, therefore it is devoid of any kind of efficiency
and hence it is invisible.'2® To imagine any kind of relation
or coalescence between the two absolutely dissimilar parti-
cular and universal is an impossibility. It will shake the
very foundation upon which the grand citadel of Buddhist
logic is based. Hence it would be spurious on our part to
imagine that the ‘essence-in-itself’ can also be conceived by
our imaginative faculty or inference. It is the universal
which can be conceived by inference and where our relations
can be applied.’2” There can be no relation between the
universal and the particular.12® This theory of the Buddhists
is called ‘pramana-vyavastha’ (the theory of radical distin-
ction). According to this theory the sense of vision appre-
hends only the colour, and the tactile sense-organ only the
touch. The distinct image of fire which isin our mind is
not the real fire but a universal. The real fire is only the
moment of heat-sensation. On this theory even such per-
ceptval judgments as °‘this is a rose’ ‘thisis a peacock’ or
‘this is a cow’ become conceiving stage of our mind and
therefore come within the field of inference. The Buddhist
theory of Pramapa-vyavastha is most scientific in its app-
roach and is the proof of the logical acumen of the Buddhists.
It is supported by some of the modern logicians of Europe
who arrived at this conclusion through their independent
approach, For instance Sigwart maintains that the per-
ceptual judgments like ‘this is gold’ ‘this is a pen’ come
within the province of inference.13°

Uddyotakara examines this theory and tries to reduce it
to a point of absurdity. He says that there are not only two
sources of knowledge i.e. particular and inference nor there
are only two kinds of objects i.e. particular and universal,



"The 1dealistic Theory of fadgment ~~ - '* 187

On the other hand there are four sources of knowledge
(1) perception (2) inference (3) analogy and (4) testimony
which cannot be denied even by the Buddhist who on several
occasions has admitted the infallibility of the words of the
Buddha.18% And there are three kinds of objects i.e. (1) the
particular (2) the universal and (3) the individual (the
possessor of universals).181 Further there is no such radical
distinction between perception and inference. ‘The object
of perception can be known by inference, similarly the
object of inference can be known by perception. The same-
thing may be known by sense-perception as well as by mental
construction. The perception of colour may be limited to
sense of visual. But the perception of solid bodies is not
limited to the visual sense alone. For instance the jar may
be cognised by visual sense organ as well as by tactile sense
organ. The substances (the possessors of attributes) can be
cognized by every sense-organ. He explains his theory of
Pramapa-samplava, according to which the perception of
every object involves sensation as well as perception, with
the help of an example. He says we cognize fire, we apply
not only the eye but also the mind. If the mind is not in
attention we will not be able to apprehend the thing even
though our eyes are fixed on it. In the same way in every
act of inference there is an element of perception otherwise
we will come to the absurd position that ‘inference’ is the
exclusive domain of ‘blind and deaf men.” Stcherbatsky
critically examines both the theories and comes to conclusion
that the fundamental differences which consists in the position
of the realists and the Buddhist is due to the fact they take
the word ‘particular’ and ‘universal’ on the entirely different
level. Particulars and universals are empirically conceived
by the realists while they are transcendentally understood
by the Buddhists.
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The Philosophy of Grammar by Otto Jasperson p. 65,
Nanvanyapoha vacyatvaj-jati $abdastu kevalah. Viva-
ksaparatantratvid vivaksa $abda eva va. Tattva-sarn-
graha verse 1227. :
Satyarn lokanuvrttyedamuktarn nyaya-videdr§am, Iya-
neva hi $abdo’smin vyavahara-patharm gatah. Ibid
verse 1228.
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nam. Tattva-sarhgraha-paifijika p. 371 lines 2-3.
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Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika p, 89 lines 12-13,
Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 220. '
Ibid vol. 1 p. 222,
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Vacakam tatha hi vyavasayo vini$cayo vikalpa itya-
narthantaram. Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika. p. 87 lines
24-25.

Arthakriyakaritva

Alikabahyamesam visayah bahyabhedagrahascasya
bahyatvarh na punar bahyabhedagrahah. Nyaya-
vartika-tatparya-1ka. p. 339 lines 24-2§,
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Yadartha-samarthyalabdha-janma na tacchabda-kalpa-
nanugatam. Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika p. 88 line 10.
Svakaram abahyarn bahyamadhyavasyan vikalpah sva-
kirabahyavisaya iti cet. Ibid p. 339 lines 7-8.
Svapratibhase ‘narthe’ dhyavasayena pravrttatvat.
Nyaya-bindu-t1ka p 9 line 20.

Sarvo’yam anumananumeya-bhavo buddhyaradhena
dharma-dharmibhivena na bahil sadasattvam apeksate.
Pramapa-samuccaya., Quoted in Ibid p. 127 lines 2, 3
and p. 39 lines 13-14.

Buddhya kalpikaya viviktamaparair

Yadrupam ullikhyate buddhir no na bahiriti.
Pramapa-vini§caya-tika. Quoted in Ibid p. 339 lines
22-23.

Savikalpaka-pratyaksa,

Pratyaksayor anumanayor va samplave na badhakam
uktam. Nyadya-nibandha-prakasa. Quoted in the
Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 303 note 2.

Samplava, Sarkara. Ekasmin visaye sarvesarn prama-
panarh pravrttih. Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 302 note 1.
Pramigpa-samuccaya 1. 2,

Svalaksaparh tu syat tadeva paramartha.sat. Artha-

kriya:samarthya-laksanatvad wvastunah. Etadeva asya
svam asidharanarh laksanarn yaddefato ‘nanugameni-

defatmakasya paramarthatvarm, kalato’ nanugamena

ca ksapikatvam. Tasmait svalaksapa-visayarh pratyak-
sam. Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika p 12 lines 19-20.
Samanya. vikalpadhisthanam  vikalpa-visayo’likam.
Nyaya-nibandha-prakada. Quoted in the Buddhist logic
vol. 2 p. 305 note 3.

Samanyarn vyavrttiripam alikam, anadi-vikalpa-vasa-
na vasitam, Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 305
note |.
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. Samanyam arthakriyayam asaktatvat tan na paramar-

tha-sat, asattvan na tad vijiiana-janakam, ajanakattvan
na saripakam, asariipakatvan na darfanigocarah.
PariSuddhi. Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 264
note 4.

Pratibandhah samanya dharmavaérayate. Nyaya-var-
tika-tatparya-tika p. 12 line 24.

Paramiarthasat simanyarn vicira asaham. ' Pari§uddhi.
Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 305 no. 1.

Sigwart logic vol. 2. p. 395.

Pramana-vartika, Chapter 2. Bhagavat-pramanpya-
vartikam,

Viéesa-simanya-viesa tadvad-bhedat tredha. Nyaya-
vartika p. 14 line 2. Quoted in the Cirtique of Indian
Realism p. 312 note 22.

Samvyavaharika.



CHAPTER VII
THE IDEALISTIC THEORY OF INFERENCE

1. Judgment and inference

Judgment and inference are the two operations of one
and the same faculty of understanding.! Both are called
knowledge which arises after sensation. The Buddhist term
for both of them is inference.2 The Buddhist inference is
not the inference of the realists. It is understanding, judg-
ment, or imagination. In a word it is mediate knowledge.
There is little difference between judgment and inference.
As Bradley says every judgment implies inférence essen-
tially. ‘Judgment comes short of inference only so far as
it omits to mark or specify a condition fundamental to its
own being. Inference on the other side makes ostensible
this condition involved in all judgment.’> Thus inference
is a developed judgment.

Although every judgment carries in itself the ground of
its justification or the process of its formation, this ground
or process is not explicitly laid down in it, when this is
explicit it becomes an inference. Inference is therefore a
judgment which carries in itself the ground of its justi-
fication on the logical pracess of its formation. Stcher-
batsky rightly calls judgment proper as perceptual judgment
and ‘svarthanumana’ as inferential judgment. The former
is direct and the later is indirect. The indirect judgment
or inference has three terms, which are called subject, or
minor term, predicate or major term and mark or middle
term. Of these three terms the middle term is the medi-
ator between other two terms. It suggests the explicit
meaning of a judgment and explicates what is implicit in
it.4 In an inferential judgment we cognise the object ‘P’
or the major term through its marx ‘M’ or middle term
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which is cognized with ‘S’ the minor term in a perceptual
judgment. For example ‘there is fire’ because ‘there is
smoke’ this is inferential judgment where ‘fire’is cognized
at a particular place because of its association with smoke
which is cognized in a perceptual judgment.

2. The nature of inference

Aksapada defines inference as knowledge which is prece-
ded by perception and which is of three kinds, apriori, a
posteriori and commonly seen.5 The same definition with
a little change is given by Nagarjuna in the Upayahr-
dayam.®  Vatsyayana while amending this definition
states that ‘inference is the knowledge of an object through
the previous knowledge of some sign or mark.”” This
definition of inference in terms of mark or middle term
was further amended by Dinnaga in his doctrine of the
three aspects of the middle term. According to him
anumana consists in the presence of the middle term in
the subject of the inference®, its presence again what is
like the subject of the inference (sapakse sattvam) and its
absence in what is not like the subject (vipakse sattvam).®
Later Buddhist logicians adopted Dinnaga’s definition of
inference. The Nyaya-praveéa first defines ‘inference’ as
‘the cognition of an object through a mark but immediately
adds to it that the mark again has three aspects’. Thus
according to the Nyaya-Pravele ‘inference is the cognition
of an object through a mark which has three aspects.
Dharmakirti and Dharmottara explicitly include the three
aspects of the mark into the definition of inference.l°
Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Mifra criticize Dinnaga’s
definition of inference based upon three aspects of mark.
From their long criticism of the doctrine of trairapya and
the adoption of the doctrine by post Dinnaga Buddhist
logicians it is clear that this theory in its developed form
was initiated by Dianaga, although as Stcherbatsky says it
was already contained in Vasubandhu’s works.!! And as
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Randle says it is already implicitly present in Vatsyayana’s
Bhiasya on Nyaya-satra chapter 5, 1.34 and even in that
sttra itself.12 There seems to be much truth in Suguira’s
findings that the significance of the middle term (called
hetu) for inference and hence for the theory of reasoning
is for the first time discussed by Dinnaga and the result of
his study is the famous doctrine of the three phases of

betu.18

The doctrine of trairtpya is explicitly adopted by the
Vaisesika philosopher Pralastapada in his Padartha-dharma-
samgraha. He cites two couplets in which this doctrine is
mentioned and which father this doctrine to Kasyapa or
Kanada.’* Hence a question is raised as to which of the
two Dirindaga and Pradastapada borrowed the doctrine from
the other, Stcherbatsky believed in 1904 that Prasastapada
borrowed the doctrine from Dinnaga. A. B. Dhruva and
Randle on the contrary have established the view that
Pradastapada took the doctrine which first developed in the
Vaisesika circles. Between these two extreme positions
Stcherbatsky in his Buddhist logic maintained in 1932 that
we cannot here deny the possibility of mutual influencing
and borrowing at an early date. But the developed
trairipya theory is essentially Buddhistic.25 So there was
mutual borrowing and influencing between Buddhist and
Vaifesika logicians. The dates of Diinaga and Prasasta-
pada are controversial. Stcherbatsky, Randle and Keith
believe that Dinnaga was prior to Pradastapada. Stcherbat-
sky however later on revised this judgment and held that
Pradastapada was an elder contemporary of Diinaga. A.B.
Dhruva has established that the balance of probability is
in favour of Pralastapada’s priority to Dinnaga.l® But it
is significant that although the doctrine of trairupya is
mentioned by Prafastapada in connection with the charac-
ters of hetu or middle term this doctrine is not incorporated
in his definition of inference. @ For Dharmakirti and
Dharmottara the doctrine constitutes the definition of in-
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-ference. Hence even though Pralastapada is prior to Dia-
naga the incorporation of the three aspects of hetu in the
definition of inference is first made by Dinnaga. The credit
of defining inference by means of the doctrine of the three
phases of hetu must therefore be given to Dinnaga.

The inference defined in terms of three phases of hetu
is the cognition based on the principle, nota notae est nota
rei ipsius. Kant laid down this principle which is an im-
provement upon Aristotle’s dictum ’‘de omne et nullo.r?
Aristotle’s dictum means the axiom of inclusion in extension.
Obviously if inference involves inclusion in extension it
embodies a petitio principii. Kant saved the principle of
inference from its defect by replacing the axiom of ‘inclusion
and extension’ by the axiom® of connection of attributes or
marks. His principle states ‘what stands under the condi-
tion of a rule stands under the rule’ In other words the
condition of the rule or the nota or mark leads to another
nota or mark. This is inference in Kantian terminology
which is infact the same as the Buddhist definition of in-
ference which states that inference is the cognition of an
attribute or an object through a mark. Obviously this
definition of inference is free from the fallacy of petitio
principii which visiates Aristotle’s dictum ‘deomni.’

Bradley points out that even this definition of inference as
nota notae est or limgidartha darfanam anumanam is
defective. It cannot cover all the cases of inference. There
are inferences which the principle does not justify. For
example A is prior to B and B to C and therefore A is prior
to C is a perfectly valid inference. But this is not covered
by the principle ‘de nota notae’ or (lingidartha darianam).
Buddhist logicians too recognised that the definition of
anumana as ‘de nota notae’ is too narrow to include all the
cases of inference. This truth is brought home to us by
their serious attempts to define inference by means of invari-
able concomitance or ‘avinabhava.’ Vasubandhu is the
first logician who defines inference as the cognition of an



202 The Problem of knowledge in Yogicira Buddhism

object inseparably connected with another object by a
person who knows about it from perception.!® Dinnaga
adopts this definition in the definition of hetu and main-
tains that ‘reason is a quality of the subject or minor term
which is pervaded (universally accompained) by an aspect
(major term) of the subject.’!® As Randle remarks ‘the
Vyapti doctrine is ultimately inconsistent with the view of
inference as an affair of examples embodied in the trairipya
doctrine.2® Keith has pointed out that ‘the fact that rea-
soning can only be by means of a general proposition had thus
not yet been appreciated in the school (of Nyaya), for this
reasoning still was from particular to particular by analogy
in the manner approved by J. S. Mill.’21  Thus he is right
in showing the fact that inference for Aksapada and Uddyo-
takara consists in reasoning from particular to particular
by analogy or drstanta. Vasubandhu was the first Indian
logician who dispersed away with the role of example or
drstanta in inference and clearly laid down the principle
of internal inseparability or invariability (antarvyapti).
The Jain logician Siddhasena Divakara refers to Vasuban-
dhu and credits him with the invention of the doctrine of
antarvyapti.?2 B

Ratnakara Sarnti criticizes the doctrine of bahirvyapti
which is maintained by Nyaya-vailesika philosopher as of
no use in inference, bacause it is liable to be forgotten.23
The bahirvyapti or external invariability is illustrated by
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire as seenin
kitchen. This is established on the evidence of perception.
The internal invariability or antarvyapti is illustrated by
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire. It does not
refer to kitchen. It does away with it and is formulated
by understanding. There is no cognition of kitchen in the
formulation of vyapti 2¢ Uddyotakara has criticized Vasu-
bandhu’s doctrine of vyapti and has shown that it should be
formulated as nantariyaka darsanam. A B. Dhruva has
rightly clarified the misgivings of Keith and shown that ‘it
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is not the doctrine of avinabhiva or nantarlyakartha-
daréanam but only the particular form in which the defini-
tion is worded.25 We can go a step further and say that
Uddyotakara has criticized the doctrine of antarvyapti and
maintained the doctrine of vahirvyapti. This is the reason
why example or drstanata is retained by him in syllogism.
The Buddhist logicians rejected example from their syllo-
gism and held that syllogism consists of two premises apart
from its conclusion. The two premises are paksadharmata

and vyapti 2 This reform of five membered syllogism was
necessitated by the doctrine of antarvyapti. A. B. Dhruva

has ignored the distinction between antarvyapti and vahir-
vyapti and hence has not given credit to Vasubandhu and
Dininaga for the innovation of the doctrine of wvyapti.
Randle has noted the distinction between the wvyapti doct-
rine and the trairipya doctrine which is connected with
vahirvyapti and found them mutually inconsistent. The
antarvyapti doctrine is the principle of modern logicians
like Spencer, Jevons, Waundt, Bradley and Bosanquet,
who maintain that the principle of inference is that ‘the
things related to the same are related to each other.
Bradley however modifies this principle and puts it in the
form that ‘things related to the same are related to each
other2” under certain conditions or related to the same
within the same kind or interrelated within that kind.” In
this amended form Bradley finds the principle of antar-
vyapti as covering and explaining all cases of inference.
In this connection it can be safely said that the Buddhist
doctrine of antarvyapti has been better appreciated in the
circle of modern idealist logicians than in the circle of
Nyaya- Vaisesika philosophers.

3. Principles of inference

Much confusion has recently gathered round the original
contribution of Dinnaga to the logical theory. Keith for
example gives Dinaaga the credit of the innovation of the
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doctrine of generalization (avinabhava). But A.B. Dhruva.
traces its origin to Nyayavaisesika circles and denies what
Keith has said.28 Similarly Dinnaga’s original contribu-
tion to the nature of inference is subject to the same fate,2°
Siguira, Vidyabhusaga and Stcherbatsky maintain that
Dirninaga’s theory of what is to be inferred is different from
the Nyaya-vaisesika theory of what isto be inferred. All
such confusions are due to the discrimination between the
idealistic and the realistic theory of inference. Buddhist
logicians hold an idealistic theory of inference whereas
Nyaya Vaidesika logicians hold realistic  theory of
inference,

Dinnaga says that the object of inference is an ideal
construction, The whole business of probans and proban-
dum depends upon the relation of quality and possessor of
quality, a relation which is imposed by thought and has no
reference to an external existence and non-existence.3?
Thus according to him the relation of logical reason and
consequence does not depend upon external reality but on
the relation of attribute and the thing which is a product
of the mind. Keith has rightly commented wupon this
passage that ‘the ideas thus obey laws of connection not
imposed by reality, but by the action of our own thought
and thus apriori in character.’®® Inference according to
Dinnaga has apriori characters. The principle of generali-
zation or antarvyapti is the basis of inference. Itis apriori
law of our mind. It is not derived from observation or
from inference. Inference depends upon it and it does not
depend upon inference. In Kantian terminology the
principle of generaliéation depends upon the categories of
identity and causality. Dharmakirti explains this almost
in a phraseology which reminds of Kantian terminology.
He says that the rule according to which there exists an
inseparable connection between objects does not arise from
observation or non-observation, but from the laws of
causality and identity which have a universal application.’32
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The problem of antarvyapti or generalisation in Buddhist
logic is the same as the problem of induction posed by
'Hume in western logic. Hume reduced the principle of
generalisation to the association of ideas and undermined
its apriori character. Kant defended the principle by
showing that this principle is based upon causality which
is a necessary precondition of our thinking. But Kant’s
detence denies that there is a problem of generalisation and
hence empiricist logicians who acknowledge Hume’s
problem of generalisation or induction find little support
in Kant’s defence in favour of the justification of the
generalisation principle. Joseph has solved the problem of
generalisation by saying that it is deducible from the law
of identity. According to him causality itself is derived
from this law. In this way Kant and Joseph have demon-
strated the validity of the process of generalisation by
assuming that causality or identity is the precondition of
our thinking. It is of no mean importance that Dharma-
kirti’s defence of the principle of generalisation is in subs-
tance the same as that of both Kant and Joseph. This fact
shows beyond any shadow of doubt that Dinnaga and
Dharmakirti’s theory of inference is idealistic and is nearer
the theory of Kant and Joseph.33 Keith is perfectly justi-
fied in saying that the principle of apriori has had a
natural right to exist in Buddhistic idealism.3¢ A, B.
Dhruva’s criticism of Keith’s view ignores the basic differ-
erence between idealistic logic and empirical logic.. The
principle of generalisation or vyapti which is not a pre-
condition of our thinking but is derived from observations
cannot explain the problem of induction and cannot provide
for the rule of deduction. Because according to Buddhist
logicians all ideas are mental and are conditioned by the
principle of generalisation which is mental. All ideas
behave in accordance with the principle of generalisation.
Inference is based upon the apriori principles thatis the
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principles which are not derived from observation and

which prevade all mental constructions.

Another important point in the Buddhist theory of
inference is that it demonstrated the idea of the substantive
as it is qualified by its attributes. What is inferred is
neither a substance nor an attribute nor their connection
but the qualification of the substantive by its attribute.35
In this way Dinnaga has criticized the realist theories of
inference and established his idealistic theory of inference.
Inference does not refer to any external reality. It proceeds
on the ideal construction of the attributive and goes to the
ideal conception of a substantive as ideally modified by it.
The substantive, the attributive and their relation are all
ideal construction. Nyaya Vaifesika philosophers failed to
understand their ideal character and committed a fallacy
which may be termed as the fallacy of illegitimate
physicalism. Vacaspati Miéra for example raises two
objections against Dinnaga’s view of the ‘probandum’ of
inference :

First, there is no substance like a mountain according to
Dinnaga which may be perceived as the locus of an attribute
like smoke.?® Secondly, in the opinion of those who hold
that substance as a spatial point is an object of observation,
the inference from smoke rising in the sky and reaching
clouds is not possible because no spatial point is observable
in the case.37 Both these objections of Vacaspati Mifra are
vitiated by the fallacy of the illegitimate physicalism. There
is no legitimate ground in regarding substance and space
as physical wholes. They are mental categories, and not’
physical things independent of mental activity. W henever
an inference is made its probandum occupies a point in
mental space and is further characterized by the categories
of the substantive and the attributive which are as much
mental as mental space. So Vacaspati Miéra’s objections

fail to undermine Difinaga’s theory of probandum. They
¢
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are illustrations of ‘ignoratio elenchi’ rather than the defects
in Dinnaga’s theory. A. B. Dhruva also commits the fallacy
of illegitimate physicalism by following Vacaspati Misra’s
love of criticism of Dinnaga’s theory. Tt is significant that
modern logic has incorporated the theory of logical cons-
tructions in its epistemology and maintains that inference
is confined to logical construction. Inference has nothing
to do with the oblects of sensation. Buddhist logicians
particularly Dinnaga and Dharmakirti were the first who
innovated the idealistic theory of inference and demarcated
it from the realistic theory of sensation or perception. They
have a realistic theory of sensation and an idealistic theory
of inference. Their overall view is therefore akin to modern
mathematical logic in which axioms and logical construc-
tions perform the same function which is done by Vikalpana
in the epistemology of Yogacara idealism.

The third characteristic of Buddhist theory ofinference
is that it bases inference upon ideal relations which are
called by modern logicians as ‘logical relations.” The
Vaiéesika philosophers based inference upon four real rela-
tions which are causation (kdarya) inherence (samavaya)
conjunction (sarhyoga) and contradiction.3® Buddhist logi-
cians have rejected the theory of real relations. Dharma-
kirti has wrtten a special treatise in refutation of these
relations. He has based inference upon three ideal relations
which are identity, causality and negation.3? Although
modern logic has gone ahead of Buddhist logic so far as the
logical properties of relations is concerned. Yet it is signi-
ficant that the Buddhists were the first logicians who started
investigation into the logical properties of relations and
distinguished logical relations from real relations. The
discovery of negation as a logical relation is particularly of
immense importance. Buddhists have developed a concate-
nation of ideas which are mutually related by negation.

The Buddhistic theory of inference is characterised by
the doctrine of the apriori, the doctrine of logical construc-
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tions, the doctrine of antarvyapti which is the second ana-
logy of experience in Kantian terminology, the dcctrine of
the attributive and the substantive which is the first analogy
of experience in Kantian terms and finally the doctrine
of ideal or logical relations. These characteristics of infer-
ence must be understood throughly to avoid the fallacy of
illegitimate physicalism which is often committed in under-

standing it.
4, Is Inference a pramana ?

Materialists deny that inference-is a source of right
knowledge. They have adduced the following reasonsin
their support.

First, inference is brought about by the three-featured
probans which is present even in wrong cognitions4® and
" therefore it cannot lead to a desirable result. For instance the
eye and other organs are for the purpose of other persons,
because they are composite things like ¢ such, seat and other
things. But this inference is obviously fallacious, for eyes
are not for the purpose of other persons

Secondly, the three features may be present in cases
where there is no inference at all, as two features of reason
are found to be present in the cases which are not infer-
ences.*! Hence three features of reason do not constitute
inferences.

Thirdly, the contradiction of every inference is
possible and hence inference is antithetical. For instance
a thesis may be proved that ‘sound is non-eternal because
it is a product like a jar,” but its antithesis can equally be
proved that ‘seund is eternal, because it is incorporeal42
like the sky’.43 \

Fourthly, the process of inference involves the fallacy
of petitio principii. Every inference involves an
invariable relation between the mark or the middle term
and the object to be inferred or the major term. From the
vision of smoke we can infer the existence of fire only when

-
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we already know that the smoke is always contained in
fire. This knowledge of invariable relation between the
two is the indispensable condition for inferring the existence
of fire from the vision of smoke. In absence of such a
knowledge no inferential knowledge is possible. If we start
with this knowledge that there is an invariable relation
between the thing seen and the thing to be inferred, what
we gain through such inference is no new knowledge at all.
It is the knowledge of what is already known.%%

Fifthly, the structure of inferential knowledge is based
on the invariable relation between the middle term or mark
and the major term or the object to be inferred. The
knowledge derived from inference may be certain and true
if there is certainty regarding the invariable relation. This
certainty may be achieved only if we can perceive all the
cases of smoke and fire existing now in different parts of
the world. But it is impossible. It is beyond the capacity
of human beings to apprehend all the cases of smoke and
fire existing in different parts of the world. It is more
impossible. to perceive the past and future existences of
smoke and fire at one and the same time. Therefore in-
variable relation cannot be established by perception. If
it is assumed on the basis of inference, we will have to
assume another inference to know this inference and so on,
thus it will lead to an infinite regress. If we assume that
this relation is based on the testimony of trustworthy
persons, it will not be devoid of difficulty because testimony
itself depends on inference. The relation of invariable
concomitance being itself uncertain and unestablished, can-
not give certainty to inference which demands it as an
indispensable condition.#?

These Materialists’ arguments have been throughly exa-
mined and found fallacious by Buddhist logicians, who
maintain that inference is a source of right knowledge like
perception. (1) The first argument of the materialists can-
not be available, because the three featured-mark or reason
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is never present in any wrong cognition.#¢ Right cognition
is that cognition which is appurtenant to the thing as such
and which leads to the thing desired. On the contrary,
wrong cognition is the cognition which is not appurtenant
to the thing as such and which does not lead to the thing
desired.4” The cognition proceeding from the three-
featured probans is indirectly appurtenant to the thing-in-
itself, and leads to the desired a object, hence it cannot be
wrong cognition. It is the factor of appurtenance or consis-
tency with the thing which forms the basis of our right
cognition. It is this factor which makes our perception
valid, and is admitted even by the materialists. The same
factor is present in the cognition emanating from the three-
featured probans. Thus the same basis of validity is equally
present both in the perception and the inference. To accept
the one and to refute the other would be unjustifiable.4®
The illustration of the first argument given by the Materia-
lists is in appropriate, for its reason lacks the character of
three features. In as much as there is no absence of the
reason in the contrary of the probandum as there is nothing
which is non-composite.

(2) The second argument of the Materialists fails to
establish its probandum. Three features of reason discri-
minate inference from perception.4®  The Materialists
could not give any instance of a cognition which has three
featured reason and which is not inference. It is possible
to have a non-inferential cognition which has two features
of reason but it does not prove that three features of
reason are present in wrong inferential cognition.5°

(3) The third argument of the Materialists is serious,
and undermines the very Ppossibility of inference. For, it
shows that inference by nature is paradoxical. This argu-
ment may be called the paradox of inference. Dinnaga
~recognises it as a fallacious reason. He calls it antinomic
reason which is the same as the Kantian anti-
nomy of reason. His term for its is viruddhavyabhicaris?
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which literally means that reason which is contradictory
and non-contradictory. But there is a difference between
Dinnaga’s fallacy of antinomic reason and the Materialists’
paradox of inference. Materialists maintain that all infe-
rence are paradoxical and hence valid, whereas Dinnaga
holds that some inferences are paradoxical and hence invalid.
According to Dharmakirti and Dharmottara the paradoxi-
cal inferences have reasons which lack in three features and
which cannot be corroborated by the force of facts®2 and
which pertain to the subject matter of scriptural testimony.
They show that the paradox of inference is impossible
because its form is not established by valid means of know-
ledge.53 Only that inference is fallacious whose form is not
established by valid means of knowledge i.e. which is not
presented by a three-featured reason. Another reason why
the paradox of inference is impossible is that the reason in
every inference is either existential identity or a cause which
cannot be self-contradictory.5¢ Further: Sarntaraksita and
Kamalaéila demonstrate that the antinomic reason or the
paradox of inference is based upon several confusions :

First, although the contradiction of a particular infer-
ence is possible, yet the contradiction of inference as such is
not possible. The contradiction of a particular inference
does not mean the contradiction of inference as such. The
contradictions of particular inferences far from proving
the invalidity of inference as such rest upon the validity of

inference as such.55

Secondly, the denial of inference as a source of right
cognition would deprive the Materialists of the very basis
of their arguments. Materialists want to express their
ideas and intentions to others. But these ideas and inten-
tions are not object of perception. They cannot be per-
ceived. They are simply inferred with the help of the
words which they speak. If there is no inference their

ideas cannot be known,5%
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Thirdly, it is only a well-ascertained probans which
leads to a desired object and not the doubtful one. For
instance the existence of fire is inferred from a well-
ascertained smoke and not from one which is suspected
as vapour. And once the nature of a probans has been
ascertained, it is impossible to make it otherwise. Because
one thing cannot have two contradictory nature.5” Hence
a valid inference cannot be contradicted when a certain
conclusion has been deduced with great care from an in-
ference, it cannot be proved to be otherwise, even by
cleverer persons.58

Fourthly, though the things vary with the variations of
condition place and time, still the cognition of things is
not unattainable through such probans which are well-
ascertained. Men well-versed in particular things are
capable of discerning them from other things.

Fifthly, those reasons or probans which lead to contra-
dictory conclusions are not proper reasons. They lack the
three features. The proper reasons which have three
features are not liable to contradiction.

Lastly, an inference which is based on the nature of
things cannot have a probans which may lead to contra-
dictory conclusions, because contradictory properties cannot
belong to one and the same thing.

These refutations of the third argument of the Materi-
alists have a special significance in Yogacara epistemology.
Dinnaga like Kant discovered the antinomy of reason or
the dialectical character of reason. Bui where Kant dis-
carded reason on account of it and made rocm for faith,
Dinnaga allotted to it its right place and saved reason from
its pollution. The Kantian solution of the antinomy of
reason is illogical as well as misological. It generates
hatred for logic and places moral and religious experiences
over and above logic. Hegel solves the antinomy of reason
by making it the very nature of reason and interpreting it
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as creative through its dialectical functions. His solution is
epistemological and is acceptable only to the epistemology
of idealism which lays down that knowledge or reason is
creative.

Dinnaga’s solution of the antinomy of reason is logical.
It avoids Kantian misology and Hegelian panlogism. It
does not make reason assuch antinomic as both Kant and
Hegel have done. He does not infer the fallacious character
of all reason as Kant has done. He does not treat all
knowledge as self-contradictory as Hegel has done. His
theory of inference is near Hegelian theory of inference but
his theory of perception saves him from the Hegelian mistake
of panlogism. He counts the antinomy of reason as a kind
of fallacious reason which is its logical solution. But it is
unfortunate that his followers, like Dharmakirti and Dhar-
mottara denied the antinomy of reason and did not benefit
from Dinnaga’s solution of it, for they did not recognise the
antinomic reason as a fallacious reason. Hindu logicians
benefitted from Dinnaga’s logic and accepted his antinomic
reason or viruddhavyabhicari hetu as sat-pratipaksa-hetva-.
bhasa, that is a fallacious reason which has a contradictory
probandum. In this connection it can safely be said that
Dinnaga’s discovery of antinomic reason was better appre-
ciated by Hindu logicians than by the Buddhist ones.

