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FOREWORO 

I have made a thorough study of Dr. C. L. Tripathi's 

excellent monograph entitled 'The Problem of K nowledge 

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 a3 well as 

Indian reader is bound to profit by Dr. C. L. Tripathi's 

dissertation. 

7.3. 1972 

s� S. Roy 

Head of the Department 
of Philosophy, 

Allahabad University. 



P R E F A C E 

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 1 966. 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 
Y ogacara epistemology from Indian and Western philosophers. 

The work took long four years of toil and turmuil. 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 
elf late Professor R. N. Kaul, the Head of the Department oj 
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 stud ents 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 th� 
students who come to University to study and prepare them­
selves as the soldiers of free India in all walks of life. I am 
grateful to Dr. Umesh Mishra the ex Vice-Chancellor of the 
Darbhanga Sanskrit University, Bihar and Pandit Raghuvar� 
Mitthu Lal Sastri who always encouraged and explained m{ 
the problems of philosophy. Dr. S. Datta, the ex-Head 0: 
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-'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 
VaraI)a�eya 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
si ty 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 Saudamin'l 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 
Kendrlya Sanskrit Vidyap1tha. The entire credit of the 
publication of this work goes to him. Without his effort the 
thesis would not have seen the light of the day so soon. 
Finally, I 'want to express my indebtedness to Pandit Suresh 
Pandey, the Proprietor Bharat Bharti, Durga Kund , VarliQasi 
who readily accepted the proposal of Sharmaji to publish the 
thesis. I am highly obliged for his kindness. 

March 7, 1 972 
Chhote Lal Tripathi 

Lecturer (Philosophy) 
Allahabad University, 

Allahabad. 



INTRODUCTION 

I 

I am glad to find that Dr. C. L. Tripathi's thesis entitled 
'An Appraisal of Yogacara Epistemology' is being p�blished 
under the title 'The Problem of Knowledge in Yogadira 
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 Dinnaga's theory 
of knowledge is basically different from that of Hume, Kan1 
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 
phiIos ophy, 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 theory 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 DiIinliga and its developments at the hands 
of Post-Dinnaga philosophers like Dharmakirti, Dharmottara, 
Prajiiakaragupta, Santarak�ita, KamalaS'ila and others. 
He has also utilized the valuable investigations of modern 
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Buddhist philosophers like Th. Stcherbatsky, H. �. Randle, 
A. B. Keith, Dr. D. Suzuki, Varna Kami Sogen, Dr. T. R. 
V. Mflrti, Dr. Satkari Mukerji ,  Rahul Sankrityayan and 
others . His reconstruction may not acclaim universal 
acceptance; at places it may even be Jound faulty. But no­
body will d isauee 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. 

I I  

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 Upani�ads, the 
Bhagvadgita and the Brahmasiitra, 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 Hurne, Back to 
Hegel, Back to the Vedas, Back to the Upani�ads, Back to 
BadarayaJ)a 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 is not past. The interpretation of the past is a 
sign of the present and an indf'x of the future.  

Studies in the philosophy of Dinnaga have become 
important since 1921 when Pandit S. C. Vidyabhusana in 
'A  History of Indian Logic' (Ancient, Mediaeval and 
Modern) informed the world that Dinnliga is the Lord of 
all logicians .1 . (Sakala nya)avadinam f'arame5varal)). 
Professor H. N. Randle brought out his Fragmf'nts from 