(4) The fourth argument of the Materialists against the
validity of inference raises the important point that every
inference has a petitio. J.S. Mill makes the same charge
against inference or syllogism. Johnson while replying to
the charges of Mill made a distinction between epistemic
conditions and constitutive conditions of syllogism. The
constitutive conditions are those conditions which are in-
dependent for the thinker. They mean the logical relations
upon which inference is based. The epistemic conditions
are those conditions which refer to the relation of the pre-
mises to what the thinker may happen to know. They are
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the psychological conditions and pertain to the thinker who
infers. Johnson has maintained that the fallacy of petitio
principii relates to epistemic conditions and has no bearing
upon the constitutive conditions. The conclusion of syllo-
gism is logically dependent upon its premises but this logical
dependence has nothing to do with petitio principii. It is
the logical relation of implication upon which inference is
based. The relation of implication is unique. The conclu-
sion is not contained in the premises as the charge of petitio
principii demands. The conclusion on the contrary is im-
plied by premises. Inference is valid in virtue of its form
or of the objective relation of implication. Johnson’s de-
fence of syllogism has become a classical argument and has
been repeatedly held by almost all laters writers on logic.
Bradley however raises his voice of dissent to this solution
of Johnson. He asserts that if inference is defined as dictum
de omni or the principle of ‘nota notae’ then the fallacy of
petitio principii can not be avoided from it. The fallacy
demands that the Aristotelian definition of inference should
be replaced by a new definition. Bradley cons=quently
attempts the new definition of inference as the knowledge of
things related to each other from the knowledge of
their relations to one and the same thing. Obviously
there is no scope for petitio principii in this definition of
inference

Dinnaga’s definition of inference has already been shown
to be the same as that of Bradley. Dinnaga himself charges
the definition of inference given by some logicians with the
fallacy of petitio principii. If some logicians infer fire from
smoke they gain no new knowledge from this inference for
it is already known that smoke is inseparably connected
with fire.5® What is inferred is not fire or the connection
of fire with smoke because they are already known. What
is inferred is a fiery place or a fiery hill which is previously
unknown. Thus inference is new knowledge and is not
vitiated with a petitio principii.



The Idealistic Theory of Inference 215

(5) The last argument of the Materialists against the
validity of inference concerns the principle of generalisation
or universal concomitance. It rightly maintains that this
principle cannot be derived from induction per simple enu-
meration or induction by analogy. But from this it does
not follow that the principle of universal concomitance upon
which inference is based is unavailable. The principle is
available because it is apriori as Dharamakirti says : ‘The
principle of universal concomitance is derived neither from
observation nor from non-observation but is deduced from
the apriori concept of identity and causality’.6® The princi-
ple of universal concomitance is thus the presupposition
of all operations of understanding, and is not derived from
perception. So the argument of the Materialists is in appli-
cable to it.

All the arguments of Materialists against the wvalidity
of inference being rejected inference is established as a right
means of cognition. Dharmakirti adduces three arguments
for recognising inference as a right means of cognition.
First, origination, meaning, validity or invalidity of objects
of perception demand a source of cognition other than per-
ception. Secondly, the ideas and intentions of other minds
are not amenable to perception. They therefore require
inference, i.e a source of knowledge other than perception.
Thirdly, negative judgments demonstrate that inference is
a source of knowledge because they cannot be the result of
perception. The object of perception is present before the
senses whereas the object of negative judgment is not
present before them, so it cannot be apprehended by per-
ception. Itis known only by inference.®!

These arguments of Dharmakirti positively establish
beyond any shadow of doubt that over and above percep-
tion there is another source of knowledge which has the
contrary characteristics of perception. It is the source of
mediate knowledge and is called inference or anumaina,
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These arguments’ of Dharmakirti weighed against the
Materialists™ arguments and exercised much influence upon
the later logicians. His influence passed beyond Buddhism
and swept Jain and Hindu logicians,’2 who maintain the
validity of inference as a source of right cognition against
the Materialists onslaughts on it. The object of inference
according to Buddhism is neither the same as the object of
perception nor a copy of it. It is entirly different from the
object of perception., The object of perception is sensible
(grahya) and essence-in-itself (svalaksana) whereas the
object of inference is conceivable (adhyavaseya), and uni-
versal (samanya-laksana). The novelty of the object of
inference further establishes the independencé of inference
from perception. Inference is an independent source of
knowledge. Its nature, its mode of operation, its object
and its result all are independent of perception, and
different from the nature of perception, mode of operation
of perception, object of perception and result of percep-
tion respectively. Inference is thus as much an independent
source of knowledge as perception.
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CHAPTER VIII
THE IDEALISTIC THEORY OF RELATION

1. Inference and relation

The sense-perception deals with the extreme particulars,
the non-relative reality. It admits not even a bit of concep-
tion or imagination. Hence no question of relations arises as
far as the ‘real’ is concerned. But the sensuous knowledge
being incoherent and limited simply to momentary flashes
of the ‘real’, being mere scattered sensations, it cannot be a
starting point of our empirical life, which is based on the
purposive actions, which lead to a definite goal. Hence the
relations come in picture and function asthe joining link
between two discrete and non-relative moments. They play
their role in inference which is operation of the faculty of
understanding and which deals with the ‘real’ indirectly.
It tries to establish a link between a symbol and a quality
which are ultimately related to the real. Hence it is the sole
ground of our empirical life which proceeds on the assumption
of relations. In the words of Dinnaga the whole business of
probans and probandum depends on the relation of quality
and possessor of quality—a relation which is imposed by
thought ; and has no reference to an external existence and
non-existence!. Thus we see that relations play an important
role in our inferential knowledge. In other words we may
say that they are the very life of our empirical knowledge.
They are the necessary principles which give shape to our
incoherent sensuous knowledge.

But these relations are not haphazard concepts which can
be applied to join any two facts. They denote the necessary
presence of one fact when the other is present, and the
absence of one fact when the other is absent. There are only
two ways in which the objects can be apprehended. They
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can be either affirmed or denied, hence there are only two
kinds of relation ; affirmative and negative. When we infer
from theipresence of smoke the presence of fire, or from the
presence of ‘jonesia’? the presence of tree, these are the cases
of affirmative relation. When we infer the absence of a jar
.in a particular place on the basis of its imperceptibility, it
is the case of negative relation. The affirmative relation can
be only of two kinds. Either the fact dependent en the other
fact is part and parcel of it or is the effect of it. In the

former case the relation is called identity, and in the later
case causality.

Identity is the basis of inference in the following example :
This is a tree, because it is jonesia and all jonesias are trees.
Here both tree and jonesia refer to the same reality. Jonesia

is not different from tree. The tree is nothing but exclusion
of ‘non-trees’ and the jonesia is nothing but the exclusion
of ‘non-trees’ and the exclusion of ‘non-jonesia’. Hence the
difference between tree and jonesia is due to the number of
exclusions. As far as the first exclusion is concerned there
is identity between tree and jonesia. Further causality can
also be the basis of inference. For instance : There is fire,
because there is smoke. Here the inference is based upon
causality. Fire is the cause of smoke, Smoke which is the
effect of fire necessarily imnplies its cause namely fire,
Dharmottara says: ‘A product cannot possibly exist without
a cause. But causes do not necessarily carry their results,
since an unexpected impediment may always interfere®. But
effects or products undoubtedly imply their causes. Thus
the inference from a cause to its effect may be doubtful, but
the inference from effect to its cause is always certain. Lastly,
negation is the basis of inference. For example : There is
no jar on this spot, because it is not perceptiblet. Here
the inference based upon negation. From the non-observation
of the jar on a place we infer that it does not exist on that
place. " Had it been existent, it would have been perceived

like other objects of that place.
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These three relations determine universal concomitance’®
which is the ultimate basis of inference. In the case of the
first two relations universal concomitance is both positive and
negative, although only one of them is sufficient to justify
inference. Some Buddhist therefore emphasise that in the -
case of first two relations only one of the cases of universal
concomitance must be used”. In the case of the third relation
the universal concomitance is only negative. To explain all
inference on the basis of universal concomitance is the epoch-
making discovery of Buddhist logicians. As A. B. Dhruva
says: ‘In the svabhava-hetu the relation between hetu and
sadhya is that of species and genus and consequently essential,
in the karya-hetu it is causal, and in the anupalabdhi hetu
the argument is from one negation to the other. The
distinction between svabhava-hetu and Kairya-hetu is a
valuable contribution of Buddhists to Indian logic?. These
relations are made the basis of the classification of judgment
and of the division of syllogism. As Keith rightly says :
‘Reduced to a Kantian form we can recognise, without too
much pressing the ideas apriori, substance and attribute,
being, non-being, identity and cause, a list which has sufficient

affirmity with the Kantian catagories to be mere than a mere
curiosity of speculation’®,

2. The nature of relation
According to Dinnaga all relations are of the form of

the substantive and the attributive® and are apriori’®. They
are rules or principles of understanding which are constructed
by our imagination for the sake of explaining the connection
between two empirical phenomena. They are contingent
realities and have no self-existence. Inthe words of Dhar-
makirti ‘Relation means ‘dependence’!?, interpenetra-
tionl2, relativity!® and causality’'%. The essential feature
of relation is that it is an entity which subsists in two objects.
More than this there is no characteristic of relation!5,
Relation is thus a ‘Janus’ like entityl®. It and its relata
subsist only in the mind. The wunderstanding according to
its inner principle establishes relation among objects which
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are infact unrelated!?, Relations in the sense of ultimate
(or independent) reality do not really exist. Vinitadeva says
that ‘The expressions such as related to another ‘dependent
on another’, ‘supported by another’ and ‘subject to another’s
will are synonymous’, Relations are thus ideal, and not
real according to Buddhist logicians8.

Dharmakirti in his “Tract on Relations’ has criticized
the realist theory of relations. According to Indian realists
relations are as real as the objects of perception, Thﬂe)—/ are
immediately perceived by sense-organs in the same way as
the objects of perception. If there be no real relation between
two objects, we would not be able to deduce the presence of
one from the presence of another. For instance the knowledge
of fire is known through the mark of smoke, because there
is real relation between fire and smoke. Had it been other-
wise we would have been equally capable to infer the presence
of “fire’ from the presence of water. Therefore Uddyotakara
maintains that ‘the perception of the connection of an object
with its mark is the first act of sense-perception from which
inference proceeds!®. Hence connection as well as the facts
based on this connection are equally real and subject to sense-
perception. The Buddhist challenges the view of the ‘Real-
ists’ and insists that the ultimate reality which is ‘extreme
particular® cannot be related. The relations are creations of
our imagination which are conceived within the frame-work
of space, time and identity and produce no distinct image -
upon our mind, therefore it is absurd to believe in their
reality. Dharmakirti has adduced four main arguments
against the object'ive reality of the relations :

First, relation is ‘dependence’. If relata are ‘accompli-
shed?°, they cannot be dependent ; and if they are not.
‘accomplished’, they are out of existence like the horns of an
hare?l. Hence they are not dependent on any thing.

Secondly, relation is ‘interpenetration?2. But there being
two relata, ‘interpenetration’ is impossible because their
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separate existence contradicts ‘interpenetration’. And if the
two relata have the same numerical existence, the relation
itself becomes impossible, because relation is a link between
two terms. Therefore from ultimate point of view23 there
can be no relation between things identical?4¢ by nature?5,

Thirdly, relation is ‘relativity’2é. The question is whether a
term which stands related is real or unreal. Ifitis unreal,
it is like the horns of an here and is not relative to any object
and if it is real, it does not stand in need of anything to be
real. Hence the relation cannot be °‘relativity’. Fourthly,
‘Is the relation identical?7 to its relata or different from them?
If it is identical, it cannot have any separate existence apart
from the relata. If the relation is different from its relata,
it is a separate entity and hence it will require another
relation to join it with its relata. This second relation being
a separate entity will require third relation to join it with
previous relation and relata and in this way the process of
linkage of relations will lead to a regressus ad infinitum, which
makes the conception of relations as a separate entity

impossible?8,

Professor Stcherbatsky?® has rightly compared Dharma-
kirti’s criticisms of relations with those of Bradley’s, but he has
ignored the point of difference between the views of these
two great philosophers, concerning the ideality of relations.
For Bradley relation is full of contradictions and is an
appearance. For Dharmakirti relation is not appearance, but
the frame-work of appearance. Again for him the ideality
of relation is not full of contradiction. He finds that relation
is a category of understanding, which cannot dispense away
with it. His theory of relation is nearer Kant’s theory of
categories and T. H. Green’s theory of relation, than Bradley’s
theory of relation. Another important point in Dharmakirti’s
theory of relation is that relation is functional dependence.
His view of causality3® is infact the theory of functional
dependence of objects. In this respect his theory of causality
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or relation is the same as the theory of functional dependence
of modern science which has replaced the conception of cause
and the conception of substance and reduced all cases of
causation to the cases of functional dependence.

3. Identity

According to Buddhist logicians reality is Kinetic. It
is always changing. Hence as regards ultimate reality no
question of identity arises. It is a logical construction and
plays its role in our constructed world It arises from the
neglect of differences that obtain between things. Frequent
occurrence of similar cognitions gives rise to the idea that
the things are identical. For instance we see a tree called
‘dalbergia sissoo’®l. In contrast with ‘non-trees’ itis a tree,
and in contrast with °‘non-dalbergia sissoos’ it is ‘dalbergia
sissoo’.  Though two ‘dalbergia sissoos’ are not .identical,
but are different and independent entities, yet the relation
between a ‘dalbergia sissoos’ and a tree is that of ‘identity’.
It is an imputed identity and has no real existence. The
identity of two non-identical cognitions consists in the identity
of their objective reference. The ‘dalbergia sissoo’ and the
tree aro not two identical cognitions, but the real object to
which both these cognitions refer is identical. The same
object which can be called ‘dalbergia sissoo’ can also be

called a tree32,

Indian Realists object to the Buddhist conception of
identity. They hold that analytic judgments or deductions
based on ‘identity’ will not exist at all. Because if two con-
cepts are the same, it would be meaningless to deduce one
fact from the other. For instance the judgment ‘leaves are
foliage’ is based on identity. Itis a mere repetition of the
same thing and does not give any information, but the
judgment that ‘dalbergia sissoo® is a ‘tree’ is not an analytic
judgment for the ‘realists’ because here the terms °‘dalbergia
siss00’ and ‘tree’ denote two different realities. ‘Dalbergia
sisso0’ is not the same as the tree but it is inherent in the

.
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tree. The tree is genus and the ‘dalbergia sissoo’ is its
species. The relation between the two is based on ‘inher-
ence’33, Buddhists hold that there is no entity like genus.
Things are different by nature. The similarity of effects
causes the notion of the similarity of their causes. As ‘emblica
officinalis’* and ‘terminalia chebula’®® though of entirely
different forms, are capable of removing various kinds of
diseases, jointly as well as severely, in the same way different
kinds of cow or different ‘dalbergia sissoo’s lead to the notion
of the genus ‘cow’ or ‘tree’ without there being any: such

genus3é,

The concept of ‘identity’ plays a vital role in the world
of phenomena. Itis one of the two concepts on which the
principle of invariable concomitance®? is based. Dharmakirti
says that the principle of invariable concomitance is determined
either by causality or by identity38. Identity supplies a special
type of hetu. Inference involves a necessary relation between
the reason or hetu and the object which is to be inferred.
There are only three kinds of relation which establisha necessary
link between the reason and the object whichis to be inferred.
One of them is logical dependence of the reason upon the
object to be inferred, and the other two are the deduction of
the one from the other and the non-perceptibility of a
percef:tible object respectively. Defining identical reason
Dharmakirti says that ‘it is a reason for deducing a predi-
cate when the subject alone by itself is sufficient for that
deduction®®. In words of Dharmottara ‘in such cases where

the inference is based on identical reason, the predicate
possesses such characteristic that its existence can be ascer-
tained wherever the existence of reason is ascertained’. <A
predicate whose presence depends on the mere existence of
the reason and requires no other condition beside the existence
of reason, is a predicate which is inseparable from the

reason4°.

Identify also supplies a special kind of judgment,
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These judgments are called analyticc. These are the
result of the process of analysis and do not have their
origin in experience. In such judgments a concomitant
relation is established between two concepts through identity.
This identity is not the identity between two concepts which
are exclusive but it is the identity which refers to an objective
reality and which is the substratum of both these concepts.
In such judgments which are founded on identity, there are
two parts, a dependent part and an independent part. The
dependent part is capable of indicating the independent
part and not vice-versa, The independent part is thus deduced
from the dependent partt!. For instance we may take the
example of ‘dalbergia sissoo’ and tree. Though ‘dalbergia sissoo’
and ‘tree’ refer to the same objective reality but they are not
themselves identical. The ‘dalbergia sissoo’ is the dependent
part whose existence indicates the presence of the independ-

ent part, that is of the tree. Where there is ‘dalbergia sissoo’.
we can necessarily infer that there is a ‘tree’ but from the
presence of a tree we cannot necessarily infer the presence of
‘dalbergia sissoo’. For there may be °‘trees’ which are not
‘dalbergia sissoo’s%2.

Identity is a necessary relation. Itis a mental category with-
out which no concept is possible. It isformative of all concepts.
In this sense Buddhist conception of identity is the same as
Kant’sconception of ‘identity’. The Buddhist theoryof‘identity’
assimilates Leibnizian conception of che ‘identity of indiscerni-
bles’ and Kantian conception of the category of identity.
As regards ultimate reality both Buddhists and Leibniz hold
what ‘reals’ are by nature dissimilar and identity arises from
non-discrimination of their dissimilarity. Thus ‘identity’ has
no ontological significance. Again both Buddhist and Kant
have invested fundamental epistemological significance upon
identity by making it one of the formative principles of all
concei)ts. All concepts are mental constructions., All mental
constructions are formed through the frame work of under-
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standing which is composed of identity, causality and
negation.

4, Casuality

The law of causality is the pivot around which the wheel
of Buddhism revolves. It is one of the most
precious jewels among the teachings of the Tathagata%3,
Human destiny, cosmology and theology are built on this
doctrine of Karman or causation?t. Buddhism has remained
faithful to this doctrine throught its history,

There are three different conceptions of the doctrine of
causality—Abhidharmika, Madhyamika and idealistic
(Yogacara). 1. According to the Abhidharmika conception
causality means the production ofone fact on the existence
of a number of causes and conditions?®, It is a temporal
sequence*® which rigorously takes place between things which
necessarily succeed their antecedent ones. The happening
of an event or the production of an effect guarantees the
presence of the totality of its causes and conditions*”. For
instance we take the case of the production of fire. When
the factors of fire stick*®, twirling stick*®, cord for the twirling
stick, matrix®®, burnt rag for tender and human effort are
present, fire will be produced. When they are not present
it will not be produced®!. In the same way when the factors
of potter, clay instruments of making pot, and other conditions
are present, pot will be produced.

2. Madhyamikas, however reject the Abhidharmika view
of causality as regular succession in the real world and hold
that causality means nothing but relativity®2. According to
them causality ‘does not mean temporal sequence of things
but the essential dependence of things®3, It denotes the
unreality®* of things®®. -Furiher the objects of the world are
not real by themselves®®, They are interdependent and
relative as the short and the long®”. Every thing is dependent,
nothing then is intrinsically real®8, Hence there can be no
real causal relation between the causes and the effects. All
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the objects of the world are illusory. Origination, existence
and destruction are of the nature of maya, dreams of a fairy
castle. In principle there is no difference between a magical
creation and the objects produced by the law of causation.
In either case we are unable to explain wherefrom the effect
comes into existence, Hence causation is unutterable like an
illusory appearance®®. The denial of causal relation may
lead to the conclusion that there is no relation between a
cause and its effect. Things may be produced at random. In
order to avoid this awkward position Candrakirti, in defence of
the Madhyamika view of causality says: ‘That which originates
is nothing by itself, there is thus no self hood, or independent
existence. What is in itself, by its own nature, is not produced
by causes and conditions. All phenomena are conditioned.
The conditioned is not a thing-in-itself. The relativity or non-
absolute nature of things is their $tinyata®®, He again says
that ‘the term ‘pratitya samutpada’ cannot be accepted to be
a term of fixed connotation®l. It means simply the origina-
tion or production of objects subject to certain causes and
conditions (relative)’.

The Madhyamika conception of causality is a half way
house to Yogacara idealism, for it paves the way to the
idealists in maintaining that causal connections are ideal.
Madhyamikas have successfully maintained that causal
connections are not real. But they have gone astray in saying
that causal connections are nothing at all. If their view of
causality is taken seriously it means that causal connections
are imaginary or ideal. When they prove that causality means
‘relativity’ they demonstrate that concepts are interdependent.
This obviously rests upon the view that interdependence or
relativity is an ideal relation. Sthirmati clearly says that
realistic and nihilistic views of causality are extremes to be
avoided. The middle position between them is idealistic.
Causal connections are neither real nor unreal. They

are ideal. ‘Pratitya-samutpida’ means the modificatien of
ideas.%3
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Dharmakirti exposes the realistic view of causality and
shows that causality as a real connection between real
objects is fraught with difficulties. It is neither an object
of perception nor an object of non-perception. It is transcen-
dental in the sense that it is known through inference or
discursive reason. The effect is the sign of the cause as
dewlap®® is the sign of cow®%. The two are necessarily or
invariably related. This is the only meaning of causal
connection. This invariable connection is both regressive
as well as progressive. It is regressive in the sense that it is
the basis of all inference or mediate knowledge. It is
progressive in the sense that it is on the basis of this princi-
ple that understanding creates its world of ideas which is
unreal.®> Here Dharmakirti’s view of causality combines
the views of Kant and Hegel. Whereas for Kant causality
is a regressive principle of understanding which is known
through transcendental analysis to be the basis of all mediate
knowledge, for Hegel it is the progressive or constructive princi-
ple which creates the entire world of ideas. Vasubandhu and
Sthirmati identified causal activity with the activity of alaya-
vijiana. Their view of causality is very much Hegelian.
While maintaining this legacy of thought Dharmakirti
analysed the concept of causality further and demonstrated
its transcendental character.

Thus the Yogacara conception of causality goes against
the Madhyamika conception of causality. It does not equate
causality with void®®, It restores the “Abhidharmika con-
ception of causality as rigorous sequence, which means a
temporal sequence of objects or dharmas (cause and effect).
For the idealists, causality does not mean temporal sequence
of object because according to them objects do not exist. It
means the sequence of the moments of consciousness or ideas.
The subsequent moment of consciousness arises following the
antecedent moment of consciousness. This process of causation
continues till the stream of Alaya dries up. It is the sign
of reality and not of the ‘unreality’ as the Madhyamika holds.
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Hsuen Tsang‘/déﬁ'nes éausality as ‘the process which is subject
to production and destruction. It continues till the moment
of the realisation of Nirvina®7. It has its own nature®®, It
isnot void or devoid of nature as the Madhyamika holds,
It is not ‘anirodham anutpadam, anucchedam and aéa$vatam.’
It does not refer to a motionless cosmos the parts of which
have merely an illusive reality. But on the contrary it means
‘motion’ a cosmos which is essentially kinetic. éﬁmtarakgita
defines the principle of ‘dependent origination’ according to
which ‘every thing is kinetic, There is no God, no matter,
no substance, no quality, no (separate) actions, no universal
and no inherence, but there is strict conformity between every

fact and its result’®?,

The principle of causality is not real as the ‘realists’ hold.
Itis a mental category”™ like identity. It is apriori’!. It
is one of the three laws of the understanding, which are its
original possession, the other two being the laws of contradic-
tion and identity. It is not derived from experience. It makes
experience possible. It is indispensable for the occurrence of
human experience. It precedes experience. It is a necess-
ary and univérsal truth. It resembles Kant’s view of causality,
according to whom causality is an apriori principle which
makes our experience possible, In other words ‘We may say
that it is a necessary principle which is not revealed by the
lamp of experience but represents.the lamp itself. It is one
of the three weapons with which our understanding is armed
before it starts on the business of collecting experience?2.
Along with idéntity it is the basis of universal concomitance’
and makes inferential knowledge possible™4.

TheRealists of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school have challeng-
ed the view of causality aspropounded by the idealists. They
object to the theory of temporal sequence and hold that in
order to' produce an effect the causal factors must exist
simultaneously i.e. at the same time?, There must be some
factor which operates and another factor where operation
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takes place. For instance, for the production of a jar, a potter,
a lump of clay, the implements of the potter and the wheel
must exist at one and the same time. sﬁxhtaraksita and
Kamala$ila refute the charge of the Realists and say that
simultaneous existence of cause and effect will creat difficulties.
If the cause and the effect were present at one and the same
time like the horns of a cow, it would be difficult to decide
which is the cause and which is the effect. Nor can it be
maintained that ‘both are both’ because it will lead to the
fault of ‘reciprocity’?®,

In fact there is no activity. The whole universe is devoid

“of activity. There is no doer, there is no deed, there is no
active agent, there is no -objective”. The activity is not
something like an entity which is reported to as the anthropo-
morphic Realists believe, T1he reality itself is activity?8, It
is kinetic. It has no time to stay and to resort to activity and
produce some result. The truth is this that every phenomenon
of the world is restricted in its capacity, On account of the
restriction imposed by the nature of its cause, when it comes
into existence at the very first moment, there appears immed-
iately afterwards something coming into contact with thesecond
moment, and it is under these circumstances that the first is
regarded as the cause—the producer and the subsequent as

the produced—the effect”®,

Negation

Negation plays, along with causality, the most important
role in Buddhist theory of knowledge. It is the third ideal
relation which is the basis of all ideas. It creates ideas,
relates them and supplies them their meanings. In view of
its importance in Buddhist epistemology, it requires a separate
treatment in a fresh chapter.
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CHAPTER IX
THE IDEALISTIC THEORY OF NEGATION

Part I Negation

1. Nature of negation

Human knowledge is limited within the boundary of
‘present’ and ‘absent’ facts. All our judgments are either
affirmative or negative. They denote either the existence or
absence of some fact. As far as the question of existing facts
is concerned, their apprehension raises no difficulty. They
are within the means of our sensuous cognition and we are
capable of perceiving them, but the question of ‘absent’ or
‘negative facts’ creates a difficult problem for philosophers.
What is negation ? How is it known ? Is it an existent
fact or a mere creation of our imagination ? These are the
questions which have been raised and answered by philo-
sophers.

According to Realists of Parva Mimamsi school of
Kumairila negation is as real as any other object of the world.
It is not unreal like a mirage or the objects of a dream. It is
real like a cow ora horse. According to them there is no
difference between a present object and an absent object so
far as its reality is concerned. Objects are of two kinds—posi-
tive and negative. The former are characterized by existence
and the latter by non-existence. Further every object has
two aspects, the existent and the non-existent.! The existent
aspect is cognized through perception with the help of five
sense-organs, and the non-existent aspect is cognized by a
mode of cognition which is called negation or non-appre-
hension. According to Sabara ‘negation implies the
absence of the means of cognition of positive objects and
gives rise to the notion of a certain unseen and non-existent
object.’2 Explaining the view of Sabara, Kumarila says

~
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that ‘negation as a means of cognition consists in the non-
functioning of perception and other means of cognition and
apprehends the object which is beyond the comprehension
of the five means of cognition.’® The Nyiya school also
holds the view that negation is real and has an objective
reality like substance, attribute, universal, particular, action
and inherence. The negative facts are as real as positive
facts.4

The Piarva Mimiarsi school of Kumairila ‘and the Nyaya
school both emphasise the objective reality of negation.
The point of difference between them lies in the fact that for
the school of Kumairila ‘negation’ is the source as well as
the object of knowledge. The negative objects of the
world cannot be cognized through perception or other
positive means of knowledge.  But for the Nyaya school
negative objects are cognised through perception. Thus for
the realist schools of the Parva Mimaiarhsi of Kumairila and
the Nyiya school negation is a real entity. It may be des-
cribed as ‘a real Non Ens® ‘a hypostasized Non Ens,” ‘a
bodily Non Ens,’® a ‘separately shaped Non Ens’? and ‘a
Right Honourable Non Ens.”®

Buddhist logicians do not agree with the view of the
Realists. They denounce the doctrine of the objective reality
of negation. They hold that negation is not a separate
reality and is simply a subjective notion. It is not real like
a cow or,a deer. It is also not absolutely unreal like the
sky-flower or the horns of an hare which have no corres-
ponding reality. It simply denotes the absence of an object
which would have been perceived had it been present. It
may be defined ‘as the process through which either the ab-
sence of some thing or some practical application of the idea
of an absent thing is deduced.® In the process of negation
the cognition of an object does not take place. The cognizer
does not cognize the presence of an object before his eyes.
For instance he wants to see a jar at a particular place. He
does not find it there and concludes that it is not there.
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Hence it may be said that the essence of negation lies in an
experience which does not take place.l® But it does not
mean that it is beyond experience. It always refers to possi-
bilities of sensation, In every negation there is either affir-
mation of the contradictory counterpart of the denied fact
or the denial of its cause. These two facts belong either to
the law of contradiction or of causation and are within the
field of sensibilia. These laws of contradiction and causation
refer to sensible objects.?? Hence the basis of negation lies
in perception. Ifthey are not within the range of perception,
we cannot know that they are imperceptible. Thus the
realist doctrine of negation as an objective reality falls to the
ground.

2. Negation and being

According to Realists negation is an entity, It is objec-
tive and is independent of our mind, It is the absence of
something real and is capable of producing fruitful activity
by regulating our practical behaviour. Kumirila adduces
four arguments for the objective reality of negation. First,
when things are not perceived by sense-organs and other
means of cognition we conclude that they are not present.
For instance the non-apprehension of a jar on a table denotes
that it does not exist. If negation were a non-entity it could
not have the capacity to suggest the absence of the jar be-
cause non-entity has no capacity at all.l2 As negation
suggests its counter-positive it must be real and have the
capacity of this suggestion. Secondly, there is an idea of
negation. All'ideas correspond to objective realities. There
can be no idea without an objective reality. Hence negation
also has an objective reality.}® Thirdly, negation is four-
fold4 : prior negation, destructive negation, mutual negation
and absolute negation. It is impossible for a non-entity to be
diverse. Diversity belongs to entities. The diversity of
negation therefore proves that negation is an entity. Lastly,
like objects of the world negation is apprehended through
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identity and difference. Difference means that negation is
different. Previous negation is different from destruction,
Identity means that the four kinds of negation come within
one class. The characteristic of identity and difference
points that negation must be an objective reality,18

Buddhist logicians refute the above arguments of
Kumirila and hold that negation is a mere idea. The first
argument cannot be maintained. Negation does not suggest
a non-real object. It suggests hypothetical visibility of an
object, or the repudiation of an imagined object.1® For
instance when we say that there is no jar on the table, it
means the perception of a place, a positive substratum, with-
out a jar which would have been perceived in all normal
conditions had it been present. Hence in all cases of
negation what is perceived is the ground or the substratum
of the desired object. Every negation must have a ground
and this ground is positive.l? The second argument of the
realists is untenable. We have the idea of the son of a
barren woman, a sky-flower and a fata morgana, but these
are not real objects. These are false ideas which have no
corresponding objects. These are the creation of our ima-
gination. They come into being when two or more contra-
dictory things are put together. The third argument is also
wrong. Four kinds of negation have been formulated by
men of experience for the sake of convenience. They are
mere conventions and verbal usages. In fact it is not the
negation which differentiates various objects. It is the
positive objects themselves which differentiate different kinds
of negation. All kinds of negation being of identical
nature can not differentiate themselves without the help of
positive objects.!® Hence different kinds of negation are
based on positive objects and not vice-versa.l® The fourth
argument is also unfounded. An idea cannot be regarded
as reality simply on the ground that it is of ‘exclusive’ and
‘iaclusive’ nature.
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Ideas are by themselves of exclusive nature. They indi-
cate one thing as well as differentiate it from other things.
For-instance we take the idea of an army. It stands for
each of its soldiers ‘exclusively’ as well as for all its divisions
‘inclusively.” Kamalaéila says that such instances as ‘curd is
not milk’ and ‘milk is not curd’ are certainly right but they
do not denote a negative reality. The negation of an effect
denotes the presence of its cause. The cause has a distinct
character from its effect and is apprehended through per-
ception. Hence itis unless to assume that there is an inde-
pendent means of cognition in the form of negation.20
Thus Buddhist logicians repudiate the existence of negation
as a separate entity as well as a seperate source of know-
ledge and maintain that all our objects which are alter-
nately perceived and not perceived are necessarily percep-
tible. The knowledge of the absence of a thing is always
produced only by the repudiation of an imagined presence.2!

3. Negation znd Judgment

Cognizable things are only of two kinds. They are either
positive or negative. There is assertion either of some thing
existent or of something non-existent. Hence judgments
are also of two kinds. They are either affirmative or nega-
tive. All our negative judgments are based on negation.
Their essence lies in the negation or the cancellation of a
hypothetical perceptibility. They provide certainty to our
knowledge regarding an object which is not present. In such
judgments we presume the existence of an object and think
that if the object were present at the place it would have
been perceived. But as it is not perceived, it is not there.
The validity of such judgments can be guaranteed only in
those cases where the normal conditions of perception are
present. For instance in order to judge that ‘a jar is not on
the table’ there must be sufficient light and the cognizer
must be free from the defects of visual organ. The object
must be present within the range of perception. Negative,:

N~
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judgments provide definite knowledge only of those objects
which have been experienced in the past or which are pre-
sent. They do not provide knowledge of those objects which
will take place in future life, because future experience is
itself uncertain and can not decide the non-existence of any
fact.22 In the same way negative judgments are not possible
regarding metaphysical entities like soul, God and Brahaman.
These entities can neither be said as existent or non-existent,
because they are inaccessible to space and time and invisible
by nature. These are possible regarding those objects which
are subject to space, time and nature.28 Therefore the basis
of all our negative judgments lies in the experiences of our
daily life, the experiences which depend upon °‘sensibilia’
or the objects of perception. In the words of Herbert Spencer
‘the negative mode can not occur without excluding a correla-
tive mode. The antithesis of positive and negative being,
indeed is merely an expression of this experience.2%

4. Is negation a separate source of knowledge ?

The positive objects are known through perception and
inference. They are either in contact with sense-organs, or
are inferred by some mark on the basis of previous perception.
Therefore there is no problem regarding their apprehension.
But how are negative objects known ? Their knowledge is
a problem because they are neither in contact with sense-
organs nor are inferred by some mark on the basis of pre-
vious perception. Different explanations have been given
to explain the apprehension of negative objects.

5. The Nyaya Vaisesika view

According to the Nyaya Vaifesika school negation is not
a non-Ens. Itis an objective reality. Just as the objects. of
perception for instance, a jar, a book, are perceived when
they come in contact with the senses, in the same way the
non-existent objects are also known through the contact of
the senses. The eyes see the ground as well as the absent
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jar. They do not stop functioning after the apprehension of
the ground,25% The moment we apprehend a vacant place
through sense-contact we also apprehend that the place is
without a jar, As all persons accept that the apprehension
of the vacant place takes place through sense-perception,
there should be no controversy regarding the apprehension
of the absent jar, because it is also perceived at the same
moment, 26

According to Jayanta Bhatta ‘when we open our eyes we
perceive the ground as well as the non-existence of the jar,
but when we close them we perceive neither the ground nor
the nom-existence of the jar. Both cognitions are subject to
the phenomena of opening the eyes and therefore both of
them are sense-perception.2” The relation between the
positive object and the non-existent object is regarded as a
subject attribute relation. It is an adjective or determina-
tion,2® of a positive entity.2® It has a relation of subject-
attribute,3® with the positive fact. When the positive fact
comes in contact with the visual sense-organ it is perceived.
For instance the groundS! is perceived and along with the
ground the negation that ‘there is no jar on the ground’ is
also perceived because of its adjectival character. When
there is no dispute regarding the perception of the substance,
there should be no dispute regarding the perception of the
predicate which is part and parcel of it.52

Kumarila and his followers assail the position of the
Nyaya-Vaifesika school on the following grounds :

First, only those objects can be perceived through the eyes
which have shape and colour. Negation has no shape and
colour, hence it can not be perceived. Secondly, only those
-ihings‘can be perceived through the senses which are existent
and come in contact with the senses. The negation being
absent cannot come in contact with the senses. Hence it
cannot be perceived.38 Thirdly, the relation of substance and
attribute is no relation at all. The substance and attribute
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relation is possible either through ‘connection’3¢ or through
‘inherence’35 or through their combination e.g. connected
inherence.3® The non-existence cannot have the relation of
connection with the ground because it is not a substance.
It cannot have also the relation of inherence with the ground
because it is different. from qualities.37 Kefave Misra
quotes the Mimamsaka argument against the substance
attribute relation according to which it is not a relation at
all. A relation is different from the objects related. It
resides in both the terms of relation and is numerically one
reality. The relation of attribute and substance is not an
entity different from them because the relation of the subs-
tantive is identical with the substantive and the relation of
the attribute with the attribute. It does not reside in both
the related objects because substantiveness resides only in the
substantive and attributeness resides only in the attribute.%®
Further so called relation is not one entity. It is substantie
veness and attributiveness put together. Therefore the very
basis of perception, the subject-object-contact is absent in
the case of negation. The followers of Kumarila maintain
that even if the theory of negation advocated by the Nyaya-
Vaifesika school is accepted it cannot cover all the cases of
negation. The perception of present negation may be
explained on the basis of sense-object contact but it cannot
explain the case of past negation, because the object of
negation does not exist before the eyes in that case.

The Mimamsaka view

The Pirva MiImirnsid school is divided into two groups.
The one group is headed by Prabhikara and the other by
Kumirila. Prabhikara accepted the Buddhist theory of
negation implicitly. According to him negation is not a
real entity like a ‘cow.” It denotes simply the denial of a
hypothetically perceived object.  There is no difference
between the reality of ‘there is no jar on the table’ and the
mere existence of the table. The non-existence of the jar
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on the table means the existence of rhe table perse. Hence
non-existence of the locus.3® The existence of the locus is
perceived through the senses. On its basis we imagine the
existence of an other object. When we find that it is not
visible though the conditions necessary for its apprehension
are all the same, we conclude that it does not exist.4° Thus
the knowledge of an absent object is not ‘a positive know-
ledge of a negative entity, but is a negative knowledge of
a positive entity.” The negative knowledge is not a mode
of 'knowledge different from positive knowledge.4!

Kumarila’s view

According to Kumairila negation is an entity, The source
of the apprehension of an object must be according to the
nature of the thing apprehended.

When the thing to be apprehended is positive, there must
be a positive source of knowledge. When the thing to be
apprehended is negative there must be a negative sources of
knowledge.#2 In the case of positive objects there is a
direct contact of them with the senses and they are appre-
hended through perception.#3 In the same way when the
apprehension of an object takes place through a mark or
reason the source of knowledge is inference. It takes place
in such cases where the reason or mark is known to be in-
variably related with the object of apprehension. But in
such cases where all the means of cognition fail, when we
are incapable of apprehending a thing through sense-percep-
tion or inference, non-apprehension is the only source of
knowledge. For instance we take the example of the appre-
hension ‘there is no jar on the ground.” In this example the
jar is not perceptible because there is no contact with the
visual sense-organ. Nor is inference possible in this case
because in inferential process there must be a middle term
or reason which is invariably related with the predicate and
the apprehender is aware of tae relation between the reason
and the predicate. In negation there is no reason which is
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invariably related with the absent object. Here we first
cognize the bare ground4* and then remember the object
desired and find that the object is not there. This know-
ledge of the absence of the object is due to negation pure
and simple.46  Therefore, the knowledge of negation is
immediate and unpreceded by a reason and a concomitant

relation. Buddhist logicians and the followers of Prabhikara
assail the doctrine of negation on the following grounds.

First. According to Kumarila cognition is imperceptible,
If cognition itself is imperceptible how is it known that it
brings cognition of other things ? Non-apprehension being
a kind of cognition is as such imperceptible and therefore
it cannot be a source of cognising other things. The argu-
ment that itis known through presumption is inacceptible.
It is a kind of cognition and as such is imperceptible. It
cannot be known. If we presume another presumption
to apprehend the previous presumption our cognition will be
subject to an infinite regress. We shall go on postulating
other presumptions in order to know the prior presumptions
and thus the entire life will come to an end, even then we
will not know the absent object.#6 Secondly, the followers of
Kumirila hold that there is no idea without a substratum.4?
Negation is an idea therefore it must be based on a substratum.
If the negation qua the means of cognition i.e. non apprehen-
sion is an entity, the negation of the cognized object i.e. the
absent object should be an entity., And if it is an entity,
it can be cognized through perception as other entities are
cognized. Hence it is useless to postulate another means of
cognition for the apprehension of an object which can be
apprehended through perception.4® Thirdly, according to
Kumarila ‘effect’ is the negation of the cause.#® The nega-
tion of effect consists in the presence of the cause. The cause
is apprehended through perception. Hence to assume that
the negation of effect is apprehended by another means of
cognition is useless. Because a distinct means requires the
apprehension of a distinct object which cannot be appre-
hended by other means of cognition.
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Here the object of cognition, the cause, is apprehended
by perception itself. Hence there is no need of postulating
negation as a separate source of knowledge.5°

Fourthly, Kumarila’s view that negation is an entity
and is featureless involves contradiction.5! The term entity
denotes capacity of producing an effect. Ifit is incapable
of producing an effect, it is a non-entity. The term ‘feature-
less’ denotes that it is devoid of every thing and is incapable
of producing an effect. Hence a thing cannot be an entity
as well as featureless at one and the same time.52 Further
if negation is featureless, its assumption as a source of know-
ledge is useless, because a featureless thing is devoid of the
form of cognition and cannot serve as a means of eognition.53

Lastly, Kumarila’s argument that positive things are
known through positive means of knowledge and negative
things through negative menas of knowledge is inacceptible,
There is no such royal dictum by which the object of cogni-
tion and its source must be of a similar nature. There is no
propriety in holding that non-existence should be apprehen-
ded by a negative means of knowledge. It is not necessary
that the offering of a deity should be of the same nature as
that of the deity.5% In this way Buddhist logicians show
that Mimarnsaka theory of negation is a bundle of inconsis-
tencies.

The Buddhist view

According to the Buddhist logicians negation is not an
objective reality. It is simply a subjective idea which
denotes the non-existence of a thing at a particular place and
time. The object which is not present at one place is present
at another place, Therefore it is perceptible through sense-
organs and is not in need of a separate source of knowledge.
Realists raise objection to the Buddhist theory of negation
on four grounds. First, it is inconsistent wjth the Buddhist
theory of perception. In perception we are in direct touch
with reality which produces sensatfons and is apprehended
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through sense-organs, In negation the object is absent.
There can be no relation between the object and the sense-
organ concerned. Therefore the non-existent object cannot
be apprehended through perception. Secondly, Dinnzga
and Dharmakirti have dealt with negation in the chapter
of inference. Had it (negation) been an object of perception
they would have dealt with it in the chapter of perception.
Thirdly, if the absence of a visible object be apprehended
through perception, the praetical importance of inference
asa guide of our actions would come to an end. Lastly,
negation cannot be an object of inference. In an inference
we infer from a known object to an unknown object. In
this process there is a reason or middle term which is inva-
riably related with the inferred object. In negation there is
no reason or middle term which would establish relation
between the present and the absent object. Therefore it is
not an object of inference. Buddhists maintain only two
sources of knowledge—perception and inference. Negation
is apprehended neither by perception nor by inference.
Hence it is inexplicable.

Buddhist logicians refute the above arguments of the
Realists. The first argument is wrong. The non-existent
object is not perceived directly. Itis perceived in imagina-
tion. For instance we do not perceive a jar on table, imagine
its hypothetical presence as being perceived. In case of
negation our knowledge of it is not on ‘nothingness’ or
emptiness. It is based on the positive substratum of the
bare ground and the cognition of such a bare ground. On
the basis of this perceived substratum and its cognition we
arrive at a judgment regarding the absence of an object which
is imagined as beng perceived in all normal conditions of a
possible experience, had it been there.55

The second objection is not correct. Though an absent
object is a case of perception, the understanding plays a pre-
dominant part in its ascertainment. It is not the absence of
the jar that is deduced, what is deduced is the practical conse-
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quence which follows from that negation. The practical conse-
quence consists in the negative propositions and the respective
purposive activity as well as its successful end. All these are
found on the negative perception of the above jar. Sense-
perception is beyond the stage of words, propositions and
imaginations, This is the reason why Dinniga and Dharma-
kirti dealt negation in the chapter of inference.5®

The third argument is unacceptable. The importance of
negation is not minimised or comes to an end due to the fact
that negation is apprehended through perception. Inference
plays an important role in our negative behaviour. At first
negation creates a doubt in our mind regarding the existence
of a thing, We think that the object desired might be there.
At this stage we are hesitant and our activity is at a standstill.
Afterwards imagination comes in. It provides certainty to
our knowledge of the non-existent object. We begin to
think if the jar does really exist on the place which forms
part of the same cognition, it would have been visible. From
this hypothetical presence we conclude that since the object

desired is not visible on that place, therefore, it does not
exist. This kind of imagination leads us to the conclusion
that the object does not exist and helps us in performing our
activities.

The fourth argument also meets the fate of the other three
arguments, According to Dharmottara ‘the idea of the non-
existence of an imagined object receives practical application
on the basis of an inference whose middle term is non-
perception.?” Kamalasila also supports the view of Dharm-
ottara and avers that the non-apprehension ofthe character
of a thing leads to the thing being regarded as non-existent,
In reality what has to be perceived is the non-apprehension
of the effect which leads to the cognition of the non-existence
of the cause.5® The process of inference begins to play its
role the moment an object is perceived. The question of
the presence or absence of the middle does not arise, In the
apprehension of the non-existence of an object, after the
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apprehension of the hypothetical visibility of the object, the
imagination begins to function, and does not wait for the
existence of a middle term. In fact the whole phenomenal
world is the creation of our imagination. Inference itself is
based upon imagination. Negation is inferential in its
character because it is the function of imagination.
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Tat sambandhe sadityevarm tadriipatvarh pratlyate.
Nastyetredam-itidarh tu tadsarhyoga hetukam. Ibid.
Negation verse 26.

Bhatalamiatra (defa-matre).

Svarapa-matram drstva’pi palcat kirmcit smarannapi.
Tatranya-nastitarn prstas tadaiva pratipadyate. Ibid
Negation verse 28.

Tattva sarngraha verses 1667-1669.

Sloka-vartika. Negation verse 16,



48.

49,

50.
51.

52,

53.

54.

585.

56.
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Yadi vastu pramabhavo meyibhava$ tathaiva ca. Prate
yaksentaragato bhavas tathasati katharh na te, Tattva
sathgraha verse 167.

Karyadinam abhavah ko yo bhavah Kairapadinah,
Sloka-vartika. Negation 8.

Tattva sarngraha verse 1671.

Arthakriya samartharh ca sat anyad asaduccyate.
Samavedo na caikatra tayoryukto virodhatah. Ibid
verse 1675.

Dvirupatvarh naivekatrdsti ~ vastuni. Ibid verse 1676.
Yau ca paraspara-viruddhau na tayorekasmin vastuni
yugapad upalayanam ....... ... .paraspara viruddhe ca
sadasadriipe, iti vyapaka-viruddhopalabdhih. Tattva-
sathgraha-pafijika p. 477 lines 26-27.

Niripsya hi vijiana rdpa hanau pramapata. Na
yujyate prameyasya sa hi sarvitti-laksapa. Tattva-
sarngraha verse 1679.

Tasmad yuktam abhavasya nabhavenaiva vedanam.
Na nama yadréo yakso balirapyasya tadréah. Nyaya-
mafijari part'l p. 51 line 13. Quoted in the ‘Critique
of Indian Realism.’ p. 404 n. 26.
Upalabdhi-laksapa-praptasyanupalabdhih. Nyiya-bindu
2. 16. Dréyaminad arthat tadbuddheca samagra-dar-
dana samagrikatvena pratyaksataya sambhiavitasya nivrt-
tir avasiyate. Tasmad artha-jfiana eva pratyaksasya gha-
tasya abhiava uccyate. Na tu nivrttimatram ihabhavo
nivrttimatradréya nivrttya ni§cayat. Dréyanupalabdhih
niScaya-simarthyadeva ca dréyabhivo niScitah. Nyaya-
bindu-tika p. 33 lines 9-12 and 15-16.

Abhavasya vyavaharo nastity evamakararh jiianarh §ab-
da$ caivamakiro nihSarnkarh gamanigamana-laksana
ca pravrttih kayiko’bhavavyavaharah. Ghatabhave hi
jiiate nihéamkarh gantum agantum ca pravartate. Tade-
vam etasya trividhasyabhava-vyavaharasya dréyanupa-
labdhih sadhani pravartika. Nyaya-bindu-tika p. 34
lines 15-18. See also Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 84.
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57. Atha yadi dréyanupalathbhena kevala-bhutalagrihi
pratyaksepa dréya-ghatabh@vo niéclyata eva na vya-
vahriyate, tarhi kena vyavahartavya ityah-dréyetyadih.
Dri{yanupalambhena lithgabhttena vyavahartavya ityar-
thah. Ibid p. 29 line 5. Qnoted in Buddhist logic
vol. 2 p. 82 foot note 4.

58. Tasmat sarvalva svabhavanupalabdhir asadvyavahira
hetuh, Paramarthatah. Karyanupalabdhir eva drsta-
vya. Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika p. 481 line 11,

PART II UNIVERSAL

1. The Nature of Universal

What is that element which makes us know that ‘the
Buddha is a human being and not a devil’ or ‘thisis a cow
and not a horse ? Three different explanations have been
given to explain this problem of knowledge. The Realists
hold that the knowledge that the ‘Buddha is a human being
and not a devil’ is due to the fact that there is an element of
generality®! or universality? which is found in every indivi-
dual human being. The Buddha is different from Chirst but
they are linked with a common bond of humanity. In the
same way the ‘black cow’ may be different from ‘white and:
red cows’, but there is the element of cowness which atonce
strikes to our mind when we see a particular cow and state
that ‘this is a cow.” This element of cowhood or manhood
persists even when an individual cow or an individual man
dies. It is attached to a particular cow or a man when she
or he is born. This principle of sameness which pervades all
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-individual cows or men is called universal. Itis an acutal
Ens which resides in the object of ‘the external world. It
possesses unity, eternity and inherence3. Inevery particular
object it somehow resides in toto. To exist means to be uni-
ted with the universal being* It may be defined as ‘that
which resides in its individuals by the relation of inherence
and which at the same time is eternal’®. In other words it is
a positive object which subsists in its particulars by way of
inherence.

The Jains and the Advaita Vedantins maintain the con-
ceptualist view of univerals, According to them universal is
not a real entity above and apart from its individuals. It is
an abstract element which is found in different individuals
of the same class. It has no separate existence but is identi-
cal to its individuals. It is not a mental construction but is
found in the objects of the daily life. It governs the activi-
ties of mankind. According to Ahrika, every object has two
kinds of qualities universal and particular®. The universal
quality is common to all things and gives rise to the know-
ledge of a particular thing. If an object were entirely diffe-
rent from other objects, it would have been non-different
from a sky-flower. The common notion appears only with
regard to entities or objects. It never appears with regard to
non-entities like cow’s teeth?, or the son of a barren wo-
man. Its appearance in entities and non-appearance in non-

entities shows that it is something more than the creation of
our mind.
The Idealist Buddhist maintain that universals are not

real8. They are mental constructions which do not represent
any external reality®. They owe their origin to the cogneni-
tal capacity of our reasonl®. We overlook the difference
that obtains between the external points of reality, point-
instants or unique particulars. Suffering as we are from an
inveterate habit of beginingless illusion we take them to be
external’l. Dharmakirti says that every thing other than
the ‘particular’ is universal’2, The knowledge of universal
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is not direct. It is not derived through sense-organs. It is
indirect knowledge which is derivgd from inference or imagi-
'_nation13. The universal character of something is that essence
~ which belongs equally to an indefinite number of points of
‘reality. For instance the fire existing in imagination refers
‘equally to every possible fire. It represents the universal esse-

nce of firel4;

Now an important question arises; if universals are
‘mental constructions and do not represent any objective
reality fying outside mind how is it that we do not confuse
between, for example, a cow and a crow, when we say that
‘this is a cow’ ? Universals being mental constructions are
present in all ideas and no external reality is represented by
them. The idea of crow may therefore be imputed to the
idea of cow. To disclaim the external reality of the univer-
sals and believe in their correspondence with ideas contained
in the mind will be nothing less than contradiction in terms.
- The Buddhists’ reply to this question is that the use of
words depends upon the will of speakers. They are entirely
unfettered in their use of words and use words which suit
their will. They do not think that the words spoken by them
must always correspond to external object. For instance they
use the word ‘darah’ which is plural, for single woman and
the word Sanypagarl which is singular, for six cities1®. The
idea of universal arises not because it is really existent. It is
a false  notion which is caused by the similarity between
things which are entirely dissimilar. There are objects which
are similar with some particular objects in contrast with
other objects which are entirely dissimilar. For instance, the
idea of cow arises from the similarity of individual cows in
contrast with the idea of ‘crow’ whichis entirely dissimilar
to cow. Hence the idea of universal is a false mental
notion which originates from the mental difference among

individuals!s,
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2. Kinds of Universal

There are two kinds of universal—(l) para sam#inya
and (2) apara simanya; ultimate universal and penultimate
universal. Para-samanya is the mere cxistence (being only)

which pervades all things. It is the existence of categories-
substance, action and quality. It is the reality of all things. -

Every object is endowed with another univeral which is
inferior to the ultimate universal. It serves the purpose of
knowing all the subdivisions of substance as such and differen-
tiates things denoted by a substance from the things which
belong to other substances. In this way penultimate univer-
sals too become the cause of the exclusive notion of those sub='

stratal”. According to the Realists all notions of commonness
or generality are not universal in the true sense, Only those

notions of commonness are universal which are eternaland
which inhere in their individual objects. The -common
notion of being in one class is not a universal. It is an attribute
or upadhi which can be forsaken by every student. The com.-.
mon notion of living in a city is not a universal as any city<
dweller of Allahabad can leave it for Varanasi or some other
place. But the notion of ‘cowhood’ or manhood is a universa!.
in the true sense. A cow cannot forsake its cowhood nor can a:
man change his manhood. Sivaditya rightly says that universal.
is of two kinds (1) Jati e. g. sattd, dravyatra etc, and (2) Upa-.
dhi, e. g. the state of being a cook'8. But the later Nyaya-
Vaiéesika writers accept only one kind of universal which is
eternal®.

3. Realists’ arguments regarding the existence of’
" Universals ‘

Realists have adduced four arguments for the real
existence of universals, First, the existence of universal
is proved by percsption. It appears when the sense-organs
are functioning2°. The universals of manhood, cowhood-

and treehood inhere in all individual men, cows and trees-
respectively. When we perceive any of these objects we per-:

ceive the universal inhering in them. Thisidea of universal"
proceeds from something different fro g the form of man, cow”
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and tree. It differentiates one object from the other. Second-
ly, the existence of universal is proved also by inference.
All our ideas correspond to some objective reality, and the
universal is an idea therefore it must have an objective reality.
According to Sridhara ‘the nature of each object being diffe-
rent from others, there can be no comprehension of a
common form of different objects without accepting the uni-
versal which pervades them2!. It is this universal which
helps us to determine that ‘this is a cow’ and not an ele-
phant.’ The universal cow?2 remains the same in all the
cows while the individual cows differ from one another23.
Thirdly, the idea of a cow cannot be based upon a particular
cow because it appears even when there is no individual cow.
All individual cows are the species of the universal cow which
subsists in each of them in its entirety. Though it subsists in
each individual, it is not diverse. Itis the universal cow.
Lastly, the notion "of the universal cannot be regarded as
wrong because neither there is defect in its source nor there

is annulment of it by a subsequent cognition2%,
But according to Buddhists universals do not exist and

are mental constructions. The catcgories of substance, qua-
lity and action“ton, which are believed to be real by Realists,
donot exist at all. The universals which are supposed to
subsist in these categories, are, therefore, baseless. Further
universals are not perceived. In our daily life we cognize
only an individual object unassociated with its universal. We
cognize only an entity, e. g. a cow aud not two entities, e. g.
a cow and a universal cow ( cowhood ). Had it been in exis-
tence we would have cognized a cow along with the univer-
sal cow, as we see a man with a stick25. Aoka Pandita who
is an acute Buddhist logician compares the universal with a
person who wants to purchase a thing without paying its
price. The universal does not reveal its form in cognition
( which is the price and yet wants to be regarded as a sepa-
rate object of perception26. ) He maintains that whatis
cognized is only an individual object and not a universal.
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Everybody knows only five fingers. Nobody knows the sixth-

finger which is other than the five fingers and is called the
universal finger?7.

In fact universals are not cognized through sense-organs.
They are the creation of convention2®. The idea of a univer-

sal arises out of the capacity of performing a common func-
tion or having a common ( similar) cause2?®. For instance
the cases of emblica officinalis3® and terminalia chebula3!
may be taken. They have the capacity to remove various
diseases singly or collectively, yet there is nothing like a uni-
versal which pervades both of them. Had there been a
common universal uniformly subsisting in them, there would

have been no possibility of removing the diseases quickly or
slowly32,

The notions of universal cow, man or jar, etc. are
formed by those persons who are familiar with conventions
attached with these particular terms. Appearance of a parti-
cular object, social membership of a particular subject and
the association of the appearance with the convention of
society are the prerequisites of the formation of universals.
The apprehension of universal is a complex process consis-
ting of several steps. In some cases the apprehension of a
universal takes place so quickly that no step of its process is
recognized and hence the existence of a universal thing is
forced upon in confusion. But those persons who are well-
versed at the use of words33 are not confused in this way,
According to Dharmakirti universals are constructions of our
imagination. They do not denote any objective reality. They
are formed to express the activities which are associated with
particular things. The reality of universals is the result of
an illusion which is generated by well established linguistic
usage or practice3*. Further, the existence of universals can.
not be inferred from the idea of universals: Every idea does
not correspond with an eobjective reality. There are such
ideas as sky-flower, the son of a barren woman, and the horn
of a hare. But they have no objective reality. They have
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never been cognized. If we infer the reality of a universal
from the premises that it is an idea and has a word for it,
we will have to believe the existence of many patent absurs
dities. The dead and unborn persons who have no reality
at all would then become real objects33. The wonders of
magic lantern, the powerful oration of éukanﬁsa, the story
of Kadambari and Candrapida would then become real.
Thus no distinction between truth and fiction, valid cogni-
tion and illusion or reality and dream would then be
possible.

According to Pandita Adoka the realist argument that a
common notion must be based on some common objects as
its source is vitiated by the fallacy of undistributed middle.
There are many cooks who are called by the common name
‘cook’. But there is nothing which may be common to all of
them. Had it been so the common notion of cook would
have arisen before they started the job of cooking3®. The
argument that the common act of cooking is the cause of
common notion with reference to all cooksis untenable be-
cause they are called by the same name ( cook ) even though
they have desisted from the act of cooking?” further. w.ore-
over the universal cowhood cannot be the basis of an indivis
dual cow. We see in our daily life that an individual cow
is endowed with colour, shape and many other qualities
whereas the universal cow is devoid of shape, colour and all
other qualities. Both are entirely different from one an-
other. Hence the universal cow cannot be the basis of an
individual cow?®., f'urther, tie assertion thait the universal
supsists in every ineividual in its entire form is wrong. If a
single universal supsisis in us enure form in several things,
all different things will become of indentical form and thus
the world of phenomena which is experienced in our daily"
life will come to an end. if we accept the ‘world of pheno-
mena, we will have to regard the universal as being of dive-
rse forms because it subsisis at one and tiie same time in it§
entire form in several things. But the acceptance of thé uni-
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versal as being of diverse forms will undermine the very
basis of the Realist for whom the universal is one and
eternal 39,

The last argument of the Realist regarding the existe-
nce of the universal is also untenable. The transcendental
illusion is always there. It has powerful influence on the
mind of human beings. Because of its existence we takea
ﬂling to be externally real where in fact it is a mere idea.
Hence the source of defect is always there in the shape of
transcendental illusion4® which causes the idea of a real
universal when in fact it is a mental construction4! which
results from the exclusion of exclusively different things.
According to the Realist the universal subsists in several
things in its entire form. A universal and an individual object
are of entirely excluslve nature. Hence the question regard- "
ing the nature of the subsistence of the universal in its indi-
vidual objects becomes of great impertance. The subsistence
of the universal in its individual objects may be either in the
form of staying or in the form of being manifested. ‘Staying’
further admists of double meaning. It may mean (1) not
deviating from its own form and (2) having its downward
movement checked. The first meaning is impossible. The
universal being eternal by its very nature can never deviate
from its own form. The second meaning is also impossible.
The universal is ‘incorporeal’ and all-pervading hence it has
no movement at all. The subsistence cannot be used in the
sense of being manifested. Ifitis capable of bringing alzout
its own cognition there is no need of those causes which
bring its manifestation. If itis incapable of bringing about
its own cognition, no cause can bring about its manifesta-
. tion%2,

The meaning of ubiquitous nature of universals is frau-
ght with confusions. Is the universal ubiquitous*3 or ubiqui=
tous within its own sphere44 ? The first alternative cannot
be accepted because it will bring confusion of all things.
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The things being pervaded by one and the same universal
will not be distinguished from one another.

If the second alternative is accepted and the universal
is located in its own sphere, its relation with a newly produ-
ced object, e. g. a jar will be inexplicable. There are only
two alternatives possible. Either it goes from the first jar to
be associated with the second jar or it does not go from its
place and yet is associated with the second one. In the first
case it will become a substance, because only substances are
capable of movement. In the second case its relation with
the new jar is impossible, because a thing cannot be related
with another thing without any movement. Further if the
universal subsists in its particulars what happens to it after
the destruction of the jar ? There are only three alternatives
possible. (1) either it continues to subsist even after the
destruction of the jar, or (2) it perishes with the jar or (3) it
goes elsewhere. The first alternative is untenable, because
it makes absurd position of the universal without any parti-
cular object to reside in. The acceptance of the second
alternative will deprive the universal jar of its eternity. It
will become a perishable object and hence lose its universa-
lity. The third alternative is also impossible. If the passing
of the universal from one particular object to another is acce-
pted it will become an ordinary substance which is subject
to movement and lose its fixed nature. Again does universal
subsist in its particulars in its entirety or in parts. Both
alternatives are untenable. If it subsists in one of its parti-
culars in its entirety, it will be exhausted there and will not
be found in other particulars. Ifit subsists only in parts,
the universal ‘jar’ will not be found anywhere and there will
be no idea of the universal jar with reference to particular
jars. Moreover the universal being partless cannot have
parts in which it can subsist in every individual.45> Moreover
the subsistence of the universal is impossible. It can subsist
neither in a jar nor in a non-jar. If it subsists in a jar the
jar in that case is already a jar even without its subsistence
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and therefore the universal is not needed, if it is maintained
that the universal subsists in a non-jar, in that case even a
pen and other objects would become a jar. But obviously
this is an absurdity#S.

The Buddhists further insist that the universal being
fubiquitous’ should be visible everywhere if it is once mani-
fested by the medium of a particular jar. But our experi-
ence shows that it is not visible everywhere. If it issaid
that it is invisible everywhere because it lacks a receptable”
in the form of an individual jar, it means that the know-
ledge of the universal jar follows the knowledge of a parti-
cular jar. Ifitis so, we can maintain that the knowledge
of a particular jar is the basis of the knowledge of the uni-
versal jar and not vice-versa48. In the words of Dinnaga the
doctrine of universals is a clever contrivance. ‘It is great
dexterity that what resides in one place should without mov-
ing from that place, reside in what comes to existin a
place other than that place. The universal is joined with a
thing ( which is now coming into existence ) in the place
where the thing in question is : and yet it does not fail to
pervade the thing which is in that place. Is not this all
wonderful ? It does not go there and it was not there be-
fore and yet it is there afterwards although it is not manifold
and does not quit its former receptacles. What a series of
difficulties49.’

’_ After critically examining the realist theory of universals
we find that universals are mental eonstructions which can-
not touch reality. The reality is beyond the categories of
relation. Related are only the universals®©. The essence of
universals is never positive but negative. They always con-
tain a correlative negation®!. The realist levels a serious
charge against the Buddhist theory of universals. Since uni-
versals are illusive realities or mere thought-coustructions
and inferential knowledge which is the very basis of all our
activities, depends upon them, therefore inferential know-
ledge is altogether objectless®2 and our activities are rendered
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impossible. The Buddhist answer to this charge is that al-
though universals are internal mental constructions, still
they are related to external reality, because in our practical
life we do not notice the difference53 between mental images
and external reality. We are prompted to action by ideas,
and reach our desired end through them. Actions based upon
universals are never contradicted by experience. Although
universal is devoid of reality, itis nevertheless a source of
right knowledge in as far as it belongs to a man who thinks
and acts consistently54,

To conclude, the contribution of Buddhist logicians to
the theory of universals is unique in the epistemology of the
whole world. They were the Indian nominalists and analy-
sts. Their analysis of universals.is a masterpiece of epistemo-
logy. Itis clear and correct. Itis quite near the theory of
ﬁniversals which is advocated by logical positivists in modern
times. But there is a great difference between Buddhist logi-
cians and western nominalists and logical positivists. The
Buddhist logicians vigorously prepounded that universals are
negative in their meaning, or their function is by and large
negative. Western nominalists and logical positivists have
yet to learn this lesson from their Buddhist predecessors.
‘Their aproach to universals has been positivistic and hence
has failed to undermine realism and elaborate conceptua~
lism. If universals are positive in their character and role,
the denial of their being is a contradiction in terms. But un-
fortunately this contradiction is writ large upon the whole of
western nominalism and logical positivism. The Buddhist
theory of universals is free from this contradiction. Univer-
sals are not positive in meaning and function. They are
undoubtedly constructive. But their basic nature is nega-
tive. The negative and constructive approach to universals
is the greatest need of present day-epistemolgy because it can
clear off those confusions which have remained after the
purges of nominalism and logical positivism. Itis the only
correct approach to universals.
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PART III
THE THEORY OF APOHA

1. Nature of Apoha

The Buddhist theory of apoha is a counter-part of the
realist theory of universal. According to this theory, words
and concepts are dialectical by their very nature. They
proceed on the basis of negation. They express their own
meaning only by repudiating their opposite meaning.?
When a word or concept is uttered, it at once means what
it is not, For instance, when the word ‘cow’ is uttered, it
atonce means thatitis not a ‘non-cow.” The apprehension
of a cow is dependent on the exclusion of all those things
which are non-cows. The cow and the non-cow are mutu-
ally exclusive terms. Cows are completely different among
themselves. There are not even two cows which are similar
to one another. But in contrast with lions, elephants and
horses, they are similar. It is this similarity which gene-
rates the wrong notion of identity, universality or
commonness.3

In fact, the human mind is incapable of apprehending all
the innumerable particulars in their own individuality.
It forsakes their difference and apprehends only their simi-
larity.® Suffering as we are from transcendental illusion,
we do not know the real nature of things. We impose a.
uniform and undifferentiated form, which is a mental cons-
truction, upc;n things which are entirely different from one
another. Owing to transcendental illusion, we forget-this
imposition, regard it itself as a real thing and say that it is
eternal, all-pervading etc. This doctrine of ‘exclusion’
or ‘negation’ is known as the doctrine of bhedagraha,+
apoha,® anyavyavrtti,® and atad-vyavrtti.? Kamala{ila, ex-
plaining the doctrine of apoha, says that the ‘one uniform,
non-different form that is imposed upon things, proceeds on
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the strength of the apprehension of things in the form of the
‘exclusion of other things’ and it, being itself of the nature
of exclusion or negation of other things, is mistaken by
people under the spell of illusion to be one with that which
is excluded by it. It ultimately brings about the appre-
hension of the thing excluded from others.’®

The mental concept or apoha requires double synthesis®
in constructing the empirical world which has no real basis
apart from the purely subjective consciousness. The first
synthesis consists in the form of a perceptual judgment like
‘this is a cow’ or ‘this is an elephant.” Here a false identity
is established between two entirely dissimilar things i. e.
between the thought-image and the extreme particular, and
the things are apprehended as identical. The notion of
identity or commonness is caused not by some positive
commonness residing in the individual objects of a class,
but by a negative commonness which belongs to all indivi-
duals of a particular class. For instance, all cows of the
world are different from one another and have nothing in
common among themselves except the performance of a
particular function and the fact of their origin from similar
causes. Yetall of them have a negative commonness in
that they are different from non-cows, e. g. horses, lions
etc.1° ‘By the second synthesis, absolutely dissimilar ex-
treme particulars of a class are falsely considered as similar
and brought together under one concept as if they belonged
to one class and had a common universal.’’> Exposing the
Buddhist theory of Apoha, Vacaspati Miéra says that the
real function of a mental concept is to affirm identity in
difference, to represent a unity in difference of place, time
and quality or to pass such judgments as ‘this is that.’12

Apoha or the thought-image takes the following steps in
creating the illusion of a real world consisting of identical
objects. At first there arises the determinate perception
of a particular object e. g. a cow. It externally projects an
image which is similar to those images which are projected
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by the determinate perception of other cows. The thought
images do not take place at the same time. Therefore, the
human mind is incapable of comprehending the difference
between two thought-images and takes those images as
identical.18 The identity of those images produces the
identity of indeterminate sensations, which are the cause of
thought-images. On account of the identity of sensations,
extreme particulars which are reflected in those sensations
are also regarded as identical. This process is summarized
in a well-known Buddhist verse which runs thus. ‘On ac-
count of identical ideas, there arises a notion of identity
with regard to sensations, and on account of sensations
being identical, there results the identity of unique
particulars (Svalaksapas) as well.*24

2. Kinds of Apoha

Samtaraksita has classified apoha in two kinds—(1) Par-
yuddsa (relative negation) and (2) Nisedha or Prasajya-
Pratisedha (absolute negation). The relative negation or
Paryud3asa is again divided into two kinds—(1) Buddhyat-
man. (logical negation) and (2) Arthatman!5 (ontological
negation). - ‘

The Buddyatman is logical or internal negation. It is
negation or apoha in a true sense. Here the mental image
which is the object of determinate perception externally
projects itself and causes the notion of an external object.
The Arthatman or ontological negation is the extreme
particular which is real, and is called apoha only in a
secondary sense. Samtaraksita gives four reasons!® to
explain why a logical or ontological negation is designated
by the name of apoha.

First, the principal reason is that a thought-image is
called apoha because it appears as excluded (distinguished)
from all other images. It is unmingled?” and entirely dis-
connected with all other mental images.'® It is invoked in
-our mind the moment a word is spoken.
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Secondly, the thought-image regarded as cause leads us
to the extreme particular, the real entity by excluding it
from all other objects and makes our purposeful actions
possible.?

Thirdly, the mental image may be regarded also as
effect of the extreme particular because it is the result of
direct perception of the extreme particular.2°

Fourthly, owing to transcendental illusion, it always
apprehends the similarity of .objects and excludes the
special features which are the essences of extreme parti-
culars.2! The thought-image is the real apoha to which
the second kind of apoha i.e. ‘Nigsedha’ can also be applied.
The thing-in-itself can be called apoha only indirectly on
the ground that it appears as differentiated or excluded
from all heterogeneous objects\ and is the very foundation
of exclusion.22  The simple\ negation consists in such
phrases as ‘a cow’is a ‘non cow) In such examples apoha
or negation of others is apprehended very clearly.23

3. Realists’ objections to the theory of Apoha

The champions of the cause of‘tealism like Kumarila,
Uddyotakara, Bhamaha, Vacaspati Mifra, Jayanta Bhatta
and $ridhara have given long discoursesto refute the apoha
theory. Kumirila holds that according“to the Buddhist,
the thought-image or apoha denotes something negative.
For him the term apoha e.g. a ‘cow’ denotes the exclusion
of non-cow. The ‘non-cow’ can be excluded only when
the ‘cow’ is established because ‘non-cow’ is the negation of
‘cow.” Therefore the Buddhist must explain the nature
of ‘cow’ which has been negatived by the particle Naii
(non). If the ‘cow’ is of the nature of the negation of
non-cow, it will involve mutual dependence (arguing in a
circle).2¢ And if the cow is self-established, the postu-
lation of the theory of apoha is useless. If apoha means
mere negation, it is the void25 which is put forth in the
garb of apoha and denies an object whose existence is
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proved by experience. The import of word always appears -
in the form of positive entity, e.g. ‘this isa cow’ and not
in the shape of negation, e.g. ‘this is a non-cow.” Though
~one cognition is different from another cognition, yet when
it appears, it does not tend to the exclusion of non-entity.
For instance, at the time of the apprehension of a cow, it
isthe vision of a positive horse which is not visible and
not that of the non-horse.2® Further, if apoha were meant
by the words, all words which denote diverse universals as
well as diverse particulars will be synonymous.2? The
relation between different apohas raises a difficulty. There
are only two possible alternatives. = Apohas are either
(1) different or (2) non-different. If they are different,
they must be regarded as entities and consequently it is esta-
blished that apoha denotes some positive thing. If they -
are non-different, they become non-entities. Consequently
the plurality of apohas is inexplicable.28

Bhamaha endorses the views of Kumarila and says that
the theory of apoha is against human experience. Words
do not denote exclusion. When words like cow, elephant
etc. are used, they always denote some positive form. If
the word ‘cow’ denotes merely the negation of the non-cow,
the firstidea that should come to our mind directly and
immediately on hearing it should be that of non-cow.
But such thing never occurs in our daily life. If words
denote mere negation e.g. non-cow, we have to invent
other words which denote affirmation that ‘this is a cow,’
because it is not possible for a single word to give two
meanings entirely different from one another.2?® The
Buddhist refutes the objections raised by Kumarila and
Bhimaha. He says ‘unless we know what is a non-cow we
cannot cognize a cow. The knowledge of cow depends
only on the exclusion of non-cows. There must be a
word which connotes cow and in its very connotation it
excludes non-cows. If we do not maintain this, it will not
be possible to distinguish non-cows from cows just asitis
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impossible to know a4 man Dittha unless we know previously
his difference from other men viz. Davittha etc. If we
cognize a cow without knowing its distinction from non-
cows, our cognition will be of no importance. We cannot
reach the desired object. If some body asks to bring a
cow and we do not know its distinction from non-cows e.g.
lions, horses, bridges, paper etc, we may bring him a horse
or anything for that matter. Exposing the Buddhist
position, Viacaspati Misra says, ‘if exclusion of other objects
is not expressed by a word, a person asked to fasten a cow
to a post may fasten a horse.” Thus the realist theory fares
no better than the Buddhist one. Both are subject to the
fallacy of moving in a circle. The fact is that both affir-
mation and negation are mutually related terms.

They are like twin brothers.3° The apprehension of the
one immediately leads to the idea of the exclusion of the
other. - In the words of Kamaladila, ‘affirmation is always
con -comitantaith negation of the unlike, as there can be no-
thing which is not excluded from things unlike itself.3!
The argument against the diversity of the characteristics of
apoha is unfounded. Apoha is neither positive nor nega-
tive ; neither diverse nor same, neither subsistent nor non-
subsistent and neither one nor many. It does not exist in
the form in which it is apprehended, so it cannot be posi-
tive. Itis apprehended as an entity, so it cannot be entirely
featureless. Therefore these characteristics have no place
in it.%2

The problem of the difference or diversity of apohas
creates no difficulty, The difference among various apohas
is the result of impressions which are continuing from time
immemorial. Explaining the difference of apohas, Kamala-
{fla says that difference among apohas is due, not to the
difference of the substrata, or to the difference among the
excluded things ; what happens is that on diverse external
objects there are super-imposed apohas which are them-
selves featureless and consist only in the form of those-
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objects, and hence appearing as diverse ; they are so super-
imposed by cognitions which, though rather objectless, rest
upon diverse ‘unreal’ objects, and are related to variegated
conceptual impressions extending over all time without
beginning ; and being thus imposed, these apohas appear as
diverse and as existing, so that the diversity and positive
character of apohas results from the diversity of the said
impressions.33 The Realist objects to this explanation by
saying that the impressions are themselves the result of an
entity. Therefore the diversity or the positive character of
apohas cannot be based on impressions.3%¢ Replying to the
Realist argument, Kamalasila says that the theory of apoha
does not deny the positive apprehension. It simply states
that along with the positive apprehension, the negative
apprehension in the form of exclusion of other things also
takes place. It is not a direct apprehension but an indirect
one, the mental cognition ultimately provides the idea of
the thing. Hence to this extent both the Realist and the
Buddhist theory are on the same ground. The fundamental
difference between the two is that according to the former
the word denotes a positive real thing but according to the
latter it does not denote any real positive character.35

Uddyotakara examines the Buddhist theory of apoha
and finds it full of inconsistencies. According to him, there
can be only two alternatives. The term non-cow may be
either ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ in character. In the first case,
it may be identical either with the cow or with the non-
cow: if it is identical with the cow, there is no difference
between the position of the Buddhist and the Realist: if it
is identical with the non-cow it will be contrary to human
experience because there is no man who has ever attributed
the character of non-cow to a ‘cow’.3¢ In the latter case
too, it is subject to a dilemma. The exclusion of the ‘non-
cow’ from the cow is subject to two alternatives. It may be
different from the cow or non-different from it, Ifitis
different from the cow, the question is whether it abides any-
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where or not ? If it abides anywhere it will become a
quality, and the word ‘cow’ will lose its substantive charac-
ter. Consequently such .expressions as ‘the cow gives milk’
etc. will be meaningless because the quality cannot do any
thing apart from the substance. Ifit does not abide any-
where, our effort to describe cow as the ‘non-non-cow’ is
useless. Ifitis regarded that it is non-different from the
cow, it will become synonymous with the cow. Conse-
quently there will be no difference between the Buddhist
and the Realist position regarding the denotation of a
word.37

Uddyotakara raises another question. Is apoha one and
the same in all cases or is it several ? Ifitis one and the
same in all cases it is identical with the universal; and if it
is different from different objects, it will be innumerable like
particular objects and it will be impossible for us to account
for the classes of cows and lions etc.3® Further he asks: ‘Is
apoha itself ‘denoted’ or not denoted ? Ifit is denoted, is
it denoted as positive or negative ? If it is denoted as
some positive thing, it will go against the Buddhist theory
of apoha according to which apoha does not denote any
positive thing. And ifitis denoted as something negative
i. e. in the form of the exclusion of other things, we will
have to presume another apoha to explain the first apoha
and a third one to explain the second one. Thus there will
be an endless series of apoha and the result will be that the
whole life will come to an end in ascertaining what object
is meant by a word without reaching it. Ifitis argued
that it is not denoted ,the Buddhist theory of apoha that the
word denotes ‘exclusion of other things, is staked.3®

Uddyotakara further says that the theory of apoha is
inconsistent with the declaration of Dinnaga who holds that
‘a word denotes some thing when it brings about in its
denotation the exclusion of what is denoted by other
words.’#0  The Buddhist says that the objections of Uddyo-
‘takara to the theory of apoha are baseless. Apoha does
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mean exclusion or negation prima facie. It means the reflec-
ted image of the thing which has its basis in a positive subs-
tratum, the unique particular. Negation of all other things
is implied after the image has been ascertained positively.4!
But the theory of apoha is not inconsistent with the declara-
tion: of Dinnaga. According to Dinnaga, apoha denotes the
reflected image of the extreme particular. It does not
touch the exclusinve factor in the shape of the extreme
particulart2

Sridhara has given several arguments to refute the theory
of apoha. One of his important arguments is given thus:
Just as the difference between numerous images of deter-
minate knowledge is not comprehended ( and therefore
according to the Buddhist those images are regarded as
identical ), so their identity too, is not comprehended. Now,
as there is the imposition of identity on account of the non-
comprehension of difference, there should be an imposition
of difference also on account of the non-comprehension of
identity. Hence it would not be possible to take the objects
of a class as belonging to the same class,#3 Jayanta Bhatta
also does not lag behind in showing the futility of the theory
of apoha, The chief argument advanced by him runs thus:
There can be no difference among various classes of apoha
because all of them denote negation. If it is argued that
there is difference among them i.e. they are of different
kinds like the unique particulars, they will have to be
accepted as positive and real. The Buddhist argument that
the universals are also subject to the same dilemma because
of their general character is untenable. The universals
being positive, are mutually distinguishable owing to their
different nature: but in the case of apohas, the one cannot
be differentiated from the other, because their individual
nature is nothing but negation.44

The Buddhist urges that all these realist objections are
based on a misunderstanding of the theory of apoha. Apoha
does not denote negation. First of all it produces the refle-
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cted image of the thing ( spoken ) and when the thing has
been apprehended, the exclusion of all other things follows
by implication45,

Viacaspati Midra and others make a subtle analysis of
the nature of apoha and find that it does not have a univer-
sal character. It cannot explain the apprehension of all
things. The objectors enumerate four instances where the
theory of apoha is inapplicable. First, it cannot explain
the apprehension of the term ‘all’, because the term ‘all’4®
denotes the comprehension of all its constituents and not
their exclusion?, Secondly, the word ‘apoha’ may exclude
only those things which have a substratum, e. g. a cow, a
horse or an elephant. It cannot explain the apprehension
of the son of a barren woman because there is no such exter-
nal son who can be excluded4®. Thirdly, it cannot explain
convention4®, A convention requires some common element
which is the basis of understanding between the speaker
and the listener, and which endures for a period of time.

According to the Buddhist theory, apoha as ‘form of
reflection’, is an idea. The ideas of listener’s mind and
speaker’s mind are entirely different. There is no common
element in those ideas which may be the basis of apprehen-
sion by the listener as well as the speaker. Further, the
ideas being momentary cannot endure even for two moments.
The idea when the convention was made and the idea when
it is apprehended are not the same. They are absolutely
dissimilar and have no common element. Hence no conven-
tion can be established on their basis. Lastly, apoha or the
exclusion of others cannot be the nature of a unique parti-
cular because it is contrary to its affirmative natures°,

The Buddhist refutes the charge of the lack of universal
application of the theory of apoha by replying to all the
points satisfactorily. The first point does not arise at all.
The word ‘all’ is used always with reference to a group
of objects, such as ‘all cows’ ‘all horses’ etc. Apoha in that
case will represent all objects different from these groups.
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If the word (all) is meant to represent all the objects in the
world, in that case each individual thing will represent its
opposite and will be called ‘not all’?, The explanation
of the second instance creates no difficulty. The application
of apoha to the word apoha or ‘exclusion of other things’
arises only and only if it indicates the reflection of some
positive entity like a cow, a horse or an elephant. But
apoha is notso. Further the son of a barren womanor a
sky-flower52 is a non-entity., Therefore no question of
apoha (exclusion) arises in regard to it. The existence of
convention can be easily explained by the theory of apoha.
All verbal usage is purely illusory being assumed in
accordance with the notions of individual persons. Hence
the speaker and the listener are cognisant of their own
ideas. But the transcendental illusion equally binds both
of them. It produces the apprehension of what is meant
by the ideas of one another. The ideas are momentary
and cannot last for more than a moment. But owing to
the transcendental illusion, the speaker and the listener
have the false notion that the thing cognized now and
cognized at the time of making convention are one and the
same.53

The last instance ofthe inapplicability of the theory of
apoha to the extreme particulars is also unfounded. The
unique particular, as grasped by determinate Perception, is
not the real external particular, but merely imaginary,
therefore its nature, both as affirmative and negative, does
not involve a contradiction.?¢ The Realist rejoinder is
that it is useless to assume similarity between an unreal
thought-image and an wunreal unique particular. The
Buddhist answer is that no identity between an unreal object
of determinate perception and unique particular is esta-
blished. The power of burning and cooking ( which belongs
to the real unique particular, fire ) is attributed to the
unreal because of its similar function.58
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4. Proof for the negative nature of Apoha

After refuting the realist objections to the theory of
apoha, the Buddhist advances some positive arguments to
show the negative character of apoha. Vacaspati Miéra
has summed up the Buddhist arguments thus®®—The apoha
(the external illusory object) is in the nature of exclusion
of others5? for three reasons—(1) It is commonly applied
to both existence and non-existence. (2) It brings about
similarity between the extremely dissimilar and (3) It is
experienced as such (i.e.) having the nature of exclusion
of others.5%8 Vaicaspati Miéra explains the first reason thus :

Whatever is common to both existence and non-existence
can only be in the nature of the exclusion of others, for
example incorporeality?® which is found in knowledge
(which is existent), and also in the hare’s horn (which is
non-existent). The objects of determinate perception like
a jar or cloth, are instances of the above example which are
common to both existence and non-existence. With regard
to these objects of determinate perception, we make assert-
ions like ‘a cow exists’ and ‘a cow does not exist’ which
refer to both its existence as well as non-existence. If the
object ‘cow’ were of positive nature like the unique parti-
cular which is always of an affirmative nature, i.e. existent
only, it could not be related to non-existence because of
contradiction. An object which is existent cannot be non-
existent. Nor can a cow be related to existence because it
will be a mere repetition. The word ‘cow’ being affirmative
means a cow which is existent, and therefore to say that ‘a
cow exists’ is a mere repetition.%?

After explaining the first reason, Vacaspati Misra
explains the second reason. ‘Besides, similarity between
absolutely dissimilar objects can only be due to the exclu-
sion of others. There may be said to be similarity even
between a “cow, a horse, a buffalo and an elephant on
account of their common differentiation from a lion. (All



286 The Problem of knowledge in Yogacira Buddhism

these animals are absolutely different from one an-
other, yet they may be said to be similar in that they
are different from a lion). Like-wise, there is similarity
of an external unique particular, which is of affirmative
nature and is an ultimate reality, and the unreal (object of
determinate perception, like a cow) which is extremely
dissimilar to it. The external reality, although of affirma-
tive nature, is differentiated from non-cows ; similarly, if
the object of determinate perception (i.e. the empirical
object cow) is also differentiated from non-cows, then on
the basis of the differentiation alone, similarity can be
established (between different objects of determinate per-
ception i.e. cows) and not otherwise.’®!

After explaining the first two reasons, Vacaspati Misra
explains the third reason. ‘The object of determinate
perception (the empirical cow) is actually experienced in
the form of differentiation or exclusion from others. If
_ exclusion from other objects be not experienced at the time
of the determinate perceptio: of a cow, a person who has
been asked to fasten a cow to a post may fasten a horse
instead, because the cow is not comprehended as distin-
guished from a horse. Andifit has been comprehended as
distinguished from a horse, why not the fact of its being in
the nature of exclusion from non-cows be accepted ? T here-
fore a classname and a determinate perception associated
with it are of the nature of exclusion of other things.®2

5. Examination of other theories regarding the
denotation of word :

The Buddhist examines six other theories which deal
with the denotation of words and finds them inadequate
to denote the unique particular. These theories are (1) the
aggregate theory, (2) the theory of unreal relationship,
{3) the theory of the real with unreal adjuncts, (4) coales-
cence theory, (5) imposition theory and (6) intuition

theory.
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1. Aggregate theory

According to the aggregate®® theory, a word denotes
an aggregate of some qualities without forming any
distinct conception of them  either collectively or
individually. For instance, when the word ‘forest’ is spoken,
it does not give a well-defined notion of mango, jack, banyan
or any other tree individually or of all of them collectivelly,
It is merely a vague and indefinite idea of the trees in
general b4

The Buddhist says that this theory is untenable. The
term ‘aggregate’ stands for a more clear conception of uni-
versals and particulars. Hence the aggregate theory is
vitiated with all the defects which vitiate the realist theory
of wuniversals and particulars (which have already been
refuted in the section of universals and particulars).%5

2. The theory of unreal relationship®®

According to this theory, the word denotes the relation of
a thing to an undefined universal thing. The relation is
regarded as unreal because the word - does not denote the
correlated things. The things related are not apprehended
in their own forms. They are apprehended in the form of
an aggregate. For instance, when we apprehend a whirling
fire-brand we do not apprehend the individuals which form
the whirling fire-brand.

3. The theory of the real with nnreal adjuncts?

According to this theory, the word denotes the relation
of the unreal attributes with a real entity, For instance, a
piece of gold is transformed into bracelets, ear-rings, neck-
laces and other ornaments. These ornaments have no
substance but the gold which permeates through them.
When the ornaments are melted they become gold. The
word denotes this real with unreal adjuncts. The Buddhist
strikes at both these theories with one stroke. He says that
relations as well as universals are mental constructions.
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They cannot be related with individual things. Hence the
relation of individuals with the universal cannot be denoted
by words. The relation of the real with unreal adjuncts
involves a contradiction in terms. Reality and unreality
cannot exist together. Moreover, there is no substance
which pervades through its attributes. There are only
attributes. The idea of a substance pervading through its
attributes is a mental construction. Hence both these
theories are untenable.®8

4, The theory of coalescence®®

According to the theory of coalescence, the word itself
in the form of coalescence with external object, e.g. ‘this is
a cow’ constitutes its own meaning.”® People believe by
constant practice that the objects of the world are real.
They impose the form of the object on the words. Owing
to this imposition there is misconceived a notion of identity
between words and objects. When the words are in the
state of unification with the object, they are said to be in
the state of coalescence. The Buddhist finds this theory
untenable. External objects are apprehended by sense-
perception alone. Words are incapable of apprehending
external objects. Hence no coalescence is possible between
words and objects. Universals are imaginary and unreal,
so no question of coalescence of words with them arises.
Further, coalescence can reside only in cognition. External
words and external objects are different from one another.
They are perceived by different sense-organs. Hence no
coalescence is possible between them. It is possible only of
such words and objects which reside in cognition. So it is a
form within cognition. This interpretation of coalescence
leads to a position which is indistinguishable from the theory
according to which ( idea ) itself is regarded as the denota-
tion of a word. Both these theories are subject to the same
criticism. In both cases the denotation of a word would be
purely subjective. The only difference being that the word
and the denotation have coalesced and become one.™
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5. Imposition theory

According to this theory, there are external objects and
there are ideas. External objects form the contents of ideas.
These forms of external objects are mainfested through
ideas, but this manifestation of external objects through
ideas is apprehended itself as something external.”? This
apprehension of the idea as something external is the
denotation of a word. The theory deserves a bit further
exposition. According to this theory, ideas are real. They
are the basis of our activities. They are not purely subjec-
tive because what is purely subjective can have no connect-
ion with activity. But we know from our experiences
that such activities as ‘bring the cow’, drink water’ etc.
proceed the moment a word is uttered.”® Hence what is
apprehended as an idea cannot be denoted by words.”* But
when the form of the idea is impinged upon the external
object like substance and other things, the observer becomes
influenced by its external character and comes to regard
it as capable of action.’” Therefore according to this
theory what is apprehended by verbal cognition is not the
form of idea, but the external object which is capable of
effective action and yet the external object is not really
apprehended by it because the apprehension is not in strict

accordance with the real state of things; on the contrary
the thing is accepted in accordance with the apprehension.

So the import of words is something that is superimposed.
It is the idea ( superimposed on an external object ) that is
really denoted by a word.”®

The Buddhist finds this theory inconsistent with our
daily experiences. Things are external and ideas are
internal. An external thing cannot be manifested through
an internal idea. If we presume a real relation to establish
a link between the two entirely dissimilar things, we have
to postulate another relation to explain the former relation
of object and idea. This process of postulating relation to
explain other relations will lead to an infinite regress. It
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may be argued that the theory of apoha is identical with
the theory under examination, because it states that words
apprehend ideas as something external, by exclusion of other
things.”” The Buddhist replies that there is a great differ-
ence between the theory under examination and the theory
of apoha. According to the former, the idea has a real
basis. The apprehension of things in the form of ideas is
not a mental construction but a real event?®, According
to the latter, ideas have no real basis. The apprehension
of things as numerically existents is a false notion. Its basis
lies in their mutual exclusion, and it is this which is denoted
by words®.

6. Intuition theory

According to this theory, words do not actually denote
any thing directly® They denote an intuition or a mental
capacity® which tends to bring about the notion of a
certain activity as due to a certain cause.®2 This mental
capacity is produced by the word in association with certain
usage.8! The usages of words are various. Therefore
intuitions are also various and differ from person to per-
son.8¢  Just as the stroke of a driving hook, used for making
things known to an elephant, causes a mental capacity, in the
same way all words e.g. tree, cow etc. through repeated
usage produce a capacity in the mind of a person.’% If we
do not accept this theory, we will not be able to explain
various contradictory interpretations of books or imaginary
stories and other things which have no real basis apart irom
imagination.8®

But at the hands of Buddhists, this theory also meets the
fate of other theories. Intuitions cannot be based on external
things ; because if they were based on them, various
intuitions which appear in various persons living at various
places, regarding the same objects i. e. ‘cow’, ‘tree’ etc.
would have never taken place because one cannot be the
cause of many due to their contradictory nature.87 Further,
they cannot be devoid of objects because in such case all
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our activities and comprehensions which proceed on the
basis of external things, will be impossible.®8 The argument
that activities and comprehension are the result of illusion
which is caused by the imposition of the object upon that
which is objectless®® is untenable. If we proceed on this
argument, all our verbal knowledge will become illusory.®°
We will reach a pcsition which is inconsistent with the
experiences of our daily life where verbal knowledge is valid
and fruitful and not illusory. Further, there must be some
cause of illusion. If there is no cause of illusion, it will be
all- pervading.®? If it is maintained that mutual exclusion
among things causes the illusion, we come to a conclusion
which is identical with the theory of apoha.®2 Hence apoha
or the ‘exclusion of dissimilar objects’ is the only denotation
of words, and not the intuition.
6. Importance of the theory of Apoha

From the above account we come to the conclusion that
the theory of apoha has an important bearing on the
Buddhist epistemology. With the help of this weapon the
Buddhist constructs his phenomenal world which is amen-
able to language and the intellect out of the mass of sensa-
tions which is beyond the apprehension of language and the
intellect, It is an important contribution of Dinnaga to
Indian epistemology in general and of Buddhist epistemology
in particular. By this theory he makes clear that the know-
ledge derived through the intellect is general in character,
while the knowledge derived through senses is positive
having its source in extreme particulars. This theory may
be .compared with the realist theory of universals. Both the
theories explain the idea of generality or commonness pre-
vailing in the phenomenal world. Both maintain that the
universal or apoha performs double function viz. the inclusion
of the common objects of a class®® and exclusion of the
objects belonging to different classes. The difference between
the two theories is that the realist theory lays more emphasis
on the positive and real character of a universal. It
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denotes the existence of a thing by its affirmation. The
Buddhist theory, on the contrafy, lays more emphasis on the
negative aspect of apoha. It denotes the exclusion of other
things. The universals are regarded as positive and real ;
apohas are regarded as mental construction and unreal.
The universal denotes the identity or commonness which
subsists in the individuals of a class. It is the apprehension
of identity.®4 Apoha denotes similarity which results from
the non-apprehension of differences subsisting among different
objects.? It is a substitute for universals of the realist
schools. It may be designated as negative universal.
Upholding the superiority of the theory of apoha, Dinnzga
says that apoha itself has all the merits of unity, eternity
and subsistence because of its substratum (the thing in-itself)
being the same in all cases, It has all the merits which
are attributed to imaginary universal without being subject
to inconsistencies involved in them. Hence it must be
accepted as a theory superior to the theory of universal.®¢

It may be compared with the Hegelian view of negation.
According to Hegel, ‘the universality of a concept, is posited
through its negativity ; the concept is identical with itself
only in asmuchas it is a negation of its own negation’.®?
But there is one fundamental difference. According to
Hegel, negation is the soul of the universe. It is the abso-
lute negation. He says ‘the positive and the negative are
just the same.’®® The non-existence of an object is a
moment contained in its existence.®® Existence is one with
its other, with its non-existence. He further says : ‘every
thing is such as it is only in so far there is another, it exists
through the other ; through its own non-existence it is
what it is’” Existence is the same as non-existence or
position and negation are just the same.l°0 According to
the Buddhist, negation is not absolute. It hasits basis in"
a positive substratum i.e. the extreme particular. Accor-
ding to Dinnaga, whatever is other is not the same.}°* The
existence and non existence are contradictory.l°2 Jinendra
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Buddhi says that apoha does not mean a blunt denial of
every reality.?V® It simply means the denial of thought-
constructions, the mental images and not the extreme
particulars which are the substratum of the mental images.
Sarmtaraksita and Kamalalila endorse the view of Jinendra
Buddhi and assert its positive character. According to
$arn taraksita, the essence of an apoha, e.g. of a cow, consists
in this that its essence is not the essence of another image,
say a horse.1°¢ Kamala$ila says that ‘the mental image is
the direct meaning of a word and the negation in the form
of exclusion ef non-cows is only an implied and secondary
meaning.’195 The term °‘apoha’ does not mean that there
is nothing like positive entity or there is no apprehension of
it. What we mean is this that apoha denotes the mental
reflection of an external object in direct sense and by impli-
cation leads to the conclusion that the mental reflections
are entirely different from the mental reflections caused by
excluded things.1?¢ Ratnakirti in his Apoha-siddhi supports
the view of éamtarakgita and Kamalaila in more clear
words. He says that the term ‘apoha expresses a positive
aspect qualified by the negation of others.’107

The theory of apoha is a great achievement of Buddhist
epistemology which has its echo in modern logic. The
statements of Palagyi and J. S. Mill seem to be Buddhist
utterances. The former says, ‘as soon as our mental eyes
begin to glimmer and we begin to seek an expression for
our feeling in a verbal sign, our ohject is already beset with
contradiction and cur thought has become dialectical.’*?3
According to the latter, the word ‘civil’ in the language of
Jjurisprudence stands for the opposite (i.e. for a negation) of
criminal, of ecclesiastical, of military and of political.1®

We may conclude the discussion in the words of Thomas
Campanella who says that a definite thing exists only in as
much - as it is not something other. ‘I'he man is’ thatis
positive only because he is neither a stone, nor a lion, nor
an ass etc.110
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bhava-hetuh. Bahyarh hi vidhirapam api agovyavritam,
vikalpa-visayo’pi cedagovyavrttas tatah silaksapyam nin-
yathi. Nyiya-vartika-titparya-ttki p. 683 line 14.
Quoted in the Critique of Indian Realism p. 360 n. 159.
Api cinubhayata eva vikalpa-visayo vyavrtti-rapah.
Tatha hi tadapratibhisane girh badhineti defito’$var
badhniyad gora$vid bhedenipratibhasanit. Pratibhase
vid katharh nago-vyavrtti-pratibhasah. Tasmidanyipoha
gocarau $abda-vikalpaviti. Ibid p. 683 line 19. Quoted
in the Critique of Indian Realism p. 361 n. 160.
Samudaya.

Samudayo’bhidheyo va’ pya vikalpa-samuccayah.
Tattva-sarngraha verse 888.

Ibid verse 897.

Asatyo va’ pi sarnsargah $abdarthah. Ibid verse 888.
Asatyopadhi satya-sambandha. Asatyopadhi yat satyarn
tadeva §abda-nibandhanam. Ibid verse 889.

Ibid verse 898.

Abhijalpa. Sabdo va’pyabhijalpatvamagato yati vacya-
tam. Ibid verse 889.

So’yamityabhisambandhad rapamekikrtam yada.

Sabdasyarthena tarh Sabdam abhijalpam pracaksate.
Ibid verse 890.
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71.

72.

73.

Ibid verses 899-901

Yo var’tho buddhivisayo bahyavastu-nibandhanah.

Sa bahyar vastviti-jiatah $fabdarthah kaiécidisyate.
Ibid verse 891. Buddhi-rupepavirbhavito bahyataya-
dhyavasita ityarthah Tattva-sarngraha-pafijika p. 285
line 12-13.

Yavad buddhirapam arthesvapratyastarn buddhiriipam-
eveti, tattva-bhavanaya grhyate, tavat tasya $abdarthat-

~ varh navasiyate, tatra kriya-videsa sambandhathavat.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Nahi ‘gamanaya’ dadhi khadyetyadikah kriyas tadrsi
buddhirupe sarmbhavanti, kriyayoga-sarnbhavi carthah
$abdair abhidhiyate. 1bid p. 285 lines 13-16.
Buddhi-riipataya grhito’sau na ${abdarthah. Ibid p. 285
line 16.

Yada tu (buddhirapo} bahya-vastuni pratyasto bhavati,
tada tasmin pratipatta bahyataya viparyastah kriya-
sadhana-simarthyarh tasya manyate iti bhavati $abdar-
thah. Ibid p. 285 lines 17-18.

Na ca buddhyakarah fabdapratyayena vyavasiyate, kim
tarhi ? Bahyamevartha-kriyakari vastu. Na capi tena
bahyarh paramarthato vyavasiyate yathatattvam anadh-
yavasayat, yatha vyavasayam atattvat. Atah samaro-
pita eva fabdarthah. Ibid p. 286 lines 2-4

Tadraparopa gatyanyavyavrttyadhigateh punah, Sab-
dartho’rthah sa eveti vacane na viruddhyate. Quoted
in Ibid p. 285 lines 20-21.

Ayarm hi buddhyakaravadi bahye vastunyabhrantar
savisayarh dravyadisu paramarthikesu adhyastarm bud-
dyakaramh paramarthatah $abdartham icchati. Na tu
niralambanam bhinnesvabhedadhyavasayena pravrtter
bhrantam itaretara bheda-nibandha nam icchati. Ibid
p. 285lines 21-23.

Sarvo mithyavabhaso’yam  arthagvekatmanzgrahah.
Itaretara bhedo’sya bijarn safijia yadarthika. Quoted.
Ibid p. 285 lines 24-25.

Sabdo na tu bahyartha pratyayaka. Ibid p. 286 line 8.
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Abhyasat pratibha-hetuh sarvah $abdah samasatah.
Tattva-sarngraha, verse 892.
Niyata-sadhanavacchinna-kriya pratipattyanukala praj-
fia pratibha Tattva-sarhgraha-paifijika. p. 286 lines
12-13.

Sa prayoga-darfanavrttisahitena {abdena janyate. Ibid
p- 286 line 13.

Prativakyarn prati-purusarh ca sa bhidyate. Ibid p. 286
line 14. .

Yathaiva hyamkudabhighatadayo hastyadinam artha-
pratipattau kriyamapayam pratibhahetavo bhavanti.
Tatha sarve’rthavat sammata vrksadayah {abda yatha-
bhyasath pratibhamatropasarnhira-hetavo bhavanti, na
tvartharn saksat pratipadayanti. Ibid p. 286 lines 16-18.
Anyatha hi kathath paraspara-parahatih pravacana-
bheda utpadya-katha-prabandhaica sva-vikalpoparacita
padartha-bhedadyotakah syuriti. Ibid p. 286 lines 18-19,
Yadi pratibha paramarthato bahyarthavisaya tadaikatra
vastuni {abdddau viruddha-samayavasthayinam vicitrah
pratibha na pripnuvanti, ekasyanekasvabhsvasambha-
vat, Ibid 289 lines 1-2.

Atha nirvisayas tada’rthe pravrtti-pratipattl na prapnu-
tah, atadvisayatvacchabdasya. 1Ibid p. 289 lines 2-3.
Atha svapratibhase’narthe’rthadhyavasayena bhrantya
te pravriti-pratipatti bhavatah. Ibid p. 289 lines 3-4.

Tada bhrantah $abdarthah prapnoti. 1Ibid p. 289 lines
4-5.

Tasyasca bhranter bijarn karaparn vaktavyam, anyatha
nirbija bhrantir bhavanti sarvatah sarvadaiva syat. Ibid
p. 289 lines 5-6.

Atha bhavanam parasparato bheda eva bijam asya
abhyupagamyate, tada’smatpaksam eva bhavan sadha-
yati iti. Ibid p. 289 lines 6-7.

Anuvrtti-pratiti,

Abhedagraha.
Bhedagraha.

Sarvatrabhedad a{rayasyanucchedat krtsnartha-pari-
samiaptesca yathakramam jatidharma ekatva-nityatva-
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pratyeka-parisam#pta-laksana apoha evavatisthante tas-
mad gunotkarsad apyarthantarapoha eva {abdarthah.
Quoted in the Tattva-samgraha-pafijika 316 line 11-14.

Wissder logik IT 240 Qnoted in the Buddhist Logic
vol. 1 p. 484.

98. Wiss der logik II 74. Quoted in the Buddhist Logic:

99.

vol. 1 p. 485.
Ibid II 42. Quoted in the Buddhist Logic vol. 1 p. 485.

100. 1bid II 55. Quoted in in the Buddhist Logic vol.1

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.
109.
110.

p. 485.

Yad viruddha-dharma-samérstarn tan nana. Buddhist
logic vol. 1 p. 485. °

Sad asadyor yugapad abhavat. On metaphysical lever
Dinnaga as a monist believes in the ultimate identity of
all opposition within the unique substance of the world
i. e. within jlanam advayarh, $anyarh, prajiiaparamita.
Pramiapa-samuccaya-vrttitika translated in Buddhist
Logic vol. 1 pp. 461-470.

Na taditma paratmeti sambandhe sati vastubhih. Vya-
vrttavas tvadhigamo’ pyarthad eva bhavatyatah. Tattva-
sarmgraha verse 1041.

Pratibimba-laksapo’pohah saksacchabdair upajanya-
manatvan mukhyah dabdarthah. Tattva-sargraha-
pafijika p. 319 line 9. Nifedha-matrarh naiveha $abde
jhiane’vabhasate. Quoted in Ibid p. 319 line 7.

Na hy asmabhih sarvatha vidhi-ripah {abdartho nabh-
yupagamyate. Yavata $abdad arthadhyavasainascetasah
samutpadat sarnvrto vidhirapah $abdarthobhisyate eva.
Ibid p. 339 lines 9-11.

Nasmabhir apoha {abdena vidhireva kevalo’bhipretah.
Napyanya-vyavrttimatra, kintu, anyapoha-viisto
vidhi $abdanam arthah. Six Buddhist Nyaya-Tracts.
Chapter 1. Apoha-siddhi. p. 3 lines 6-8.

Palagyi. Quoted in Buddhist Logic vol. 1. p. 487.
Logic 1. 43 ff. Ibid p. 487.

Buddhist Logic vol. 1 p. 490.



*CHAPTER X

THE DOCTRINE OF MIND-ONLY
(VIJNAPTI-MATRATA)

1. Introduction

The school of Vijiianavada preaches that the entire
world which surrounds us is-a creation of our own mind.
All things which we consider objectively real, for instance,
our own body, property and land! where we have our abodes
are nothing more than our own mind projected and recog-
nized as externally extending. The Buddha’s body, his
teachings and the state of nirvaga are all illusory
or the ideas created by our own consciousness?. All these
objects are considered like objects of dream®. In
other words nothing exists outside mind or consciousness.
What is visible is nothing but mind. External objects are
nothing but appearances, They are like the floating hair in
the atmosphere or like the vision of the double moon%, The
ideas regarding the reality of the objects are accumulated
from the beginningless past in the mind in formof impressions
( vasana or habit-energy ) and we take these impressions as
having objective reality owing to our ignorance. Our attach-
ment to these so-called external objects is the root cause of
all our sorrows and sufferings. Since we try to have them,
our attachment® for them arises. Once possessed of them, we
try to hold them for ever, their loss brings anxiety and
sorrow. If we are deprived of them by any person
we cherish ill-will against him and thus the feeling of hatred®
arises. Feelings of attachment and hatred are the cause of
all our troubles. We are enwrapped like a silkworm in the
cacoon spinned by our own-selves and transmigrate from one
form of existence to another, from one world to another
forever’. The release from the transmigration is possible only
when we realise the knowledge that all is illusion and the
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external objects are nothing but the creations of our mind.
Mind is the absolute. This realization is the real ‘emancipa-
tion®.

2. Arguments for the reality of the external world

The realist objects to the idealist theory which reduces
the entire external world to a mere naught and adduces some,
arguments which establish its objective reality.

First, the existence of the external world is proved by
perception. The beautiful scenery of the holy river Ganga
in the moonlit night pleases our eyes. The vision of a corpse
or a ghastly murder causes uneasiness in our heart. The
melodious voice of a cuckoo or the celestial song of a devout
hermit gives joy to our ears, the mourning of a poor man
causes sorrow to our heart. The fragrance of a flower attracts
us, the bad smelling of rotten seeds or fruits repels us. Similar
is the case with the taciile and gustatory sense-organs. If
the different kinds of feelings would have been simply mental
without having their origin in any real object, they would
not have been different from organ to organ because mind
isone and the same. Secondly, inference also demonstrates
the reality of external objects. The perceptions of walking
and speaking which arise in our mind and not refer to our
own walking and speaking, as they are not preceded by our
own will to walk and speak, indicate the reality of
another person who walks and speaks®. Further, the invari-
able concomitant relation proves the reality of external
objects. We infer the existence of real fire from the sight
of smoke. Had there been no real fire we would have inferred
another object instead of fire as the cause ‘of the smoke.

Thirdly, we have experience that there are images or
ideas in our mind regarding the reality of external objects.
These images are not mental arrangements. Their immediate
presence is felt by us. The mind projects the inward reflex
and guides the purposive action. People start their functions
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on these assumptions and reach their aims. In the words of
Dharmottara, judgment or inference guides the purposive
action of men because the course it takes consists in having
prima facie to deal with mental contents of a general unreal
character and in ascertaining through them 'some real fact,

Fourthly, the Buddha preached the reality of the external
world. If there were no external world, he would not have
taught the existence of riipa, dhatu, dyatanas and soul etc'©,

Fifthly, the denial of the external world will bring the entire
activity to an end. The activities of men are based onsome objec-
tive, They are directed to achieve some end. People follow the
path of salvation. They cultivate virtues and avoid vices. They
aspire for Nirvana and practise eightfold path. If there is
no external object apart from our ideas, why should people
resort to activity ? Why should they aspire for Nirvipa ?
What is the use of following the teaching of the Lord regard-
ing the four noble truths ? Moresver it is not for the
pleasures of a dream that people engage themselves in the
performance of dutyl?,

Sixthly, the cognition requires. two thinge, the cognizer
and the cognized. In the apprehension of colour for instance,
we feel that we cognize sorething. This something is
different from the cognizer!*. The feeling of difference between
the two arises only when the cognition of an object takes
place. When there is no cognition of an object, this feeling
does not occur. For instance, pesple have such notions as
‘I do not remember that any object was apprehended by me
at that time’. It shows that they remember the appearance
of the apprehending cognition without any idea of the appre-
hended object. If the two were non-different, there should
be the remembrance of the apprehended object also, when
there is remembrance of the apprehending cognition?,

Lastly, the existence of the external object is proved by
the fact that its cognition takes place only when it is exitsent,
[ts cognition does not take place wben it is non-existent,

although all the conditions of its apprehension are then
20
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present. For instance, we take the cognition of colour. Here
all the essential factors of cognition i.e. the visual sense-organ,
the light and the aroused attention may be present, But its
cognition cannot take place in absence of a colour'4.

3. Refutation of the Realists’ arguments

First, and foremost, the Buddhist says that the external
object cannot beknown byperception. According to Sautrantika,
realist images are inherent in our knowledge and they refer
to external reality. These images cannot invoke direct awareness
of the external object because they are locked up in their
selves - (i.e. internal) and cannot go outside to grasp the
external object. If they go outside the consciousness, they
will lose their internal character. Because one thing cannot
be external as well as internal at one and the same timel®.
Further, if we maintain that there are no images in the
consciousness and it apprehends the objects directly, even
then we are not free from difficulty. We have the apprehen-
sion of objects even in dreams where there are no objects,
We have such apprehensions as double moon, yellow conch-
shell etc. But all of them do not denote any real object!®,

Secondly, the reality of the external world cannot be
established by inference either. ‘Inference cannot seize the
external object directly or indirectly. There is no fact from
which its existence could be deduced with logical necessity.
If such a fact exists, it must beeither an effect of external
reality from which the existence of the cause could be necess~
arily deduced or a fact possessing externality as its inherent
property, the existence of this property could then be
deduced analytically. There are no such facts’!”. The argu-~
ment that the perceptions of walking and speaking which
arise in our mind but which do not belong to us must be
caused by other minds is untenable, The origin of these
kinds of perception takes place when the internal biotic force
accidentally becomes mature and evokes ideas of such per-

ceptions!8,
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Thirdly, the feeling of the external world cannot be
a reliable source of its existence. ‘“What is really.immediately
felt in us is the double subject-object aspect of our know-
ledge!® and what is constructed in imagination is the external
object. Our own self that we internally feel in wusis not
something constructed in imagination The external object,
since it is constructed in imagination is not the thing actually
felt in sensation2?, We cannot know whether the external
object exists or does not exist, but what we call construction
of an object is nothing but the imagined aspect of its idea.
To grasp something external to our knowledge .is impossible™.
We can only make an idea about it21. Hence our immediate
feeling cannot be relied upon as the proof of the reality of
an external world.

Feurthly, the reference to the words, of the Buddha regard-
ing the reality of the external world is of no avail. The
statement of the Buddha that there are external objects is a
clever device?? employed to induce the ignorant to perform
good deeds. As the existence of the moon is shown to a
child with the help of a finger, though it is not the moon,
ia the same way the Buddha taught the truth with the help.
of external objects®3,

Fifthly, the activity is not to e -hampered in any way
owing to the unreality of the objects. Peeple are sleeping
under the veil of ignorance. They accept this world as
something real and resort to activity and this process goes
on forever. The activity will not be hampered even after
knowing the unreality of the objects. Because after knowing
through reasoning and scripture the momentariness and
soullessness of all things, people fully realise-the truth and
the wheel of causation. 'Prompted by sympathy and good
will for others they resort to activity thinking that good acts
bring good impressions which are beneficial to themselves as
well as to others, while no such impressions , arise from the
performance of such eivl deeds, as hampering others and the
like?%, B
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Sixthly, the idea of the cognizer and the cognized, the
apprehender and the apprehended does not prove the reality
of the external world. It is a false notion which is cherished
by the people whose light of wisdom has been dimmed by
deep ignorance. They do not ponder over the nature of
reality and assume the duality of the doer and the deed, or
the apprehender and the apprehended?®. In fact, the
apprehender and the apprehended, the cognizer and the cog-
nized are relative terms and have no meaning in isolation.
They are the contents of the same consciousness. The external
object i.e. a jar or a piece of cloth is as much intergral to
consciousness as its idea. Its external appearance is an illu-
sion?8. External objects do not appear in any form but that
of the apprehender and the apprehended. These are the two
aspects of the same formless consciousness. Hence, devoid
of these aspects they have no form at all2?7. A difficulty
arises, ‘If the existence of external objects is denied, their
multiplicity will also be denied. So it would be impossible
to differentiate various objects among themselves’. The
Buddhist solves this difficulty by saying that the multiplicity
of external objects is due to something which arouses the
latent impressions of consciousness28,

Lastly, the reality of the external world cannot be
proved by invariable concomitant relation, because the latter
itself presupposes the former. The visual perception of the
colour, for example, cannot be due to the biotic force which
controls the evolution of life, since the biotic force is not ripe

to produce the perception in question.

The Yogacara Buddhist says that an object can be per-
ceived only in two ways (1) either as a substance with its
attributes or (2) as a whole with its parts, The first alternative

is untenable, for an object is cognised only through its qualities
and can never be cognized as an entity separate from its

qualities. The realist holds that an object is cognized as
an entity2?® independently of its qualities. When we see an
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object, e.g. a blue lotus, we see simply the blue lotus and not
blue and lotus separately. In the same way when we per-
ceive a lump of sugar, we perceive its whiteness and swee tness,
We never perceive an object called sugar as distinct and apart
from the qualities of whiteness and sweetness. Thus the
existence of sugar apart from its qualities is not proved by
perception, It may be argued that sugaris seen as white
and tasted sweet. So it is distinct from its qualities®®., The
Yogacara says that a thing cannot be both white and non-
white i.e. sweet at one and the same time. Sweetness and
whiteness are different qualities. The existence of the one
must repel the existence of the other. The Realist explains
away this objection of the Yogacara. For him while qualities
like colour, etc are common ‘to all objects, there 1is, in the
notion of object a specific cognition of its peculiar shape,
which can be only due to the existence of a separate subs-
tance apart from its qualities3>. The Yogacara answers thag
such cognitions are -caused by innate impressions®? of those
shapes which are existing iin our mind from the eternity of
the succession of lives. The different colours can be discarded
and differentiation in them can be explained as caused by
innate impressions. The Realist retorts by saying that cog-
nitions come about only at certain times and not always and
if they are owing to innate impressions, their cause being

always present, they would also be always present. According
to Uddyotakara, a single object is cognized by seeing and

touching, so it must be accepted as one substance as distinguis-
hed from the qualities of which it is a cemmon subsiratum.

The Yog#cara points out that what we actually cognize by
the senses of vision and touch are two different qualities and
not a substance. The qualities colour etc. arranged in those
different forms®3 cause the notion of a substance. The
Realist rejoins that the arrangement in those forms implies
that they must exist somewhere as real. For instance, the
illusion of a man caused by a pillar is possible only if the
man and the pillar both exist somewhere as real and have
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some similarity between them. As the Yogacara does not
accept the existence of real substances like a cow or a horse
apart from their qualities, specific notions regarding their
shape cannotrise at all from their qualities. If the Yogacara
were to suggest that the different notions of the cew, horse
etc. are caused by different arrangements of qualities, colour
etc, the answer of the Realist would be to the effect that if
these different arrangements are indentical with colour etc,
they cannot account for the difference in cognitions and if on
the other hand they are held to be different from them, it
would be tantamount to theacceptance of a separate substance

by another name34,

Explaining the Yogicara position, Vicaspati Mifra says
that the arrangement of qualities, colour etc. in different
shapes does not create any difficulty. The same atoms of
colour etc. when characterised by the function of fetching
water are called jar, but when characterised by the function
of imparting colour they are called blue etc3®. Uddyotakara
says that the erroneous cognition of a substance always pre-
supposes a right one. Vacaspati Misra on behalf of the Yoga-
cira retorts that the objection can be raised only in the case
of an error having a beginning, but in the case of an’ error
without beginning, it can be said that it was based on a
prior erroneous notion and that erroneous notion on a still
prior one and so on ad infinitum3®,

The Yogacara says that substance and qualities are not
two distinct different entities but are identical. There is no
cognition of a substance without the cognition of its quali-
ties3”. If they were different, their cognition would have
taken place separately. It is only in the case of identical
things that the cognition of one thing does not take place in
the absence of the other®®. We may explain it with the help
of the examples of a row of trees and a meatsoup. If they
were different, the cognition of the one would have taken
place even in absence of the other. A row of trees is not
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different from the trees, and therefore-it is not cognized
when the trees are not cognized. In the same way soup is
not different from meat and water so it cannot be cognized
in absence of them, On the other hand, when one thing
is different from another, it may be cognized even if the latter
is not cognized3®.

Uddyotakara further says that the Yogacara theory that
a substance is not cognized when its qualities are not cognized
is untenable, We see that a white crystal- appears as blue
owing to proximity of a blue object, though its own white
colour is not cognized, yet it is cognized*®. The Yogicira
rejects the argument as unconvincing. He says that crystal
is cognized with a changed colour and not without colour.

The Realist says that our experiénce is the sole criterion
for determining the nature of reality*!. In our experience
we distinctly apprehend a substratum in which qualities
like colour, touch, size etc. reside. Our experience presents
two separate realities—the properties and their substratum of
which are different in their essence. The Yogacara avers that
the colour etc. are ultimate particulars. They are real by
themselves and there is no substance as their substratum*2,
The cognition of substance as distinct from qualities and
components is never apprehended. Our experience provides
no evidence of its existence, so it cannot be admitted%3. As
a matter of fact, any such composite substance as the cloth
complete in itself and entirely different from its qualities like
whiteness, and its components like the yarns ( composing it )
never appears in any visual or other kinds of cognition. From
the non-perception of the substance as distinct from qualities,
it follows that there is no basis for the idea of substance and
quality or of the composite and the components as distinct enti=
ties. In the words of Dharmakirti, when we cognize an objecte.g.
a piece of cloth, we cognize simply its attributes e.g. its blue,
yellow colour etc, its length, breadth, heaviness, smoothness
fatness and the like. Apart from them we do not cognize an
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object assuch which is their substratum4%, The object is
cognized as blue, heavy, smooth etc. It is cognized only
in the form of colour etc. It never appears as an object
devoid of all the atiributes®>. When we analyse what an
external object is, by seeing we find its colour and form and
by touching we find its hardness, softness and smoothness.
Even this much knowledge is derived through visual and
tactile consciousness etc, not from the object directly. Again,
these sense-data acquired through sense-organs are given
to the mind and we find judgments like ‘this is a jar’ ‘this
is a flower’. Thus at the stage of perception and at the
stage of judgment we do not find external objects as such,
The moment we minutely examine the nature of objects, they
vanish out of existence and reveal themselves as devoid of
self-nature, nothing can be said about them., They are
unutterable®. The Realist rejoins that if the existence of
external objects is denied, their multiplicity will also come
to an end and we will reach a position which is inconsis-
tent with our daily experiences where we find such assertions
as ‘this is a jar’ ‘this is a piece of cloth’ The Yogacara
replies to the objection that there is something of the form
of a jar etc. which arouses the.impressions of the mind and
the multiplicity is the result of such impressions and not of ’
the external objectst”. It may be asked if there is no external
object why do we feel its existence. The Yogacara
answers that it is owing to ignorance. Just as a man suffering
from hypnotism takes a lump of clay to be a coin or white
conchshell to be a yellow one, in the same way we feel the
existence of external objects which are the forms of our own

consciousness#®, Thus we find that the existence apart from
its qualities is not proved. In fact thereis no such thing as

substance apart from its qualities. It is a mental creation,
Now we come to the second alternative that an object
is a whole made up of parts. The question is, ‘Are the parts
different from the whole or identical with it ? If parts
are different from the whole, they cannot be produced out of
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it because they are different by nature and an object cannot
be produced out of an entirely different object both being
mutually exclusive. If they are identical, they become one.
The relation between them as part and whole comes to an
end49, If the object is a whole made up of its own parts it
may be asked what this whole (avayayin) is ? What is the
relation between the two ? Is the whole an entirely different
thing ? If it is different like the shuttle and the cloth,
as holds Uddyotakara®®, and continues to reside in the
parts after its coming into existence, the question arises :
What is the relation between the two? Does the whole exist in
its parts wholly or partially ? If we maintain that the
whole (cloth) is entirely different from its parts (yarns) we
are contradicted by our daily experience. We never experience
a cognition which comprehends the form of a whole as differ-
ent from the atoms of colour etc. which are born in a conti-
nuous flux5l. In fact the whole is not different from its parts.
The moment we take away the yarns thecloth wvanishes.
When a person closely examines a piece of cloth from one
end to another he only perceives yarns and not a whole
called cloth as different from those yarns®2. The cloth and
the yarns are never perceived as distinct from one another®®.
Further it is not possible for a thing to be produced out of an
entirely different thing54. '

Another difficulty will arise regarding their existence.
Two entirely different things cannot exist in the same
substratum®®. If we maintain that the whole resides in its
parts by samavaya relation we are confronted with a difficulty.
We will have to admit a certain connection which is required

to join samavaya with the whole and the part because like
them it is also an entity. And that connection would require
another coanection, and thus we would be subject to an
infinite regress. If we maintain that it is not joined by any
connection to the terms which it binds together, the result
would be the dissolution of bond which connects the whole
with the part®6,
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Further ‘does the whole which is one, subsist in many
parts in its entirety or partially ? In the former case the
whole will be exhausted in one part and the remaining parts
will be without it. In the latter case it will have to be assumed
that the whole has some other parts by which it resides in
its constituent parts. In this way the process will go on
ad infinitum5®?. The argument thatthe whole is a unique thing
is also untenable. It cannot be conceived as a unique
thing existing in its own right irrespective of its parts, because
in that case they would lack a common measure, each being
unique and consequently no two objects (wholes) will be
compared with each other58,

Kamalasila says that the whole cannot be regarded as
an entity, because of the diversity of its facings, if it were an
entity, the shaking of the hand or the limbs would have led
to the shaking of the whole body%® which never takes place.
If we maintain that it is a mere name®° for the aggregate
of the parts even then the difficulty does not come to an
end. Because if the collocation of parts does not add some-
thing new to the parts, the very purpose of collocation is
defeated. If the cloth were not something over and above
the yarns no person will try to prepare cloth®!, Thus we find
that the whole and part relation also fails in establishing the
real existence of external objects. In fact there is no whole
apart from its parts, Like substance it is alsoa mental
creation.

The Vaidesika realist says that though the substance-
attribute relation and the whole and part relation have failed
to establish the reality of external objects some ultimate
constituents must be accepted which constitute the external
object. According to them these ultimate constituents are
atoms. They are the ultimate particulars which are beyond
splitting®2. At this stage the objects are not subject to any
further division. If we do not accept the existence of part=
less atoms and the process of splitting up of parts into parts
goes on infinitely we will come to an absurd position that
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the Meru mountain and mustard seed are equal 1in size
because both are subject to infinite splitting®®. Further as
the measure called ‘large’®# has its culmination in all-pervad-
ing measure®, similarly the minute measure®® should also
have its culmination in the minutest measure, which can only
be that of an atom.

The Buddhist examines the object constituted by atoms
thus : The material thing must be either simple (atom) or
composite (ccmposed of atoms). There is no third alternative
possible. If itis maintained that it is neither simple nor
composite i.e. it is neither of one nor of several forms, intelii-
gent people will not regard it as extent. It would be like
a sky-flower®7. If the external object issimple i.e.in the
form of an atom, it should be visible in its own form. If it
is not visible in its own form it should be regarded like a
sky-flower®8, But we see that ‘an external object does not
appear in the form of atoms but in gross form. Hence it is
not simple. The argument of Bhadanta Subha Gupta
that atoms are always produced in an aggregate
form as each of them cannot come about independently by
itself in consciousnes is untenable®®. If atoms are entities
they must appear in their original forin even when they appear
in the aggregate form. If they lose their original form and
are reduced to naught they are no more than a mere idea’®.
Further if external object is a composite of various atoms, it
can be reduced to the lowest limit of dimension where it
is indivisible and unextended. Thus its position will be
like an instantaneous mental object which is a mere idea, a
mere cognition or consciousness’®. It may be argued that
the composition of objects by atoms in other ways than the
above mentioned one may give a satisfactory explanation of
their nature. The Yogacara says that the composition may
take place only in three ways. (1) either in every object the
atoms are the close conjunction with one another (2) or they
remain there in their separate form without touching each
other or (3) there is no iniervening space between atoms,



316 The Problem of knowledge in Yogacira Buddhism

In all these cases one atom will be in the middle and other
atoms will surround it. Either the atom in the middle con-
fronts the other atoms by the same face or by different faces.
In the former case, the atoms will coalesce and there will be
no composition and consequently there will be no composite
object’. In the latter case it will have atleast two faces
and consequently two parts. -Thus it will be a compound
and will go against the realist deﬁrlition of atoms?3.

The Realist retorts that atoms are not the minutest
parts of a stuff occupying space, but are space themselves.
Space does not consist of parts but of spaces. The minutest
part of space is also space and therefore divisible. This
division may involve an infinite regress and may be infinitely
divisible yet in no case, it will be an ideal or subjective
idea. It will always remain space’. So the criticism is
unjustified.

The Yogacdara meets the explanation by saying that
according to the realist theory atom is a certain entity with a
well-defined form. If he does not accept it, the atom will
become something indescribable, indefinite and indeterminate
and thus will be an idea in disguise’®. Further according
to him atoms are simple and appear in' form of aggregate.
They are in conjunction with one another. There is no
intervening space between thein, and each atom is surrounded
by atoms distinct from one another. Thus according to this
theory there will be diversity of facings in atoms, which mean
that there is diversity of upper and lower parts because with-
out such parts no conjunction among them can take place?®,
According to Vasubandhu the atom on account of its simul-
taneous connections with six other atoms must have six com-
ponent parts i.e. six different sides or points where it is connec-
ted with six atoms. In the connection of six atoms with the
central one has the same point as their substratum, the aggre-
gate of seven atoms ( i.e. the one surrounded by six atoms)
will remain of the size of a single atom”. Thus the real exis-
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tence of atom is inexplicable whether it be simple or an aggre-
gate of atoms. Hence atom is nothing but non-existence

like a sky-flower?8,

The Realist further argues that there is an idea of atom.
Every idea indicates its cause. Hence the idea of atom must
also indicate an object asits cause, The cause is atom
itself7% The Yogacara replies that the cause of the atom
consists in the shape of the notion of the dust particles coming
in through the hole. This notion results from the fruition
of the impressions left by the contemplation of wrong
teachings®’. Further the idea of object cannot guarantee
its real existence. There is an idea of soul where infact there
is no soul apart from the aggregate of the skandhas. In the
same way there is an idea of a sky-flower or the horns of
hare but it is not real®!. Further objects are perceived.
If atoms are the ultimate constituents of an object, they must
also be perceived. But experience shows that whatever is
perceived is of gross magnitude while the realist maintains
that it is composed of atoms which are imperceptible®Z,
Hence it involves contradiction. It cannot be held that
what is perceived is the whole®® which, itself not being
atomic, is yet made of atoms, since no whole can be admitted
over and above atoms. The atom is not an object of percep-
tion yet the object of perception is nothing apart from
atoms. From this paradox the conclusion is drawn that what
appears in perception has no objective basis.

Difnnaga raises®% another objection. If all objects are
atomic, they should give rise to identical perceptions. Diffe-
rences in the perceived objects can be imported either by the
number of atoms constituting them or by their size. But the
latter alternative is ruled out as the atoms themselves do not
have any size. Mere number of the constituent atoms cannot
produce cbjects of different natures, unless the atoms them-
selves are different in nature. The difference in their nature
can be assumed only if they have a greater or a smaller
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number of qualities. This increase of qualities cannot take
place without a simultaneous increase of size as is evident
from the observation of material things®3. But the increase
of size is inconsistent with the nature of atoms which are
formless. We have no logical ground to postulate that we
should stop at the stage of atom  Why should the process of
division not continue at infinitum. If we stop the process of
subdivision it will prove nothing but arbitrariness on our part.
The argument that the existence of atom should be assumed
to differentiate the large and the small is subject to the
fallacy of interdependence. The measure called minute as
different from the measure called large can be assumed only
if the existence of the atom is first established. Bunt its
existence is sought to be established by the assumption of
the measure called minute®®. The analysis of the atomic
theory shows that it is vitiated with contradictions and is
incapable of explaining the reality of external objects.

From the above discussion regarding the nature of subs-
tance or external object we come to the conclusion that atoms
or point-instants are discrete. Theidea of whole or of an
external object is a mental construction which is caused by
the unbroken series of cognitions of similar atoms. Just as
the coming into existence of similar moments gives an illusion
of permanence, in the same way an uninterrupted series of
cognitions of similar atoms gives the illusion of whole or
external object®?. The construction of the whole is not due
to any objective factor, and if construction is granted to be
purely subjective the hypothesis of atoms is rendered super-
fluous, as the whole is all that is required for empirical
purposes. Moreover, if subjectivity is constructive enough
to posit the whole, it can with equal plausibility, posic the
parts. If a basis for construction be required consciousness
itself would serve the purpose. It is thus clear that the
concept of objectivity is a futile one and must be cancelled
without compunction®®. It is consciousness alone that makes
its own creations appear as though they are outside it®9,
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The Yogacara adduces some other facts which demons-
trate categorically that external objects have no self-existence
but are mental constructions. First, a real object can be
self-existent®® if it remains in one and the same condition
forever. But the objects of the world are not of this nature.
They are in a constant flux. Every single object is possessed
of entirely different characteristics which undermine its very
existence. How can it be regarded as indentical when its
characteristics are mutually conflicting®!. So the objects
of the world have not self-nature. They 'depend for their
existence on relations, and relations are nothing but the crea-
tions®2 of our mind., In the words .of Maxmuller ‘when we
say that something is large or small, sweet or bitter, these
dharmas or qualities are subjective and cannot be further
defined. What is large to me may be small to another. A
mile may seem short or long according to the state of our
muscles and no one can determine the point where smallness
ends and largeness begins’®3, This applies to all things which
we are supposed to know.

Secondly objects invariably accompany consciousness.
According to the Realist an object exists outside consciousness
which simply reveals it and does not create it. But how do
we know that the object exists before itis known ? The
known is subject to knowing or consciousnesss To say that
an object existed even before it was known is .untenable?4,
To say that the same object is being cognized which was
uncognized before involves the process of identification. We
can identify only that thing which was known before and
is known later. We cannot identify that thing which was not
cognized before®3, So it is impossible to identify the perceived
object with the unperceived one. "The realist theory of know-
ledge being rejected the ground for the idealist theory of
knowledge is prepared. There is no external object apart
from consciousness. Consciousness diversifies itself into
indefinite modes®® which owing to the presence of transcen-
dental illusion are taken to be as external objects. So external



320 The Problem of knowledge in Yogacdra Buddhism

objects are not something different from ‘consciousness. They
are non-existent and cannot be imported into consciousness.
They are mere ideas and are inherent in the states of con-
sciousness®?. The experience of our life bears witness to this
fact. The objects are invariably related with consciousness.
They appear when consciousness appears and donot appear
when it does not appear. For instance we may take the app~-
rehension of blue colour. The blue colour can never be known
unless there is an idea of blue colour. The blue colour and
its idea are inseparable®®, If the object blue colour is a differ-
ent entity it should be perceived as such i.e. it should be
perceived along with consciousness and also in absence of
consciousness, But such -thing never takes place. We cannot
quote even a single instance where the object blue is appre-
hended without involving the idea of blueness. Hence the
correct view is that the blue and the idea of the blue are
not distinct®®, What exists is only the idea of the blue i.e.
consciousness having the form of the bluel©°,
4. Objections to the doctrine of Mind-Only

The Realists have raised serious objections to the doc-
trine of Mind-Only. First, if the objects of the world are
illusory like the objects of a dream what would happen to
the empirial world which is governed by strict and rigorous
empirical laws1°t, Why is it that all things follow a definite
course. We see a particular thing at a particular place and
at a particular time. Theeye apprehends only colour and
not the sound. The ear apprehends only the sound and not
the colour. All these things are similarly apprehended by
all men. If these representations are creations of an indivi-
dual’s mind, they should be apprehended by him alone, as
no body can guess the thought of another person. Being
ideal it should happen at any time and at any place because
it is not in time and place at all*°2. If we do not believe in
the external world we cannot explain the results which
follow from the external objects. For instance an imaginary
torture cannot give pain to any body. He feels pain when
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he is actually tortured. Further the objects of dream are
subject to sublation. They are negated by our ordinary
consciousness. But objects of waking experience such as jar,
Cow etc. are never negated in any statel©3. The reality of
waking experience is the basis of the sublation of the dream
objects. If it is itself unreal like dream objects, its unreality
cannot be known. Further the visions of dream are acts of
remembrance, while the visions of waking state are acts of
immediate consciousness, i. e. perception, and the distinction
between remembrance and immediate consciousness is direct-
ly cognized by every man, for the former is founded on
the absence of the object and the latter on its presence. When
for instance, a man remembers his absent son, he does not
directly perceive him, but merely wishes so to perceive
him104, Thus there is a fundamental difference between the
two. The denial of waking experience would result in the
denial of perception which would be a greatlie which no
honest man can do. Without preception memory will be
impossible. But nobody can deny that he does not remem-
ber the things perceived. Further the objects of waking state
are subject to moral laws while the objects of dream are not
subject to moral laws'®3, There is another distinction bet-
ween the two. The objects of dream are private. They are
the property of an individual dreamer. Other persons have
no inkling of it. The objects of ‘waking state on the other
hand are public. They are the property of all the cognizers.
For instance we perceive a cow. It is the same for all the
cognizers. But the cow of a dream is not the same for all the
dreamers; They cannot see the same cow at one and the
same time and place. If bothstand on the same footing the
empirical world with its common experience for all persons
will be impossible. Therefore on account of such obvious
distinctions between the two it would not be wise to place the
objects of waking state and dream on the same footing!©6.
The Yogacara avers that the above objection is unfoun-
ded. Even in a dream where there are no external objects
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we find a particular thing only at a particular place and in a
particular timel®7. We see all the worldly ob_]ects following
a regular course. Rainfallis seen.only in rainy season.
Gardens and meadows are seen only in a plain and not in a
desert. People are frightened by the roar of a lion and not
by the slow voice of a cow. There is love for a friend and
hatred for an enemy. The doctrine of Mind-Only does not
affect’®® our empirical world at all till we are under trans-
cendental illusion. It is real and is unsublated so long as we
are under the sway of transcendental illusion. The moment
transcendental wisdom, the drya-jfiana is realized, the reality
of the external world with all its varied, pleasant and unplea-
sant experiences vanishes. The world is an object of dream
only to that man who has gone to the path of streneous self-
discipline and has realized in the core of his heart that
nothing is objective or everything is the creation of the
mind*©°%,

Further the argument that moral laws prove the distinc-
tion between objects of waking and dream states is unten-
able. Deviation from moral laws is seen in the waking life
also. People are seen indulging in telling a lie, committing
murder and rape and doing other immoral acts. The last
objection is also not sound. It is true that there is no com-
mon world, but on the other hand there is an infinite multi-
plicity of worlds'*°.  Everyone has his own experience and
his own world. The so-called unity of the world is believed
because the difterence subsisting in the experiences of others
is palpably ignored. Since one cannot jump out of one's
skin and see the other people’s worlds, the slight differences
in various worlds remain unnoticed®*!, The consistency and
unity of the world may be compared to the apprehension of
a yellow conchshell by two daltonists. Though their appre-
hension is wrong yet the similar disease causes unity and
consistency?*2, Here the Realist raises an objection. If we
believe that ideas are the only reality we will not be able to
explain how a desired result can be obtained. Mere ideas
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cannot quench our thirst nor can they satisfy our hunger. A
thing can be regarded as real only when it is capable of
producing the desired result!13, Consequently our empiri-
cal world will be staked of which the Yogacara is always
conscious and does not want to tamper with it in any way?4.

The Yogacara replies to the Realist that ideas are
capable of producing the desired result115. We experience
the horrors of a nightmare116 ? The sight of an illusory
snake often causes death. Moreover efficiency itself is a
mere idea which is caused by the transcendental illusion and
which consists in apprehending an ideal content as something
objective?’1?, Thus activity is not hampered in any way.

(3) The Realist further urges that the idealist theory
cannot explain illusory cognitjons. Transcendental illusion
must have a real basis. Without an external object illusion
is not possible. The existence of external object is an indis-
pensable antecedent condition for all illusory cognitions??8.
For instance we may take the rope-snake illusion. The vision
of illusory snake is caused by arope. This cognition is an
illusion but the rope and the snake are not themselves illu-
sions. They are real objects which have been previously
experienced by us in our daily life?®. A man who has never
perceived a snake cannot have the illusion of a snake in a
piece of ropel29,

The Yogacara says that the realist argument is unjusti-
fiable; for it may be accepted that an illusory snake has
been superimposed in a piece of rope and yet it cannot be
denied that this superimposition is a mental creation. Thus
the foundation of idealism is not shaken at all. As for, the
cause of an idea is concerned, it may be an ideal’2! one
with no detriment to experience’ 22, It may have been caused
by another ideal23,

The Realist raises a few more objections to the doctrine
of Mind-Only, which are refuted by the idealists.

First, the doctrine of Mind-Only cannot explain the
process of memory. Memory requires a past perception of
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some object. When there is no object at all, no question of
memory arises at all. Butsuch an assertion would be in-
consistent with our daily experiences where we remember
objects perceived in the past. The Yogacara replies that the
problem of memory is a greater enigma to the Realist than to
himself. According to the Realist the consciousness is form-
less. The objects come and go without leaving any impres-
sion on it. Now how do we know that the same object was
perceived in the past, isa problem ? The Realist cannot
say that the object itself informs that it was perceived in the
past because it is an unconscious thing and has no such
power. Nor can he say that the consciousness itself retains
the memory of its previous cognitions!2% because conscious-
ness according to him is a transparent entity and has no
forms and images'25, Nor can he say that the same object
which was apprehended in the past is the object- of memory
because it is impossible for the past object to appear before
consciousness without its being actually present'26, Hence
memory can be explained only if it is maintained that consci-
ousness has images and projects them when favourable condi-
tions arisel27.

Secondly, according to the Realist the doctrine of Mind-
Only which denies the reality of external objects cannot ex-
plain the origin of dreams because they presuppose an objec-
tive basis, Though they are illusory and are sublated by
waking experience!28 still they are based on objective
reality. If there is no experience of objects there cannot be
dreams as well. We see in dream only the objects of our
waking state in a different order. The difference between the
two is only this that the objects of waking state are subject
to rigorous laws while the objects of dreams are placed in a
new context!29, There is none who can say that his dreams
are entirely fantastic and present absolutely strange pheno-
mena 189, Hence the objective character of the dream world
can never be denied. The Yogacara answers that the dream
world is entirely subjective. It is a construction of our mind.
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It arises when the sense-organs are not in contact with the
objects at all. The illusory cognition, e. g. of a serpent has
its basisin the object e. g. a piece of rope. It presents an
apparent world which is cancelled the moment the illusory
snake is cancelled. But such is not the case with the dream
world. Here we find a world which has complete similarity
with the waking world and is subject to its own laws. The
dream world seems to have its basis in the objective world
but in reality there are no objects. There is simply the idea
of objectivity3' which has its basis in the transcendental
illusion. Thus we see that the consciousness cannot only
create the contents of a perceptual world but can also project
them as objective. Hence objectivity is not due to the exter-
nal objects but is a characteristic of consciousness!33,

Thirdly, the Realist says that the doctrine of Mind-Only
ends in solipsism. But for the Yogacara from transcendental
point of view the whole universe is the projection of Mind-
Only. Hence no question of the separate existence of sepa-
rate minds arises at all. All the separate minds are projec-
tions of the same reality. They are ‘the vibrations of an
ocean caused by the wind of ignorance. But asfor as their
empirical existence is concerned they are never denied. Just
as a Realist can infer the existence of other mind by thinking
that he immediately feels that his own speech and his own
movements are governed by his own will, so the alien speech
and the alien movement which he observes must also be
governed by alien wills133, In the same way the Yogicara
can also infer the existence of other minds. Those represen-
tations in which our own movements and our own speech
appear to us as originating in our own will are different from
those which do not originate in our own will. The former
apear in the form ‘I go’ ‘I speak,’ etc. The latter appear in
the form ‘he goes’ ‘he speaks’ etc. Thereby it is established
that the latter class has a cause different from the cause of
former. This cause is an alien will134¢, The Realist objects
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that as the Yogacara has nothing except consciousness or the
mind he is not justified in holding the latter class of images
as caused by an alien will ? But the Yogacara retorts!3®
that if these images of purposeful actions could appear without
a will producing them, then all our presentations of action
and speech in general would not be produced by a will. The
difference consisting in the fact that one set of images are
connected with my body and another set is not so connected,
does not mean that one set is produced by a will and the
other is not so produced. Both are produced by a conscious
will. It cannot be maintained that only one half of our
images of purposeful acts and of speech are connected with a
will producing them. All are so connected. The Realist rejoins
that the Yogacara can be conscious of his own movements
and speech through introspection and can draw the conclu-
sion that they are engendered by his conscious will. But he
cannot do so in the case of others’ movements and speech
because for him alien acts are dreams. The Yogacara
avers36 that if purposeful acts point to the existence of a
conscious will, they point to it either necessarily in dreams
as well as in reality or never. If we maintain that images of
purposeful acts can be obtained even without a conscious will,
the logical consequence would be that we could never infer
the existence of a conscious will from the existence of purpose-
ful acts. The Realist rejoins that dreams are not reall3?.
Hence they cannot have corresponding images. The Yoga-
cara Buddhist answers that images are images. If they are
images of reality in one case, they are images of reality in
all cases, The difference'®8 between the dreams and other
images is only this that the images of waking state have a
direct connection with the reality while in dreams or other
morbid conditions the relation is indirect. For instance we
see in a dream that a general has returned from the battle
field after giving a crushing defeat to a powerful and- arro-
gant aggressor and people of his country are welcoming him.
All these images are not unreal though they appearina
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dream, They have a connection with reality though there is
indeed an interruption in time between reality and these
images. The Realist asks : What the source of our know-
ledge regarding the existence of other minds is. The Buddhist
answers that the inference is the only source!3®. Just as we
reach our desired goal by performing some purposeful acti-
vity, the same goal is reached by other persons as well by

performing the same purposeful activity even in absence of
my performance of the said activity, we must conclude that it

must have been performed by some other person.

Lastly, the Realist raises an important question: If
material substances and objecis caused by them which are
derceived through sense-organs are regarded as mental cons-
tructions, what is the guarantee that the Mind-Only exists
when it is not cognized at all by any means of knowledge ?
Must it not be regarded as unreal ?14°

The Yogacara answers that the term dharma-nairatmya
( there is no object ) does not mean that there are no objects
at all. It simply means that all the objects imagined by our
determinate intellect are not there. Our intellect is entan-
gled in the duality of ‘subject’ and °‘object’, ‘perceiver’ and
‘perceived’ and is incapable of apprchending the reality. The
dharma-nairatmya refutes simply this phenomenon and not
the pure indeterminate Mind-Only'41, It refutes the imagi-
nary ego'*2, and not the indescribable immaculate Atman,
which is Vijliaptimatrata and is the object of realization of
the Buddhas. It is impossible to deny it because its denial
leads to the fallacy of infinite regress. It can be denied only
by another Vijfiapti and this process will go on ad infinitum.
Hence its denial is inconceivable143,

5. Vijnaptimatrata a andAmtn

The Buddha maintained silence on metaphysical questions
like the existence of soul, God, the reality of the world and
its eternity, declaring them to be avyakrta questions. This

silence of the great Master was taken as a categorical denial
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by the early Buddhists who declared that there was no soul
and those who believed in the existence of soul were bound
to transmigrate again and again in the whirlpool of sarhsara.
But this situation did not last for a very long time. Human
mind would not be satisfied by the agnostic teachings of the
Buddha. Therefore while on the one hand the followers of
the Buddha paid lip-service to the Master by denouncing
the soul or ego substance, on the other hand they declared
that there is a higher self the Absolute which lies at the back=
ground of the phenomenal world, and that was denounced
by the Lord was a lower self144, The question was how to
place the higher self in the system of the Vijfianas and the
answer was the evolution of Cittamatra or Vijiiaptimatrata
which is the locus of all the Vijfianas which cause the illusion
of external world. We find in the Larnkavatara-siitra verses
and passages which describe and demonstrate by concrete
examples the existence of atman, The Larnkavatara-satra
says $—

The immaculate soul or ego is to be self-realized. It is
the womb of the Tathagata and is beyond the senses and
intellect45, This shining or luminous soul is contaminated
by external defilements. But it can be cleared of them like a
dirty garment'4®, Itis present though invisible in the
Skandhas!47. If the existence of soul is denied the stages
of Bodhisattva or the self-mastery, psychic power, anointment
of the highest order and the excellent samadhi will also meet
the same fate!4®, Ifa nihilist asks a positive proof for the
existence of soul he should be asked to refute it. Its refutation
is self-contradictory. The monks who deny the Atman are
therefore censured by the assembly of monks because the
doctrine of self is essential to remove the blurred vision of the
philosophers and burn-the forest of ‘egolessness’, like the fire
arising at the end of the world!49,

Dr. Suzuki says that these passages of the Lamkavatara-

sitra are to be weighed carefully otherwise they will be taken
for the soul which has been denied both in Hinayina and



The Doctrine of Mind-Only (Vijiapti-Matrata) 329

Mahayana, But would it not be a misinterpretation of the
Text when it is crystal clear in itself We should remember
in our mind that throughout the history of Buddhism the
stream of soul has been flowing incessantly. It may be that
the description of the soul by the name atman had been
denied but not the essence of it which is self-luminous, eternal,
all-pervading and the source of all phenomena. The Citta-
miatra or the citta of the Lamkavatara-sitra (which is also
known as Tathagatagarbha, and Alaya), the Mahatman of
Asanga and the Vijiiapti-matrata of Vasubandhu bear wit-
ness to this fact. Describing the nature of aAtmanl50 the
Larmkavatara-suitra says that it is immaculate and self-
realizable. It is the Tathagatagarbha which is beyond the
vision, of the philosophers. The description of the citta will
show how much it resembles the upanisadic doctrine of
atman, It is described to be pure and immaculate in its
very nature and it is good and free from evi} flowings. It is
neither separated from habit-energy nor united with it.
Though it is covered or enwrapped with Vasana it is not
contaminated with its characteristics1®!, The identity of the
Citta and the Atman becomes so clear to the author of the
Larmkavatara=siitra that he tries to distinguish between the two.
Mahamati asks the Buddha to explain the difference between
Tathagatagarbha and the atman which seem to be
identical. The Tathagatagarbha is described as essentially
pure in its nature, immanent in all creatures, eternal, perma-
nent, auspicious, and unchanged though enveloped within
such matter as the skandhas, dhatus, dyatanas and defiled by
the evil of greed, hatred, folly and discrimination52, In the
same way the Atman is also described as eternal, creator,
devoid of attributes, mighty and imperishable!53. The
Buddha answers that the difference consists in this that the
Tathagatagarbha is indescribable!®4 while the Atman is not.
But in fact the Atman is also indescribablel®5. We agree
with the observations of Dr. Suzuki that ‘at all events it is
evident that there was historically a close connection between
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ago idea and the evolution of Alaya-Vijfiana (which is
another name for the Citta)’. We find the same observation
in the Sandhinirmocana-sutra which says that ‘the Alaya=
vijiiana is deep and subtle, where all the seeds are evolved
like a stream and it may be imagined as an ego-substance’15¢

When we turn from the Sutra-literatureto Yogacara litera-
ture we find a graphic description of the soul or the Mahatman.
Asanga condemns the datman or ego-substance by saying that
it is neither self-existent (Svalaksapa) nor dependent (vilak-
sapa) butis an illusion!3?. There is no such thing as the
permanent substratum of the world which is known as soul.
All objects are born of causal relation. It is the result of
ignorance that people try to find out whether things are self-
existent (being) or non-existent (non-being)158, But the
latter description of the Mahatman shows what Asanga
condemns is the empirical ego, the feeling of ‘I and me’, and
not the Absolute self whichis like a vast and immeasurable
ocean where the small souls come and are merged. The
description of the Dharmadhatu reminds one that it is the
description of the Upanisadic soul. Asanga says ‘Dharma-
dhatu is like the ocean which is neither satisfied nor increased
by the flow of incessant water of numberless rivers5%. Tt is

identified with Citta which is pure and luminous by its very
nature, and is self-evident and undefiled though seems to be

defiled owing 10 ignorance’¢?, It is devoid of dualism. It
is the locus of ignorance. It is beyond the categories of the
intellect and is beyond all phenomena. It is immaculate
and pure in its nature. As space, gold or water is pure by
its nature but seems to be defiled respectively by cloud mine
or dust, in the same way reality seems to be defiled by

adventitious or superimposed notions1¢1,

In Vasubandhu we find the same description of the
reality as unthinkable, unknown by reason and transcendental
wisdom. It is indescribable, blissful and permanent. It fis
happiness. It isnirvaga and the Dharmakaya of the great sage
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Buddhal#2, Dinnaga and Dharmakirti also follow the line
of Vasubandhu in maintaining that the reality is essentially
‘non-dual’. It is owing to ignorance that the self-luminous1®3
consciousness which is devoid of all impurities seems to be
divided into the subject and the object, the selfand the
world'®%4, 1In fact what is external is nothing but the creation
of our mind which looks like external®®®. Finally we come
to Santaraksita and Kamalaéila who humbly maintain that
to determine the Absolute they are resorting to Vijiiaptima-
trata which has been well-established by great teachers like
Asanga and Vasubandhu, Difnnaga and Dharmakirtil®®, It
is for a student of philosophy to observe what resemblance the
following lines of the Upanisads have with the Buddhist
doctrine of Vijfiaptimairata. ‘When a saint realizes through
the light of ego the Absolute reality which is unborn, eternal
and immaculate from all defilements, he atonce becomes free
from all bonds'®?, The reality is immanent in a person’s
body as oil is present in oil seeds, ghee in curd, water in
river and fire in fuel. The man who tries to realize it by
means of truth and austerity realizes it1¢8, The reality is neither
internal wisdom, nor exteinal wisdom, nor both. It is unseen,
unapprehended, unthinkable, and indeterminate. It is bliss-
ful, quiet and non-dual. Itis devoid of all attributes and
above all phenomena. It is the very essence of every thing,
and it is this reality which is to be realized®®. As rivers

mingle in the ocean leaving no name and form behind simi-
larly an aspirant for truth!7© isimmersed in the reality leaving
no trace of name and form,

6. The nature of Consciousness

Asanga the founder of systematic Yogacara philosophy
holds that the real is essentially non-dual. It is neither
existence nor non-existence, neither affirmation nor negation,
neither identity nor difference, neither one nor many, neither
increasing nor decreasing, neither pure nor impure, neither
production, nor destruction. It is beyond ignorance and
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intellect!” His description of ‘Reality’ resembles that of
Nagarjuna who says that ‘Reality’ is neither ‘being’ nor ‘non-
being’ nor ‘both’ nor ‘none’. It is beyond the four categories
of the intellect!”2, Asanga like Nagarjuna further says that
there is no difference between sarhsara and nirvana for both
are non-existence. Still from the phenomenal point of view
we say that by performing good deeds and by acquiring true
knowledge the cycle of birth and death is stopped and libera-

tion is achieved!”®. Thus the ‘Reality’ of Asanga suffers from
a nihilistic tendency like that of Nagarjuna. But he does
not stop here He makes a historical departure from Nagar-
juna and reaches near the position of Advaita Vedanta. He
says that a man attains the Highest reality after following
the noble path and after realizing the dharma-nairatmya and
pudgala nairatmya by purifying his conception of éunyatal’s,
According to Raine Gruce Asanga is always conscious of this
fact that he should not leave the philosophy of Nagarjuna
but he goes far beyond the line of Nagarjuna’s sinyata which.
is nothing but negation. He establishes a positive reality
where the tathata and dharmata of all the objects are merged
and become one with the Mahatman. Asanga declares :
‘Rivers pour themselves into the ocean but the ocean
is neither satisfied nor does it increase. Similarly Buddhas
after Buddhas pour themselves into the ‘Reality’, but it is
neither satisfied nor does it increase. How wonderful is it ?175
Further he says: ‘Different rivers with different water flowing
through different places are called only rivers. When they merge
in the ocean they become one with it. In the same way different
persons holding different views are called finite intellects,
but when they merge in the Buddha, they become one with
him. They are the Absolute!”®, This kind of description
of ‘Reality’ is a hint that he is deviating from Nzgarjuna and
is establishing the Absolute which is the Citta or Vijfiaptima-
tratd. ‘There is no duality’ says Asanga, ‘There is only the
idea of duality, like the idea of an illusory e]ephant.ﬂ In fact
there is neither the perceiver nor the perceived. There is only
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an idea of perceiver and perceived’!””, He further says: ‘The
moment an aspirant for truth realizes the unreality of exter-
nal objects, the Citta (determinate mind) also vanishes
because their can be no subject without an object. The duality
of subject and ob ject runs simultaneously. The moment one
transcends the duality of subject and object he sees the vision
of ‘Reality’ which is known as Dharmadhitu, Tathagata or
Mind-Only*178, It is beyond duality. Itis the locus of ignorance
or illusion. It is unconnected with phenomena and is indes-
cribable. It is essentially pure. The apparent defilements
are owing to ignorance’.

With Vasubandhu the doctrine of Vijfiaptimatrata is
established on firm footing. He is not the least afraid of
Nagarjuna. He categorically denies the existence of the
external world. According to him consciousness manifests itself
into subject and object. It arises out of its own seed and then
man ifests itself as an external object. That is the reason why
the Buddha said that there were two bases of cognition inter-
nal and external. By knowing this, one realizes that there is
no personal ego and that there are no external objects, as both
are only manifestations of consciousness'”®. Here Vasubandhu
makes a distinct improvement on the $inyavada of Nagarjuna
For Nagarjuna every thing is relative and things have no self-
existencel®, But for Vasubandhu everything is unreal but
there is something in whose relation :all things are unreal.
The indescribable pure consciousness which is directly realized
by the Buddhas can never be denied. It cannot be conceived
by intellect. The idea of pure - consciousness conceived by
finite thought with the help of its categories of existence is
unreal ; because if it were real the concept of intellect would
also bereal which is inconsistent with pure consciousness
which is the only ‘Reality’. The statement ‘it cannot be
grasped by intellect does not mean that it is non-existent. On
the contrary it is the very basis of all existence. Its denial is
impossible, because its denial can take place only by another
consciousness. The denial of the latter consciousness will need a
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third consciousness and this process will lead to infinite regress.
‘Hence the denial of consciousness is fallacious!®!, The very
process of denial is based on the strength of selfluminous and
self-evident Vijfiaptimatrata and not in absence of it. All
the categories of understanding such as belief182 refutation'®®
and assertion'®%, negation'®3 and position®®, denial'®” and
acceptance,!88, siddhi and asiddhi are possible only on the
basis of Vijfiaptimatrata and not in absence of it. Thus pure
consciousness is the only ‘Reality’ and can be directly realized
by spiritual experience which transcends the subject-object~
duality. After establishing the Vijfiaptimatrata as the only
reality by logical arguments, Vasubandhu at last says that
this Reality is beyond discursive intellect and can be realized
only by going beyond all the categories of the understanding
and by embracing pure consciousness, in short by becoming a
Buddhal®8?,

According to Dr. C. D. Sharma ‘what was denied by
the Sunyavadins is only the individual subject and not the
pure consciousness. él’myavﬁda criticizes self-consciousness if it
means consciousness of consciousness. Consciousness cannot
be conscious of itself in the same way as fire cannot burn
itself, the edge of a sword cannot cut itself, and the tip of
a finger cannot touch itseif.” Dr. Sharma identifies the Bodhi
of Nagarjuna, the Citta of Aryadeva and the Bodhi-Citta of
Sarntideva with pure consciousness or the self-luminous selfV,
But his view is untenable. If it is accepted, the criticism by
Vasubandhu of the view that the consciousness is also relative
like external objects becomes futile and the very purpose of
writing Triméiki becomes meaningless, nor its purpose is to
denounce the two extreme views the one that like the cons=~
ciousness the objects are also real and the other that like objects
the consciousness is also relative!®1. Further all the criticisms
levzlled against the nihilistic doctrine of the Madhyamikas,
by Yogacara philosophers like Vasubandhu, Dinnaga,
Dharmakirti, and others will prove their ignorance and- lack.
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of sfmyavﬁda philosophy. Hence the correct view is that the
consciousness of Vasubandhu which is pure and undefiled
existencel2 - which is beyond finite thought, which is good!93
eternal'®* and blissful’5, is something different from the
§unyata of Nagarjuna. In fact it is the basis of this éunyata
as well??6, Thus Vijiianavada gives not only clear and a
detailed account of what was left more or less implicit by the
Madhyamikas, it clears not only the misunderstandings
regarding consciousness and the scope of their future occur-
rencel®7, but also has established a theory which differs from
sﬁnyavada not only in degree but also in kind. The
doctrine of Mind-Only which is also known as Abhutapari-
kalpita is a piece of unique genius of Yogacara Buddhists.
It applies to all the three forms of reality and is immanent as
well as transcendent to them. When it (the abhutaparikalpita)
means the real transcendental ground of all superimposed
phenomena it is called parinispanna. When it is applied
to the phenomena, it means the phenomenal world of subject-
object duality manifested by the self-creative energy of the
Alaya, the constructive consciousness?®8, In this sense it
issues from Alaya and is also known as paratantra or relative
reality, When it is used for the imaginary objects, it denotes
the unreal subject-object duality?®® which is imaginary
and is also known as parikalpita%©0,

Like Asanga, Vasubandhu says that when the unreality of
external objects is realised, theindividual subject also becomes
unreal because they are correlative terms. The one cannot
exist without the other. The duality of subject and object
comes to an end only when the unity of the individual con-
sciousness with pure consciousness is established2°l. The pure
consciousness is indescribable. Even to say that pure cons-
ciousness is reality falls short of reality, because it is an express-

ion of intellect202,
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7. Vedantic criticism of the doctrine of Mind-Only

Vedintins have charged the Yogacara idealists with the
denial of the external reality of the world which is appre-
hended by every person. Sarmkara says that the non-
existence (of external things) cannot be maintained, on
account of ocur consciousness of them.298 We should not
pay attention to the words of a man who, while conscious
of an outward thing through its approximation to his senses,
affirms that he js conscious of no outward thing and that no
such thing exists, for his assertion is like a man who while
eating and experiencing the feeling of satisfaction says that
he does not eat and feel satisfied ?2°4 The Yogicara on his
part countercharges Vedantins that they do not fare better
bacause they also hold that the world is unreal and only
the Brahman is real.2°6  Vicaspati Miéra explaining the
difference between the Yogicara idealism and Vedinta
idealism says that though both deny the external world yet
there is a fundamental difference in their standpoints. For
the Buddhist the external world is unreal because it is made
by the mind but for the Vedantin it is unreal because of its
indescribable character. The objects exist outside and
independent of the individual mind. They are indescribable
and irrational. They are neither real nor unreal, nor both,
Hence they are regarded Maya.2°¢ Sadananda also follows
the line of Vicaspati Mifra and says that for the Yogicira
idealist the world exists inside consciousness and is therefore
unreal. But for the Vedantins itis Maya or something
which can be described neither as real nor as unreal nor
as both and is therefore Maya. This indescribability of the
world which baffles intellect is a merit for Vedanta, but nor

for Vijfianavada.3°7

A thorough study of the Idealists like Vasubandhu
demonstrates that the Vedantins’ charges are unfounded.
They have done so owing to their overzeal to refute
Buddhism or unavailability of the original texts. For the
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Idealists the objects are not illusory as it is for the Mzadhya.
mikas. Nor there is an unbridgable gulf between the
absolute and the phenomenal. The Vijiidna-vadins explained
the relation between the Absolute and the phenomenal
which was left by the Nihilists and thus they made an
important improvement on the Maidhyamika doctrine of
sl‘myavﬁda. Explaining the relation between the Absolute
and the phenomenal Vasubandhu says that the phenomenal
has its origin in causal relations. It is dependent on some-
thing else for its existence. But the Absolute is always and
in every way untouched by all those forms in which the
phenomenal seems to appear, i.e. it is always above those
things which are the result of dependent origination. This
absolute cannot DLe described as different from the pheno-
menal or identical with it. When the absolute itself appearé
as phenomenal owing to veil of ignorance, how can it be
maintained that it is different from the Absolute ?
Similarly when the Absolute is untouched by the subject-
object duality of phenomenal existence, how can it be
regarded asidentical with it ? Hence the phenomenal is
false owing to its indescribable transitory and causally
dependent character.2°8 In the words of Sthirmati if we
hold that the Absolute is something different from the
phenomenal, there would be no difference between the
imaginary (parikalpita) and the phenomenal. On the other
~hand if we maintain that it is identical with the latter, the
consequence would be that either the Absolute will not
remain immaculate and will become impure like20? the
latter or the latter itself would become pure like the former.
Hence it is neither identical nor different. Infact the
Absolute is a unitary whole like space. It is always followed
by the empirically visible objects. These objects cannot be
seen in its absence. When a man realizes through
immaculate and non-constructive wisdom the pure nature
of the Absolute, he sees also the phenomenal which has its
basis in the Absolute. In the light of the above discussion
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the charges of Vedintins become meaningless. As in
Vedanta so in Yogicira Buddhism the reality of the
external world is indescribable and has its locus in the
Absolute.

8. Is Vijnaptimatrata momentary ?

Regarding the nature of Vijhaptimatrata whether it is
eternal or transitory there are two different views. Accord-
ing to the first view it is momentary21° and flowing2!! and
is not eternal and permanent.212  According to the second
view it is permanent.218 Both views do not comprehend
the real nature of the Vijfiaptimatrata. They are partially
true. The first view is applicable to the Vijiiaptimatrata
of Dinnaga, Dharmakirti, Sﬁntarakgita and Kamalaéila for
whom the criterion of the reality of an object consists in its
capacity to produce the effect. The second view is applica-
ble to the Vijiiaptimatrata of the Lamkavatara-sitra, Asaiga
and Vasubandhu for whom the test of reality is its unsubla-
tive character i.e. its eternity.

The Cittamatra of the Larmkavatara, the Mahatman of
Asanga or the Vijliaptimatrata of Vasubandhu is an eternal
Absolute which shines with its own lustre. The Larhkava-
tara-sitra says that the Tathagatagarbha (which is another
name for the Cittamatra) is eternal, permanent, auspicious
and unchanged.2'4 The same thing is reiterated by Asanga
when he describes the reality as unborn and undestroyed.215
In Vasubandhu we find a categorical assertion that the
reality is eternal and remains in its unchanged position for
ever.216 The stream of Alaya dries up when an aspirant
for the Absolute attains arhatship.2!7” Sthirmati says that
the Vijfiaptimatrata has been described as perpetual
(dhruva) because of its eternity and non-destruction. It is
blissful because it is eternal. Only an eternal thing can be
a permanent source of bliss and not a transitory one.218
But when we return to the Sautrantika Idealist we find that
the position has changed. Though the reality of pure
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consciousness is accepted, it is deprived of its eternal charac-
ter. The doctrine of momentariness appears once more
with all its vigour and covers consciousness also within its
sway. The eternal and permanent Tathigata of the Lamka-
vatara, the unborn and undying Mahdtman of Asanga and
the non-out flowing2!® and permanent Absolute of Vasu-
bandhu becomes fleeting idea in the hands of Difiniga and
his followers. Diiindaga confessing his agreement with Vasu-
bandhu in metaphysics on the logical plane and under the
disguise of supporting absolute idealism with independent
logical arguments, really tried to revive the theory of
momentariness in a subtle manner and actually busied
himself with its logical revival in order to modify the Abso-
lute Idealism of Vasubandhu by trying to fuse it somehow
with Critical Realism.220 On logical plane Dinindga assumes
that there are innumerable ‘essences in themselves’221 which
are momentary and flow uninterruptedly in a stream, They
are apprehended through the senses in perception. But
they are unthinkable. The categories of understanding
cannot bind then.. On metaphysical plane he declares that
consciousness is the only Reality. External objects donot
exist independently of the mind. The consciousness mani-
fests itself as the subject and the object. The so-called
external object is only the knowledge.aspect222 or the
object-condition222 of consciousness. It is internally cognised
by introspection and appears as external object.22¢ The
ultimate reality is an ‘Idea’.225 Thus the ‘external point-
instant’ of logic becomes an ‘internal idea’ in metaphysics.
Subject and object are both internal. The internal world
is double. For instance there is no difference between the
patch of blue and the sensation of blue. The idea can be
regarded as a cognized object and a cognition, because they
are always inseparable.226 It may be asked as to howa
thing which in itself is not differentiated appears as differen.
tiated, Dinnaga would answer that we are blinded by the
glamour of transcendental illusion and therefore the Absolute
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knowledge is reflected in the double form of subject and
object.227 In Dharmakirti the empirical idealism of Dinnaga
turns towards Critial Realism which is objective idealism
at the same time. Here the criterion of Reality is its effi-
ciency or capacity to produce the desired result.223 Dharma-
kirti says that just as a bride has nothing to do with the
beauty or ugliness of a eunuch similarly we are not concern-
ed with the ‘existence or non-existence of a thing. If it is
capable of producing the desired result, it is non-existent.
If it is not capable of producing the desired result it is non-
existent. For Dharmakirti the essence in itself is the only rea-
lity because it produces sensation. It is momentary because
only that thing can be efficient which is subject to change.
A permanent thing which is not subject to change cannot
produce any thing, for it remains the same. On metaphysical
plane Dharmakirti follows the line of Asanga, Vasubandhu,
and Dinnaga and maintains that consciousness is the only
reality. Its manifestation as subject and object is only an
appearance.22? The subject and the object are relative
terms. One without the other is unreal. Hence the cons-
ciousness which is non-dual, transcends the subject-object
duality.28¢ Every thing which can be defined or can be
brought under the categories of intellect is an appearance.
It is regarded as unreal because it is indefinable.231 It is
only through ignofance that the non-dual pure conscious-
ness appears in the form of subject and object.282 The
critical philosophy does not stop here but goes further and
declares that like the external object the internal subject
is also unreal. Self-luminous consciousness is the only
reality, all objects are adventitious.233 The description of
the pure consciousness is in complete accordance with
Asanga, Vasubandhu and Dinnaga. Santaraksita and
Kamalasila who call themselves the upholders of formless
consciousness maintain that the Vijliaptimatrata is the only
reality as has been upheld by the great teachers of the
past.28¢ They call themselves as the upholder of the formless

%o
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consciousness.in this sense that there is nothing to be appre-
hended. Consciousness is not in need of the apprehension
of any thing. Self-consciousness means necessarily conscious
character of consciousness. Santaraksita says it matters
little whether consciousness arises as formless or with form
or with something else. The fact is this that there are no
external objects that are to be apprehended.2835

Consciousness is essentially self-luminous and free from
all impositions. It really transcends the subject-object
duality. Neither the subject nor the object is ultimately
real, Thatis the reason why the Buddhas have declared
it to be free from these two aberrations. None can have
wrong notion about consciousness unless he suffers from the
idea of duality and determination.23¢ This pure conscious-
ness is in fact the pure self. True knowledge consists in
the (realization of this pure self.237) It arises when it is
known that ultimate reality is pure consciousness and is
devoid of all adventitious impurities.238 The moment it is
realized, the empirical world constructed by our mind
vanishes.  Thus we find that the consciousness of the
Svatantra Vijiianavadins is identical with that of the
Yogacara Idealists. The distinction between the two is
that one is eternal and the other is momgntary. The des-
cription of consciousness of Advaita Vedanta. éﬁntaraksita
is conscicus of this fact that is the reason why he says that
Vedantins commit only a small mistake when they take self
to be eternal.23? Sriharsa levels the same charge against
the Idealists and says that their mistake lies only in this
fact that their consciousness is momentary. A momentary
thing cannot be self-luminous.24° We may conclude the
discussion with the emphasis on the original teaching of the
éakya Muni according to which consciousness is the only
reality and the diversity of the world is a creation of our
conceptual thinking. The moment a man rises above the
level of discursive knowledge the phenomenal world with
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all its variety comes to an end. We find in the satra
literature a beautiful description of it.

There is not that earth, water, fire and wind,

And long and short and fine and coarse,

Pure and impure no footing find

There is not that both name and form

Die out leaving no place behind

When intellect ceases, they also cease.24!

The Buddha himself says at the down of wisdom :

O Ego ! born of ignorance, creator of this world-house.
I have cognised thee well. Now thou will not be able to
construct this house again.

Because all the tools necessary for the construction of
this house have been broken, the walls of this house have
fallen.

Because the Mind (consciousness) that is Cittam has
become pure by the cessation of desires and removal of
impressions.242

9. The Evolution of the external world from Vijnapti-
matrata

After refuting the reality of the external world and
establishing the Mind-Only as the only reality the Buddhist
demonstrates that Mind-Only or consciousness is not only
apprehensive in character but is creative243 as well. He
holds that the Mind-Only owing to its inherent power
transforms itself into three forms244¢ which are (1) Alaya-
Vijfiana, (2) Manovijfiana and (3) Visaya-Vijiiapti or
Pravrtti-Vijfiana. These forms are not the parts of the
Mind-Only as hands or feet are the parts of a body but are
three stages in the process of its transformation from its
unity to the plurality of the phenomenal world. These
forms are like different characters played by an actor in the
drama of the evolution of the phenomenal world. In order
to explain the process of evolution it is necessary to eluci-
‘ate what these modifications are :

o
N
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(1) Alaya-Vijfiana, itisthe first manifestation245 of the
Mind-Only in the process of evolution. Itis the dynamic
stream of constructive consciousness246 which manifests
through its power of transcendental illusion the pheno-
menal world of subject-object-duality. It may be compared
with a store-house where the seeds of mental and physical
activities have been accumulated from beginningless time.
It has been described by different names owing to its
different characteristics. Itis called Alaya because all the
defiled activities24? are stored up here in the form of
impressions.24® It is called Vijhana because of its ideal
form.249 Tt is known as Vipaka because all the worlds,25°
all the ways,251 all the species?252 and all good and bad
deeds2%3 are stored up here. It is also called as sarva-
bijaka2%% because it contains the germs of all activities.
They ensue from it as effects. It always contains touch,25%
impressions,25¢ feelings of pleasure. and pain,257 idea25"
and consciousness.2%® It is ot eternal like the Mind-Only
but is incessantly changing stream-v" consciousness which
flows like a stream of water.2© Hence itis regarded as
"changing eternity.26? The stream of Alaya cuatinues up to
the moment a man has not atrained Arhathood. The
moment he attains it, the stream of Alaya dries up and the
phenomenal world comes to an end.252

The Alaya performs double function in the process of
the evolution of the external world: first, it accumulates the
impressions of all the ideas, and secondly it gives rise to i w
ideas by bringing the accumulated ideas to the stage «f
maturity.268  The first is called hetuparinama on account
of its being cause of the subsequent ideas and the second is
called phala-parinama on account of its being the effect of
the antecedent ideas. The Alaya performs this difficult job
of evolving the external world with its inherent power viz
the transcendental illusion264 which performs the double
role. As a Vipaka vasana it continues the cycle of birth
going on and as the nisyanda vasana it develops the impress-

N
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ions latent in the Alaya and consequently the manas and
other pravrtti vijfidnas arise. In other words it may be
said that the Vipaka vasana maintains the cycle of birth and
the nisyanda vasana supplies the content of each birth.265

(2) Manas—TIt is the second evolute26® of the Mind-Only.
It is the process of intellection by which the homogeneous
and undifferentiated citta ( Alaya ) is differentiated into
subject and object, the perceiver and the perceived. It is not
an independent agent which acts on the Alaya from outside,
but has its base in the Alaya.267 Its content is also that of

the Alaya.

According to Vasubandhu mind is the seventh26® mano-
vijiiana which is always accompanied by four mental
notions which are (1) the false notion of an ego, (2) igno-
rance about the ego (5) elevation over it and (4) attach-
ment to it.26® Though it is known as the Vijfiana, yet it
should not be confused with manovijiidna which is merely
intellectual where manas is conative, affective and intellec-
tive270 and is the very locus of the manovijiana2’l, Eye
consciousness and ear consciousness etc have eye and ear
sense-organs as their locus but the manovijiiana has no locus
because it has its locus ini the manas itself. It is also known
as ‘mind in defilement’2’2 because the spiritual defilement
starts nowhere except in the ‘manas’ the principle of intellec-
tion. Aslong as the understanding has not begun to play
its role, the immaculate wisdom is not categorised into the
duality of the subject and the object and so no question of
defilement arises. It discharges two functions (1) it reflects
on the Alaya and brings its contents—the impressions of
mental and physical activities into order2’® and (2) it
disturbs the dormant Alaya and causes the evolution of
phenomenal world. Explaining the relatiqﬁ between Alaya
and the manas Dr. Suzuki says that ‘manas depends on
Alaya for its existence andin the same time it is the object
of the activity of the Alaya. Without manas there can be
no mentation and without mentation the very existence of
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Alaya ( Citta ) cannot be known. The one thus gives
support to the other and at the same time is supported by
the other.27¢ The process of intellection goes on without
interruption until a devotee brings it to a halt by his Yogic
practices and deep meditation on reality as such or he
attain arhatship where the very basis of the Alaya comes to
an end. Itis absent in some other transic conditions as
well, 275

Pravrttivijnana

The pravrttivijiiana is the third evolute of the Mind-Only
It is a distinct awareness of the eternal objects, their bases
and the psychic faculty or manovijiiana. It is of six kinds
each of which represents a group of similar cognitions and
is apprehended through a particular sense-organ. (1) Visual
consciousness apprehends forms of objects through the eyes.
(2) Auditory consciousness apprehends sound through the
ears. (3) Olfactory consciousness apprehends smell through
the nose. (4) Gustatory consciousness apprehends taste
through the tongue. (5) Tactile consciousness apprehends
touch through the body and (6) Nonsensuous consciousness
apprehends ideas through the mind. The earlier five cons-
ciousness may be comprised under the group of external
consciousness and the latter under internal consciousness.
All these kinds of consciousness have their origin in the
Alaya which contains their respective seeds.2”® They may
arise either singly or simultaneously.2’” They stand in the
same relation to Alaya as the waves to the ocean.278 “These
consciousnesses should not be confused with the manas w*ich
is a transcendental consciousness while these are empin':al
ones. The manas depends for its existence on the Alayg
and comes into being just after it, while these consciousnesses
arise with the help of the Alaya and the manas together.279

The author of the Lathkavatara-siutra explains the evolu-
tion of the world with the help of a beautiful similes :

The Citta dances like the dancer,

Manas resembles the jester,
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The Vijiiana in company with the five imagines what is
presented (that is an external world) to be the stage.280

In the above verse Citta is the absolute principle. The
Manas which plays the role of a jester has value only when
the principal actor is himself present. Without the actor
the whole scene will be useless. On the other hand the
jester is also important because he helps the actor (Citta) to
manifest its potency and skill. With the co-operation of ~
Manas, the Citta creates Vijfianas and the whole world
comes with all its variety. The external world is the audi-
ence of this dance. If there is no audience to applaud the
potency and skill of the actor and the joke of the jester,
would have no value at all.281 Yamskami Sogen explains
the relation subsisting among them with another simile.
He says that the first six Vijfianas which perform the sensory
functions may be compared to so many gate-keepers posted °
on the physical eyes etc. which transmit their experiences to
the secretary who in his turn conveys them to the Lord
(the Citta or the Alaya). The secretary receives orders, so to
say from the Lord, to transmit them to the six Vijfianas.252

Thus we see that the empirical world the reality of which
is taken by the Realists for granted proves itself to be a
phantom, a mere idea which has its origin in the Alaya.
The Alaya itself is a manifestation of the Mind-Only
or consciousness. Hence it is established that the Mind-
Only is the only reality,2%8 which is to be apprehended and
by apprehending which every thing will be apprehended
automatically.

F
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bhavet, Pramaga-vartika 3. 390-391.

Jianam eva kevalarn dréyate narthah (tasyapi darfane
niladyakara-dvaya sarhvedanarh tasyapi jiiana-kalavab-
hasane punar arthasya-dar§anam. Pramapa-vartikalarn-
kara p. 411 lines 1-2.
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101. Yadi vijfiaptir anartha niyamo dééa kalayoh.
Santanasyaniyamaéca yukta krtya kriya na ca.
Viméatika verse 2.

102, Madhyamikavatara 6. 55.

103. éﬁrhkara-bhﬁsya 2. 2. 28 ( Thibaut’s English translation
vol 1 pp. 424-425.

104. Ibid 2. 2. 28 ( Ibid vol 1 p. 425.)

105. Vijfiaptimatrata-siddhi p. 9 Nyayavartika IV 3. 34 The
Yogacara Idealism p. 103 n 2.

106. Bahu-cittalambani-bhiitam ekarh vastu sadharanarn tat
khalu naikacitta-parikalpitam............ kintu svaprati-
stham. Yoga-sutra-bhasya IV Quoted in the Yogacara
Idealism p. 106 n 1.

177, Deéadi niyamah siddhah svapnavat. Viméatika verse 3.
Svapne vinapyarthena kvacideva defa kirncid bhramara-
rama stri-purusadikarn dréyate na sarvatra. Tatraiva
ca dee kadicit dréyate na sarva-kalam iti siddho vina-
pyarthena defa-kala-niyamah. Viméatika-vrtti p. 7
lines 1-4.

108. Sapi tadruipanirbhasas tatha niyat-sarhgamah., Buddhi-
raéritya kalpyet yadi kirn va viruddhyate. Pramaina-
vartika 3. 394.

109. Evamn vitatha-vikalpabhyasa-vasana-.nidraya prasupto
lokah svapna ivabhatam artharh pasyan na prabuddhas
tad abhavarh yathavan navagacchati. Yada tu tatpra-
tipaksa-locottara nirvikalpa jfiana-labhat prabuddho
bhavati tada tatprstha labdha $uddha-laukiki jfiana-
sammukhi bhavad visayabhavarh yathavad avagaccha-
titi, samanametat. Viméatikavrtti p. 14 lines 14-19.
Yavad advaya laksane vijfiaptimatre yoginaé cittarn na
pratisthitarn bhavati tavad grahya-grahakanufayo na
vinivartate, na prahiyate ityarthah. Triméika-vijfiapti-
bhagya p. 54 lines 14-16.

110. Madhyanta-vibhaga-sutra-bhasya-tika pp. 16-17.
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111. The Yogacara Idealism pp. 106-107.

112. Santanantara-siddhi. Verses 6, 5. Translated in
Buddhist logic vol pp. 523-524.

113. Arthakriya-samarthalaksanatvad vastunah. Nyaya-
vartika-tatparya-tika p. 12 line 20.

114. Sloka-vartika. Niralambana-vada. verses 88-91

115. Athabhimatartha kriyavabhasi jiianam eva artha-kriya-
sarnvadas tada’yamanyatha’pi bahyarthalambanam-
antarenapi sambhavyat iti Tattva-sarngraha-pafijika
p. 553 lines 23-24.

116. Vim{atika verse 4 and its vrtti p. 7 lines 15-17.

117. Alambana-pariksa verse 6.

118. Sarvatralambanarn bahyarn defa-kiala’nyathatmakarn.
Janmanyekatra bhinne va tatha kaldntare’pi va.
Sloka-vartika niralambana-vada verse 108.
Asat-khyatirapi nasti ekantasatah kha-puspadeh prati-
bhasayogat.

Defa-kala-vyavahitanubhiita purva-padartha visaya eva
bhranto’pi pratyayah pranabhrtarm bhavati na tvatyanta-
sadartha visayah. Nyaya-mafijarT part 2 p. 545 lines
1-4. Pratibha-nidradi manodosa-janmani svapne’pi
drsta piirvasyaiva tasyakasyollekhah. Jvalajjvala galad
vahni drava dadryadi darfane. Ruapam anyastham-
anyatra vetti na tvasadeva tat. Tadevarn bhranta
bodhesu nastyatyantasatarn pratha. Defa-kalanyatha-
tvarth tu kevalarh bhati vastunah. Ibid part 2 p. 545
lines 20-25.

119. Vijiaptimatrata-siddhi p. 17 and Madhyanta-vibhaga-
stitra-bhasyatika p. 15 referred in the Yogacara Idealism
p. 100 n 1.

120. Pramana-vartika-3 361-363.
121. Alambana-pariksa verse 6.

122, Athava satyarpapat kramenapi so’rthavabhasah svanu-
ripa-karyot-pattaye saktirh wvijfianacaram Karotityavi-
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rodha’iti. Anenantarajfidne  svanurapa-karyotpatti
nimitta-§akti-samarpanat karapatvarh ca tasya pratibha-
sasya samarthitam. Tativa-sarhgraha-pafijika p. 582
lines 13-16 and p. 553 lines 23-24.

Alambana-pariksa. verse 6-7.

The Yogacara Idealism p. 66.

Narthakara smrtih. Pramana-vartikalamkara p. 404.
Smrti’$ ceddrgvidham jiianarh tasyascanubhavadbhavah.
Sa carthakara-rahitah sedanintadvati katham.
Pramana-vartika 3. 374.

Narthad bhavas tadabhavat. Ibid 3. 375.

Nyaya-kanika p. 258 line 23. Translated in Buddhist
logic vol 2 p. 367.

sﬁmkara-bhﬁgya.

Videsana’prasiddhatva vikalpenaiva bodhite.
Svapnadipratyaye bahyam sarvatha nahi nesyate.
Sloka-vartika niralambana-vada. verse 107.
Madhyanta-vibhaga-sutra-bhasya-tika p. 22 see The
Yogacara Idealism p. 80 n 1.

Na ca yad yasya karanam tad abhave tasyotpattir yuj-
yate. Tasmanniralambanam eva svapnadavivanyatrapi
svabija paripakad arthabhasam vijhanar utpadyate
ityeva jfieyam. Ibid p. 10 quoted in the Yogacara
Idealism p. 79 n 1.

Tasmad dviripamastyekarm yadevam anubhuyate.
Smaryate cobhayakarasyasya sarhvedanarh phalam.
Pramanpa-vartika 3. 338.

Santanantara-siddhi verse 1 Buddhist logic vol 1 p. 521.
Ibid verse 11 Ibid.

Ibid verse 12 Ibid.

Ibid verse 53 Ibid p. 523.

Ibid verse 55 Ibid.

Ibid verse 84 Ibid.
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Ibid verse 72 Ibid p. 524.

Yadi jfianatirekena nasti bhita catustayam.

Tat kimetan na vicchinnarh vispastam avabhasate.
Tasyaivarh pratibhase’pi nastitopagame sati.
Cittasyapi kimastitve pramana bhavatam bhavet.
Tattva-sarngraha verses 1965-1976,
Vi$uddha-nirvikalpa-vijiiaptimatra.
Kalpita-jivatma.

Yo balair.dharmanar svabhavo grahya-grahakadih pari-
kalpitas tena kalpitenatmana tesarn nairatmyarh na t
anabhilapyenatmana yo buddhanarnh visaya iti. Evarc
vijiiaptimatrasyapi viifiaptyanantara parikalpitenat.
mana nairitmya-prave$at vijiaptimatra-vyavastha-
panaya sarvadharmanarh nairatmya-pravesi bhavati naz
tu tadastitvapavadat. Viméatika-vrtti pp. 10-11 lines
20-23 and 1.

Studies in the Larhkavatara-sutra p. 254.

Pratyatmagati-gamya$ca atmavai {uddhi-laksanam.
Garbhas tathagatasyasau tarkikanam agocarah.
Lamkavatara-sitra Gatha verse 747.

Agantukair anadyaiéca klefairaitma prabhasvarah.
Sarnkli§yate upetadca vastravat pariSuddhyate. Ibid
verse755,

Ibid verses 761-762.

Bhiimayo vafitabhijiia abhisekarh ca uttaram.
Samadhayo vifesadca asatyatmani nasti vai. Ibid
verse 763,

Vainaéiko yada gatva brayad yadyasti deéyatam,

Sa vaktavyo bhaved vijfiah sva-vikalpam pradarfaya,
Nairatmya-vadino’ bhasya bhiksu karmani varjaya.
Badhaka Buddha-dharmzpam sadasatpaksa-drstayah.
Tirtha-dosair vinirmuktarn nairatmya-vana-dahakam,
Jajvalatyatmavado’ym yugantagnirivotthitah. Ihid
verses 764=766,

N
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Ibid verse 746.

Na vasanair bhidyate cittarh na cittarn vasanaih sah.
Abhinnalaksanarn cittarh vasanail parivestitam.
Ibid verse 236 see also verses 237-239,

Sa (Tathagatagarbhah) ca kila tvaya ‘prakrti-prabhasve
ara viuddhyati-viéuddha eva varpyate. Dvatrirnéallaks-
apa-dharah  sarva-sattva-dehantaragato..............nityo
dhruvah §ivah §asvataéca bhagavata vargitah.........
Larnkavatara-sitra p 77.

Tirthakara api bhagavan nityah  kartd, nirguno,
vibhur avyaya ityatma-vadopadeéarn kurvanti, Ibid p. 77.

Paramarthastu = Mahamate aryaji@na-pratyatma-gati-
gamyo na vagvikalpa-buddhigocarah. 1bid p. 87,

Avarnmanasgocara.
Adana-vijiiana gabhir sitkksmo ogho yatha vartati sarvabijo.
Bali naeso mayi naprakadi mohaiva atma parikalpayeyuh.
Sandhi-nirmocana-satra 5. 5. Quoted in the Trir$ika-
vijiiaptibhasya p. 43 lines 5-6.

Na catma-drstih svayamatma-laksapa. Na capi dub-
sarnsthitatavilaksapa. Dvayan na canyad bhrama esa
uccyate. Tata$ca mokso bhrama-miatra sarnksayah.
Mahayana-satralarnkara 6. 2.

Pratityabhava-prabhave katharm janah. Samaksavrttih
érayate’nya karitam. Tamah prakarah katamo’yamidrso.
Yato’vipadyansadasanniriksyate. Ibid 6. 4.

Yatha toyais trptirnh vrajati na mahasagara iva. Na
vrddhirn va yati-pratata-viadambu pravisapaih. Tatha
Banddho dhatuh satata samitaih $uddhi vi$anair na
trptim vrddhirm va vrajati paramaécaryamih tat.Ibid 9, 55

Matar ca cittaih prakrti-prabhasvaram, Sada tadagan-
taka dosa dasitam. Na dharmata cittamrte’nya cetasah,
prabhasvaratvarn prakrtau vidhiyate. Ibid 13, 19.
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Tattvarn yat satatarn dvayena rahitarn bhranteéca sarn-
nirayah,
Sakyarn naiva ca sarvathabhilapitush yaccaprapaficat-
makam.

Jieyam heyamatho viéoddhyamamalarm yacca prakrtya
matam.

Yasyakada-suvarpa-viri sadréi kleéad visuddhir mata.
Ibid 11. 13.

Vijfiaptimatrata-siddhih sva-§aktih sadréi maya.
Krteyarn sarvatha sa tu na cintya Buddha gocarah.
Viméatika. Verse 22.

Sa evanasravo dhatur acintyah kufale dhruvah.

Sukho vimukti kayo’sau dharmakhyo’yarh mahamuneh,
Trirméika-vijfiapti, verse 30,

Prabhasvaram idarn cittarn Prakrtya gantavomalah.
Pramiagpa-vartika 2. 209.

Avibhago’pi buddhyatma viparyasita dar$anaih.
Grahyagrahaka-sarhvitti  bhedavaniva laksyate.
Ibid 3. 354.

Yadantara-jlieya-riparn tu bahirvadavabhasate.
Alambana-pariksa verse 6.

Vijiiaptimatrata siddhih dhimadbhir vimalikrta.
Asmabhis tad di$a yatarn paramartha-vinifcaye.
Tattva-samgraha verse 2084.

Yadatma-tattvena tu brahma-tattvarm, dipopameneh
yuktah prapadyet. Ajarn dhruvarn sarvatattvair visud-
dharn, jfiatva devarh mucyate sarva-pasaih. Svetadvetara-
upanisad 2. 15.

Tilesu tailarh dadhnisu sarpirapah srotah svaranisu
cagnih.

Evamatmatmani grhyate’sau satyenainarh tapasa yo nu
pasyati.

Ibid 1. 15.
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169. Nantah prajfiarh na bahisprajiiarn nobhayatah prajiiarn
na prajiianaghanarm na prajfiarn niprajfiam. Adrstam
avyavaharyam, agrahyam, alaksapam, acintyam,
avyapadeéyam, ekatma-pratyayasarari, prapaiicopasa-
marh $antar, $ivam, advaitarn, caturtharh manyante
sa atma sa vijieyah. Maypdukya Upanisad mantra 7.

170. Yatha nadyah syandamanah samudre’stamz gacchanti

nimaripe vihaya.
Tatha vidvan namartpah vimuktah paratparam puru-
samupaiti divyam.
Mundaka-upanisad 3, khanda 2, 8.
Afabdam, asparfam aripam avyayarh tatharasam
nityam agandhavacca yat, Anadyanantarn, mahatah
pararn dhruvarn nicaya tan mrtyumukhat pramucyate.

Kathopanisad 1. 3. 15.
Yan manasa na manute yenihur manomatam.

Tadeva bhrama tvarh viddhi nedarh upasate,
Kenopanisad 1. 4.

171. Na san na casan na tatha na canyatha, Na jayate vyeti
na cavahiyate. Na vardhate napi visuddhyate punar,
vifuddhyate tat paramartha-laksapam. Mahayana.
Satralarhkara 6. 1,

172, Nasat nasat sadasanna nobhayatmakam, Catuskoti-

vinirmuktarn tattvarh madhyamika viduh. Madhya-
mika-stitra 1.1.

173. Na cantararm kificana vidyate’nayoh, Sadartha-vrttya
$ama-janma-norib, Tathapi janma-ksayato vidhiyate,
Samasya-labhah f$ubha-karma-karinam. Mahayaﬁ;-
sutralarnkara 6.5.

Tathagato yat svabhavas tat svabhavarh idarm jagat.
Tathagato nihsvabhavo nihsvabhavam idain jagat.

Maiadhyamika-karika 22. 16,

»
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éﬁnyatﬁyarh viduddhayar nairdtmyan-marga-labhatah.
Buddhah {uddhatma-labhitvad gata atma-mahatmatam,
Mahayana-satralamkara 9. 33. See also 11. 47.

Mahayana-satralarnkara 9. 55.

Bhinnddraya bhinna-jalaéca nadyal, skalpodaka krtya
prthakatvakarya, Samudra-vistdéca bhavanti sarva,
ekalraya eka mahajalasca. Ibid 9. 33.
Upalabdhimatra.

Arthan sa vijfiaya ca jalpamatran, santisthate tannibha-
citta matre. Pratyaksatameti ca dharmadhatus, tasmad
viyukto dvayalaksanena Ibid 6. 7. Nastiti cittat para-
metya buddhya cittasya-nastitvamupai ti tasmat. Dvayasya

nastitvamupaiti dhiman, santigthate’tad gati-dharma-
dhatu. Ibid 6. 8.

Yatah svabijad vijfiaptir yadabhasa pravartate,
Dvi-vidhayatanatvena te tasya munirabravit.

Tatha pudgala-nairatmyarn prave$o hyanyatha punaly.
Deéana dharma nairatmya prave$ah kalpitatmana,
Vimsatika. verses 9-10.

Madhyamika-karika 22. 16.

Vadatovyaghat.

Dharapa.

Khandana.

Magdana,

Nisedha,

Vidhana,

Nirakarapga.

Svikarana.

Virnéatika, verse 22,

A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy p. 116.

Athava vijiianavad vijieyam api dravyat eveti kecin

3
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many ante, vijiievad vijiianam api samvrtit eva na para-
marthat ityasya dviprakarasyapyekanta-vadasya prati-
sedharthah prakaraparambhah. Trisndika-vijfiaptibhas-
yam p. 17 lines 13-15.

Anizsravo dhatuh.

Kusala.

Dhruva,

Sukha. Triméika vijiiapti verse 30.

éﬁnyatﬁ vidyate tvatra tasyam api sa vidyate.
Madhyanta-vibhaga-satra bhasyatika verse 1. 2,
Abhiitasya-parikalpo yasmin sah.

Abhutasya parikalpo yasmat sah.

Abhitas casau parikalpitah.

Abhuta-parikalpastu citta-caittas tri-dhatukah. Ibid
1. 9.

Yavad vijfiaptimatratve vijfiinarm navatisthati.
Graha-dvayasyanuéayas tivan na vinivartate,
Vijiiaptimdtramevedam ityapi hyanupala mbhatah.
Sthapayan nagratah kificit tanmatre navatisthati.
Triméiki-vijiapti. verses 26-27.
Citta-matropalambhena jfieyarthanupalarnbhata.
Jiieyarthanupalambhena syaccittanupalambhata.
Trisvabhava-Nirdeéa. verse 36.
Nabhava upalabdheh. Sarnkara-bhasya 2. 2. 28.

( Thibaut’s English translation vol 1 p. 420. )

Ibid 2.2.28 pp. 420-421.

Brahma satyarm jagan mithya.

Nahi brahma-vadino niladyakaram vittim abhyupa-
gacchanti kintu anirvacaniyam niladiti. Bhamati
2.2.28. Quoted in ‘A Critical Survey of Indian
Philosophy’ p. 313.

Vedanta-siddhantasya tvayam saugata matad bhedah
na jfanakaro’rthah kintu bahyanirvacaniyattvan
mayamayah. Advaita-Brahamasiddhi pp. 100-104.
Quoted in ‘A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy

p. 316.
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Paratantra svabhavastu vikalpah pratyayodbhavah.
Nigpannas tasya purvepa sadarahitta tu ya.

Atayeva sa naivainyo nananyah paratantratah.
Anityadi-vad vacyo nadrste’smin sa driyate.
Trirnéika-vijiiapti verses 21-22,

Yadi hi parinispannah paratantrad anyah syad evarh
na parikalpitena paratantrah $oanyah syit. Athananya
evamapi parinispanno na viSuddhyalambanah syat
paratantravat sashkle$itmakatvit. Evarh paratantradca
na klejatmakah syit parinispannad ananyatvat pari-
nispanna-vat. Trimn$iki-vijfiapti-bhisyam p. 51 lines
13-17.

Ksapika.

Pravaha-rapa.

Kitastha-nitya.

Dhruva.

Tathagata-garbho nityo dhruvah §ivah $advatadca.
Larnkavatara-satra—p. 77.

Na jayate vyeti na cavahiyate. Mahayana-sitralarm-
kara. 601.

Dharmaparh paramiarthadca sa yatas tathatapi sah.
Sarva-kalam tathabhavat saiva  vijfiaptimatrata,
Trirnhéika-vijiapti. Verse 25.

Tasya vyavrttir arhatve. Ibid verse 5.

Dhruvo nityatvat aksataya. Sukho nityatvad eva
yadanityarn tad duhbkham, ayar» ca nitya iti asmat
sukhah. Triméika-vijiiaptibhasya p. 56 lines 24-25.
Anasrava,

A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy pp. 125-126.
Svalaksana.

Grahyabhaga.

Alambana-pratyaya.

Alambana-pariksi. verse 6.

Vijfiaptimitrata or vijfiapti. Tattva-sarhgraha verse
2024.

Sarvarh vijfiaptimatrakam. Trirnéika vijiiapti. verse 17,
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226. Buddhist Logic vol. I p. 520 note 3.

‘abhedo nila taddhiyoh. See also Pramapa-vartika. 3.
229.

227, Avidyaya hi ye anthastatha vedya-vedakikara-rahita
jianam api pafyanti. Buddhist Logic vol. 2 p. 399
n. 5.

228. Nyaya-bindu’l. 15,

229. Tasmannirthesu na jfiane sthillibhasas tadatmanah,
Ekatra-pratisiddhatvad bahusvapi na sarhbhavah.
Pramaiana-vartika 3. 212.

230. Paricchedontaranyonyarm bhago bahiriva sthitah.
Jiianasyabhedino bheda pratibhaso hyupaplavah.

Ibid 3. 213.

231. Tadbhedasrayan! ceyarn bhavanarm bheda sarnsthitih.
Tadupaplvabhave ca tesarn bhedopyupaplavah.

Ibid 3. 215.

232. Ibid 3. 354.

233, Ibid 2. 209.

234, Tattva-sarngraha verse 20.

235. Anirbhasarh sa nirbhiasam anyanirbhasameva ca.
Vijanati na ca jfianarh bahyamartharn kathaficana.
Ibid verse 1999.

236. Avedya-vedakakara buddhih parvarh prasadhita.
Dvayopaplava-§inya ca sa sarnhbuddhaih prakaéita.
Ibid verse 35-36.
Prakrtya bhasvare citte dvayakarakalarmkite,
Dvayakaravimudhatma kah kuryad anyatha-matih
(tim) ? Ibid verse 35-38.

237. Vi$uddhatma-daréana.

238. Etadeva hi tajjfidnarn yad viSuddhatma-darfanam.
Agantukamalopeta citta-matratva-vedanat.
Ibid verse 3535.

239, Tesam alpaparadharn tu darfanarn nityatoktitah.
Ibid verse 330.

240. A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy 315.

241. Kevattha-sutta—Dialogues of Buddha part 1 p. 284.
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Gahakaraka Ditthosi pun geharh na kahasi.

Sabbate fasuka bhagga gahakutarih visarnkhitam.
Visarnkhara-gatarn cittarh taphinarnh khayamajjhaga.
Dhammapadam. Verse 154.

Vijiidna-parinamoyarh vikalpo yad vikalpyate. Tena
tann3sti tenedarn sarvarn vijflaptimatrakam. Trir$ika-
vijiapti-verse 17.

Atma-dharmopacaro hi vividho yah pravartate. Vijfia-
na-paripamo’sau parinamah sa ca tridha. Ibid verse
1. Vipako mananikhyaéca vijiiaptir visayasya ca.
Ibid verse 2.

The Alaya in the Larnkavatira-sitra is not the mani-
festation of the Mind-Only. It is identical with it.
Here the first manifestation is ‘manas’. In the philo-
sophy of Vasubandhu the Alaya itself is one of the
manifestations of the Mind-Only as is evident from
the verse 2 of the Trirfika-vijiiapti quoted above.
The following verse clears the position of the
Larnkavatara satra. Alayarn hisamaidritya mano vai
sampravartate. Cittarh manadca sarnéritya vijfianam
sammpravartate. Lakavatira-sutra-sagithakam verse

269.
A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy p. 119.

Trim$ika-vijfiapti-bhasya p.1 line 23, p. 222 lines 1-2,
Viasana.

Jiiana-rupa.

Loka.

Gati.

Yoni. ]

Subhadubha karma-sarva-dhatu-gati-yoni-jatisu kuéala-
kudala-karma-vipakatvad vipakah. Ibid p. 22 lines 3-4.
Sarva dharma hi alini vijiiane tesu tattatha.
Anyonya-phala-bhavena hetu-bhivena sarvada.
Abhidharma-sutra. Quoted in the Madhyanta-vibhaga-
sttra-bhasya-tika p. 28. . Quoted in the Yogicira
,Idealism p. 115 note 2.



368

255.
256.
257.
258.
259.

260.
261,
262.
263.

264.

265.
266.

267.

268.

269.
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Sparia.

Manaskara.

Aduhkha-sukha-vedana.

Samjfia.

Cetani. Sada spar$a-manaskiravitsarhjiidgcetaninvitam,
Trindika-vijfiapti verse 3.
Sparfa-manaskara-vedani-samjfii cetanikhyaih.
Paficabhih sarvatragair dharmairanvitam.
Trirndika-vijiapti-bhasya p. 23 lines 11-12.

Vartate srota-sraughavat. Trirnfika-vijiiapti. verse 4.
Parinaminitya.

Tasya vyavrttirarhatve. Ibid verse 5.

Dharmah dlaya-vijiiane dharmesu ca vijfianarn tatha.
Phala-svabhava$ca anyonyarn hetu-svabhava api sada.
Mahayana-abhidharma-siitra. Quoted in the Yogicara
Idealism p. 116 Note 1. Alaya-vijiianarth  dvidha
pravartate-adhyitman upadina-vijiaptito bahirdha’
paricchinnakara-bhajana vijiiaptisca.

Trim$ika vijiapti-bhasyam p. 22 lines 8-9.

Viasana. Isyate vasanavidbhih $akti-rapa hi vasana.
Quoted in the Yogacara Idealism p. 163. Samarthyam.
Tattva-sarmngraha-pafijika p. 367 line 21.
Vijfiaptimatrata-siddhi p. 18.

In the Larnhkiavatara-siitra, it is the first evolute of the
Mind-Only.

Tadalambarn manonama vijiidnath mananatmakam.

Trirnéika-vijdapti verse 5. Larhkavatara-sitra. Saga-
thakam. Verse 102.

Sapnamanantaratitarn vijiianarh yaddhi tanmanah.
Sasthaéraya-prasiddhyartharn dhatavo’stadada smrtah,
Abhidharma-koéa 1. 17.

Klefaiécaturbhih sahitarn nivrtavyakrtaih sada.
Atmadrstyatma-mohatminitma-sneha samjfitaih.
Trirnsika-vijfiapti verse 6.

Avidyaya catmadrstya cismimanena trspaya.

Ebhif caturbhih sarnklistarh mananalaksapaih manah,
Viparyasa-nimittarh tu manah klistarn sadaiva yat,
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274.

275.
276.

2717.

278.

279.
280.

281.
282.
283.

The Doctrine of Mind-Only ( Vijliapti-Matrata ) 369

Kufalavyakrte citte sadaharnkara-kirapam. Quoted in
the Triméika-vijiapti-bhagyam p. 28 lines 2-5.
Vaikalyad visayanar hi kramavrttya pravartate.
Vijfidnena vijanati manasa manyate punal.
Larmkavatara-satra 2. 116.

Ibid 2. 117.

Klista-manas.

Cittena clyate karma jfianena ca vidhjyate.

Prajiiaya ca nirabhdsarh prabhavarh cadhigacchati.
Ibid anityata parivarta. Verse 39.

Studies in the Lamkavatara. Sutra p. 250.
Vijhapti-matrata-siddhi pp. 24, 34, 35.
Vijilaptimatrata-siddhi p. 33. See the Yogacara
Idealism p. 141 H. 1. ‘
Alaya-vijfianat pravrtti-vijidnanarn yugapad ayuga;
paccotpattau drstantah. Triméika-vijiapti-bhasyam
p. 42 lines 17-18.

Alayat sarva cittani pravartanti taramgavat.

Viasana hetuka sarve yatha pratyaya sarinbhavah.
Larnkavatiara-sutra-sagathakam. Verse 871.

Paficanarh mula-vijfidne yatha pratyayamudbhavah.
Vijfidnanarn saha na va tararnganam yatha jale.
Trirhéika-vijfiapti verse 15.
Lamkavatara-satra-sagathakam verse 269.
Natavannrtyate cittarn mano-vidasa sadriam.
Vijfianam pancabhih sardharm dréyam kalpetirarhgavat.
Ibid. ksanika-parivarta, Verse 4.

Studies in the Larmkavatara-satra p. 249.

Systems of Buddhistic thought p. 215.
Vijafina-parinamo’yarn vikalpoyad vikalpyate.

Tena tannasti tenedarn sarvarh vijiaptimatrakam.
Trirm$ika-vijiiapti verse 17,



GLOSSARY

Abhava Non Ens ; non existence
,»  (Ayusmam) Right Honourable Non Ens
y»  (Bhinnamurtih) Separately shaped Non Ens
,s (Vastavah) Real Non Ens,
»s  (Vigrahavan) Bodily or Hypostasized Non
Ens.
Abhedagraha Non-catching the identity
Abhinna identical
Abhranta non-illusive
Abhutaparikalpita Store house consciousness; it
also denotes fictitious, de-
pendent and Absolute realities
Abhyasa A term used for visana or
maya
Adhigati fetching
Adhisthana locus
Adhyavasaya perceptual judgment
Adhevaseya conceivable
Adrsta A word used for maya or
vasana in the vaiéesika system.
Agnihotra oblation to fire
Aitihya tradition
Amitabha One of the mythological
Buddhas
Amaurtatva incorporeality
Anabhilapya unutterable
Antarvyapti internal invariable concomi-
tance
Anumana inference
Anupalabdhi negation
Anuvyavasdya conceptual judgement in

introspective consciousness



Anuvrttipratiti
Anyavyavrtti

Apoha

Apratyaksa
Apiurva

Arpi
Arnpipotakah

Arthakriyasamarthatva
Arthakriyasamarthya

Arthapatti
Arthaprakaéa
Artha pratiti
Arthatman

Arya
Asamartha
Asat-
Asiddhi
Aflista
Afoka
Afraya
Atadvyavrtti

Atma khyati
Atman
Atma-samvedana
Atyanta paroksa
Avarapa

Avidya
Avinabhava

Glossary 371

inclusion of the common
objects

exclusion of others

negative reasoning; exclusion
of all things not coming under
the category in point

indirect

A word used for maya or
vasana in the Parva Mimar.

sa.

firestick

twirling stick

capacity to produce an effect
» »

presumption

illumination

objective consciousness

onto logical negation, a kind

of apoho

noble, saint

inefficient

non existent

disproof

unmingled

jonesia

receptacle

exclusion of what a thing is

not

self-apprehension

Soul

Self-consciousness

entirely transcendental

concealment

Ignorance

generalization, universal con-

comitance
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Avisamhvadi
Avyakrta
Avyapadedya
Ayatana
Bahirvyapti

Bhavana
Bhava padartha
Bhedagraha
Bhrama
Bhranti
,, [citta)
»» (dreti)
,, (Karma)
,» (sarnjna)
(sankhya)
,» (sansthana)
,, (varpa)
Bhutala
Bhatartha

-

Bodha
Bodhi
Bodhicitta

Bodhisattva
Brahman

Buddhi (Kalpika)
Buddhyaragha
Buddhyatman

Candrapida
Citrangada
Citta

non-incongruous
indescribable
unutterable
base
external invariable concomi-
tance
biotie force
positive entity
catching the "non-difference
illusion
illusion
»» (comceptual)
» [perceptual)
,» of motion
of substance
,; number

EE)

bE)

55 5, order
55 35 Colour

ground

substance of all things, reality

as such.

comprehension

perfect wisdom, enlightenment

the Absolute reality of

‘Santideva.

an  elightenned saint of

Mahayzana Buddhism.

the Absolute of the Vedanta

system

imagination (creative)

a priori

logical negation, a kind of

apoha

the hero of Bana’s Kadambari,

one of the wives of Arjuna,

mingd R



Cittamatra
Darah

Davittha

Defa

Desana
Desananugata
Dharmadharmibhava
Dharmadhatu

Dharmakaya

Dharma-nairatmya
Dhatri

Dhatu

Dhruva

Dittha

Dravya

Drstanta
Drstimarga
Dvaidhikarapa
Dvesa

Ekatva

Ganga

Gavaya

Gotva

Grahya

Grahya grahakakara
Gupa

Haritaki

Hetu

ss (anupalabdhih)
»s (karya)

» (svabhava)

Glossa ry

Mind-Only
Woman—A  Sanskrta

373

term

which is always used in plural
number but denotes a single

woman.

Name of a person
Space

teachings

Leyond space

substantive attributive relation.
A term used for the highest

reality

The Absolute reality
Mahayana religion
No-object doctrine
emplica officinalis
element

perpetual

Name of a person
substance

example

the path of (right) view
bifurcation

aversion

unity

A holy river of India
blue cow, a species of ox
cowhood

sensible

subject-object form
quality

terminalia chebula
reason, middle term
reason based on negation
reason based on causality
reason based on identity

in
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Hetvabhisa

s (satpratipaksa)

Hinayzana

Idamta
Jagat

Janus

Jati

Jiidnam
s» (nirakaram)
,, (taimira)

Jnatata
Jnatat (jiianam)
Kadambari

Kila
Kalananugata
Kalpana

» (gupa)

» (jati)

»s (nama)
Kalpanapodham
Karma
Karunia
Karya
Ksrya karapa bhava
Klrptir vyapade$a
Ksapa
Lankavatarasitra
Lokonatha

Mahabhiniskramagna

fallacies of reason

fallacious reason (a term used
by Hindu Jogicians)

lower vehicle, original Budd-
hism

thisness

world

A Roman god having two
heads

universal, general

knowledge, consciousness
pure consciousness

knowledge arising  from
defective sense-organs
cognized ness

awareness

The heroine of Bapa’s Kadam-

bari

time

beyond time

judgment, category

category of quality
' s» genus or universal
» ,» of name

free from imagination
motion

benevolence

causation, effect

causality

verbal expression

moment

A Mahayana scripture
Buddha (the Lord of the
world)

The final departure of Buddha
for salvation N



Mauhatman

Mahayana

Manas
Manovijiiana
Maya
Meghadiuta
Meru

Nirakara
Nirvapa
Niécaya
Nisedha

Nispanna
Nityatva
Nyaya

»» (laghava)
Padartha
Paksadharmata
parapeksa
paratantra
paratantrya
parikalpita
Parinama (hetu)

39 (Phala)

Parinispanna
Parsis
Paryudisa

Prakrstopakaraka
Pramiana

Glossary 375

The great soul, the Absolute
Reality in the systems of
Asanga

The higher vehicle, the later
Buddhism

mind

Individual mind

ignorance

a lyric of Kalidays

a mountain of Indjan mytho-
logy.

irnageless

salvation

judgment

absolute negation, a kind of
apoha

accomplished

eternity

One of the six systemsof the
Vedic philosophy ; judgement
low of parcimony

category

cssential nature of a syllogism
relativity

worldly objects

dependence

fictitious objects

store house consciousness or
Alaya

absolute reality

inhabitants of Persia

relative negation (a kind of
apoha}

dominant cause

a valid source of knowledeg
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s (samplava)

s (vyavastha)
Pramapyam

-apramanyam ubhayam paratah
Pramanpyam aprimanpyam
ubhayam svatah

Pramanyam paratah
apramanyam svatah
Pramanyarh svatah
apramagyam paratah
Pramudita

Prapti
Prasajya pratisedha

Pratibha
Pratibhasa

Pratiti
Pratityasamutpada

Pratyaksa
(indriya)
(mznasa)

»
3
(nirvikalpa)
(savikalpa)

»  (yogi)
Pratyaksabhasa
Pratyaya

'Y

»

(adhipati)
(alambana)
(sahakari)
(samanantara)

”»
2»
»

2

Pudgala
Pudgala-nairatmya
Riaga

coalescence theory of cognition
limitation theory of cognitton
Extrinsic validity and
invalidity of truth

intrinsic validity and
invalidity of truth

extrinsic validity and intrinsic
invalidity of.truth

intrinsic validity and extrinsic
invalidity of truth

one of the ten stages of
meditation in Mahayana
fetching

absolute negation, a kind of
apoha

intuition

simple reflex

comprehension

dependent origination (Budd-
hist theory of causation)

perception
sense-perception

mental sensation
indeterminate perception
determinate perception
intelligible intuition
fallacies of perception
idea, cause

dominant or efficient cause
external cause

cooperating cause
immediate cause

soul

No-Soul theory

desire
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Raghuva.héa

R3ja hansa

Rupa

Ripasleda

Sabda

Sadhya

Saksatkaritva vyapara
Shkya miun

Samadhi

Samanya

(apara)
,»  (maha)
»  (para)

Samanyalaksapa

Samaviya

s

» (sarnyukta)
Sambandha

’ (videsana visesya)
Sambhava
sarhsara

sarmmskara

Samudaya

Samvit samarthya
Sarnyoga
Sandhinirmocana stitra
Sanmaitra

Sapnaari

Sarupya
Sarupya vada
Sarba bijka

Sarvagatam
s, (Svadraya)

one of the epics of Kalidasa
young goose

object

penetration

word. scripture

probandum

the historical

Buddha
meditation

Gautama

universal, generality
penultimate universal
Summem genus

ultimate universal
universal

inherence

connected inherence
relation

sub ject-attribute relation
probability

world

impression, a name for vasani,
maya

aggregate

conscious germ
canjuction

A Mahayana text
pure being

six cities (the word is always
used in singular number)

coordination
theory of coordination
store house consciousness,

Alaya vijfiana
ubiquitous
ubiquitous within its

sphere

own
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Sarvajiia pariksa

Sarvatovyavrtta

Sarvopadhivinirmukta

Satta
Sattamatra
Siddhi
Sirnjéapa
siprﬁ

Skandha
Sphuta
Sphutahatva
Sthayitva
Sukanasa

Sﬁnya
Sﬁnyatﬁ
Svalaksanpa

Svalaksanatva
Svartipa matram
Svasarnvedana

Svayam prakasa
Tadakarata
Tadevaidam
Tathagata
Tathagatagarbha

Tathata

Trailokya vyavrtta
Tatta

a chapter in the Tattva Sar-
graha where the omniscience
of Lord Buddha has been
examined,

similar to nothing

devoid of all attributes
reality

pure being

proof

dalbergia sissoo

a river of India (Madhya
Pradesh)

vivid flash

vividness

stability

The teacher of the prince
Candrapida in the Kadambari
of the Sanskrta poet Bana
void

voidness, unreality of things
essence in itself particular,
point instant

particularity

reality as such

self feeling, self cognition

self luminous

sumilarity

This is that,

Buddha

womb of the Tathagata

reality in its true nature,
reality as such
unique

thatness



éiossary

Trim$ika
Tusitaloka
Upalabdhi
Upamaiana

Urva$i

Utpreksavyapara

Viasana
»s (anadi)

»s (anubhava)
»»  (Nisyanda)

;s (vipaka)

Viasana vada

. (anubhava)
»s (atyanta vikalpa)
» (ekanta vikalpa)
' (vikalpa)
Vastavatva
Vicara
Vidhisvarapatva
Vijfiana
» (Alaya)

99 (pravriti)

37¢

a work of Vasubandhu on
Yogacara Idealism

the heavens men.
tioned in Buddhist mythology
comprehnsion

one of

analogy

a heavenly damsel in Hindu
mythology

imaginative faculty of mind

habit energy, inherent crea-
tive power of Alaya vijfiana
biotic force, transcendental
illusion

reality of external world

itis one of tbe functions of
anadivasana which develops

the impressions latent in the

Alaya and consequently gives
rise to means and other
vijfianas. .
it is one of the two functions
of anadi vasana which con-
of Dbirth

tinues the cycle

going on.

empiricism
Absolute idealism of Yoga-
cara school

’» »
rationalism
reality, objectivity
rational thinking, deliberation
efficient affirmation
sensation, conception
store house conciousness
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Vijiiapti

»  (visaya)
Vijfiaptimatrata
Vikalpa
Viksepa
Vilaksapa
Virodha
Viruddhavyabhicari

Videsa
Videspa
Vi$uddha
Vitarka
Vitti
Vyakti
Vyapti
Yukti
Yogya

ideation

Mind-Only

imagination

projection

dependent

contradiction

fallacious reason which is
both contradictory and non-
contradictory

particular

adjective, determination

pure

fanciful thinking, conjecture
apprehension

individual

invariable concomitance
ratiocination

competent



GENERAL INDEX

Abhidharmasitra
on mental sensation
(substitute theory) 125
Abhidharmika
on causality 230
Ahrika
on universal 259
Aksapada Gautama
on inference 199
on perception 85
Asanga
on abhranta (its
relevance in the
definition of per-
ception) 97
on consciousness 331-33
coordination 23
ego (empirical) 330
illusion 63
Mahatman 329
testimony(Buddha’s) 44
Vijiana 167
Aboka Pandita
on universal 262, 264
Author of the Nyaya
Bindutika Tippani
on abhranta (its
relevance in per-
ception) 100
mental sensation 117
particular 147

Bergson
on Visani (elan vital) 22
Berkeley
on commonsense and
philosophy 15
ideas 156
perception (indeter-
minate) 104
Bhadanta Subha Gupta
on apprehension 4
Bhamaha
on apoha 278
Bhatta ( Jayanta)
on negation 246

perception (Yogic) 136

Bosanquet
on antarvyapti 203
Bradley
on antarvyapti 203
inference 201
inference (Mill’s
view) 214
judgment 165-66
relation 226
Broad
on sense-data 156

Buddha (Lord)
on apprehension 4

mental sensation 117
mental (substitute
theory) 12
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Buddhists
on causality 230-34
cognition (object of) 38
identity 227
illusion 64-66, 69

inference 207, 209
Judgment and
Name-giving 174-175
Judgment (its vali-
dity 183
Knowledge 2-3
Negation  48-49, 241
Negation (Kuma-
rila’s theory 243,249-52
Perception (indeter-

minate) 100, 104
Presumption 47
truth (criterion of) 51,
56
Viasana (conscious-
ness) 29
Campanella (Thomas)
apoha 293
Candrakirti
causality 231
Carvaka
inference 208-9

knowledge (its source) 39

Dharmakirti
abhranta (its definition
and its relevance in
the definition of
perception) 95, 97
apprehension 4
avinabhava 204, 215

causality 232
cognition (unity of agent,
means and fruit) 12
consciousness 340
coordination 15, 17
external world 311-12

* identity 228
illusion 58

illusion(transcendental )68
inference 199, 205, 215
inference (paradox of) 211
Judgment 165, 174, 176
Kalpana 91
knowledge (right) 36
knowledge (sources of) 39

mental sensation 115,
117-18, 128
mental (admixture
theory) 122
mental (alternation
theory) 121
mental (simultaneity
theory) 124
mental (substitute
theory) 119-20
Negation 251-52
Particular 147-48
Perception (its defini-
tion) 87

Perception(object of) 147
Perception (Yogic) 122-23
reality (as non-dual) 331
reason (antinomy) 213
relation 207, 224-226
self-cognition 129-130
testimony (Buddha’s) 44
)
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testimony (verbal) 44
truth (validity of) 56

universal 259-60

Viasana 23

Veda 42-44
Dharmottara

on causality 223

cognition (unity of
agent, means and

fruits of—) 13
coordination 21
identity 228
illusion 57-58
inference 199

inference (paradox
of)

judgment 164, 175-176

305
mental sensation 116,

127
mental (admixture
theory) 122
mental (substitute
theory) 119-120
negation 252
Perception 87, 88

Perception (Dinnzaga
and Dharmakirti’s
definition) 88
Perception (yogic)

132, 133, 136
reason (antinomy of )

213
self-cognition 131
synthesis 172

Dhruva ( A.B)

a priori(Keith’s view) 20%

»

avinabhava 204
fallacy of illegitimate 206
physicalism
relations 224
trairipyavada 200
Dinnaga

abhranta (relevance
of—in the definition

of perception) 95
analogy 46
apoha 281-282, 292
categories 177-178

cognition (unity of
means, agent and

fruit of ) 10-11
consciousness 339
coordination (his idea-

listic view) 15-16
coordination (his

realistic view) 6, 20
external world (Vaide-

sika view) 317, 318
illusion 57, 63
illusion (transcen-

dental) 68

inference (definition) 199
inference (idealistic
theory) 204, 206

jhiana (taimira) 63

judgment 165, 175-176
kalpana (definition) 89
knowledge (right) 37
mental sensation 115
mental (substitute

theory) 125
negation 251-252
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particular (svalak-
sana) 149
Perception (Aksapida’s
definition) 85, 86
Perception (his own
definition) 87, 88
Perception (object of )
146

reality (nature of) 331

reason (antinomy of)
212-213

reason (fallacies of)
210-211
relation 222, 224

self-cognition 129
testimony (Buddha’s) 44

testimony (verbal) 40
trairfipyavada 199
universals 265-267
Gangefa
perception (indeter-
minite) 104
Grammarians
perception (indeter-
minate) 100
Green (T. H.)
relations 226
Gruce (Rene)
Asanga and Nagar-
juna 332
Hegel
causality 232
negation 292
panlogism 213
Hsuen Tsang
causality 233

Hume (David)

generalisation 205

impression 156

perception (indeter-

minate) 104

Jaimini

Veda 43
Jain

truth (criterion of) 50

universal 259

Jam yan tshadpa
mental sensation 118, 128
mental (simultaneity

theory) - 123, 124
mental (substitute
theory) 125
Jevons
antarvyapti 203

Jinendra Buddhi
abhranta (it relevance
in the definition of
perception) 96
apoha 292, 293
cognition (unity of
agent, means and
fruits of) 11, 13
coordination
(Difinaga’s view) 16
illusion (trans-

cendental) 70-71
Viasana (anadi) 26, 27
Jiianagarbha
mental sensation 121
(admixture theory) 127

mental (substitute
theory)



General Index

Johnson
inference (criticism of

Mill’s view) 213
Joseph
' antarvyaptj 205
Kamalaéila

abhranta (the relevance
of in the definition

of perception) 97-98
apoha  274-275, 279-80,
293

categories (Dinnaga’s) 179
causality 234

consciousness 340-341

“external world

(Realist view) 314
illusion 60
inference (paradox of)

' 211-212
jiifna (taimira) 63
judgment 175

Kalpana (Dinnaga’s
definition) 90
Kalpana (own view) 92
knowledge (right) 35
Negation 244, 253

Perception (Dinnaga
and Dharmakirti’s

definition) 88
Perception (Dinnaga’s
theory) 94

Perception (validity of

: the perception of
yellow conchchell) 62
Perception (yogic) 134
reality 331

1

385

synthesis 172
testimony (Buddha’s) 44
truth(Buddhist theory of
the validity of truth) 56
truth (his own theory) 57

truth (MImarnsaka theory)
54-55

vasana 23
Kanpada

Perception (definition) 85
Kant

avinibhiva 204
causality 232
identity 229
illusion 60

inference (definition) 201
mental sensation (subs-

titute theory) 126
Svalaksapa (thing in
itself) 158"

Keith, A. B.
Antarvyapti(origin of ) 202

a priori 205
avinabhiva - 204
bahirvyapti 202
inference (Dianaga’s
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