1. See also PramuI)avartikiilankura of Prajuiikaragupta. 
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Dirinaga in 1 926 and gave the outlines of the Philosophy of 
DiI'l.naga to a world which has no access to any of his works. 
Shri H .  R .  R. Iyenger published from Mysore (India) in 
1 930 the PramliJ)a Samuccaya of Dirinaga. He edited the 
first cha pter of PramaJ)a Samuccaya called Pratyak�a 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 Dirinaga, the 
oldest Buddhist text on logic after Chinese and Tibetan 
materials . In Chinese the Nyayamukha of Dinnaga was 
ren dere d by Huan Tsang and in Tibetan it was rendered 
separately by two persons, Kanaka Varman and Vasu­
dharak�ita. Then came forward the great Buddhist 
scholar and philosopher Th. Stcherbatsky who brought out 
h is Buddhist logic in two volumes in 1 930- 1 932. His 
Buddhist logic is a classic. He has clearly explained the 
logical standpoint of Diimaga and his followers Dharma­
kirti and Dharmot tara. He has also given the rudiments 
of Diimaga 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 emerg ing slowly and steadily as the studies into Dirinaga 
and his school are progressing. After Stcherbatsky Dr. 
Satkari Mukerji published in 1 935 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 Cri tical Realism 
as expounded by the school of Diimaga. Then Aiya Swami 
5astrl published in 1 942 from Madras the '!lambana­
parik�a and Vrtti of Dirinaga with the commentary of 
Dharmapala. The Alambana-parlk�a with Vrtti of 
Dilinaga was also published trom Tibetan version in 1 953 
from Kyoto , Japan. Erich Frauwallner' published in 1 959-
'Diimaga, Sein work und Seine Entwicklung' and in 1 96 1  
"Landmarks in thE. History of Indian logic" in Wiener 
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Zeitschrift fur die kunde es slid und ost-Asiens, Vienna. 
Dr. Ashoka K umar Chatterji published in 1 962 his thesis 
'The Yogiicara Idealism', and although it has been written 
mainly on the basis of Vasubandhu's Vijfiaptimatrata Siddhi 
it has also considered the metaphysical views of the school 
of Dinniiga. Dr. Dharmendra Nath SastrI has dealt with 
the conflict between the Nyaya-Vaise�ika school and the 
Buddhist Dinnaga school in his book entitled 'Critique of 
Indian Realism,' which was published in 1 964. H .  Kita­
gawa has published in Japanese from Tokyo in 1 965 'A 
Study of Indian Classical Logic-Diimaga's system. In 1 968 
Mr. Masaaki  Hatton published the Pratyak�a Pariccheda 
of DiIinaga's Pram1iQa Samuccaya from the Sanskrit frag­
ments and Tibetan versions from Harward University 
Press under the title 'Dirinaga on Perception.' All these 
studies atleast show the global interest in the philosophy 
of Dirinaga and his school. Such studies are still in their 
infancy because all the works of Dirinaga 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 Diimaga 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; D r. 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 Dharmaklrti'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 Dinn�ga's views are more profound than Dharma­
kIrti 's. I share this view. In support of my view I may 
point out Dharmaklrti's improvement upon Dinnaga's defi­
nition of perception. Dinnaga defines perception as that 
knowledge which is devoid of all conceptual constructio n 

• (pratyak�am kalpanapoQham ) .  Dharmakirti here ad ds 
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 ( pratyak�a ) and inference or conceptu al 
construction (anumana ) .  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 svalak�a1).as or sense­
data and the latter samanya lak�aQas or universals. Thus 
universals have no existence; they are conceptual construc­
tions. What are in existence then? They are sval­
ak�anas or sense-data. Svalak�aQas cannot be described 
into the terms of conceptual construction. But to call 
the knowledge of svalak�aQas 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-Dinnliga Buddhist 
developments of Dinniiga's theories are invariably correct. 
Dinniiga was a great thinker. He moulded both Buddhist 
and non-Buddhist thought in a new direction. He criticized 
Nyaya, VaiSe*ika, Sarhkhya and Mimarhsii theories. His 
theories were further criticized by Nyiiya philosopher 
Udyotakara and Vacaspati M iSra, VaiSe�ika philosopher 
Prasastapada, Mimiirhsa philosopher Kumarila BhaHa, 
Advaita philosopher Samkaracarya and Jain philosopher 
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Siddhas�na Divakara. The followers of Dinnaga 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 Dh'maga 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 epi�te­

mology. The theory of indeterminate perception may 
again be taken to illustrate this point .  The opponents of 
Dirmliga like Kum§rila Bhatta have understood this theory 
more correctly than his followers like DharmakJrti. Further 
if we similarly separate the theories of Dinnaga'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 me taphysical 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 Svarthanumana, the distinction 
between Svarthanumana and Pararthanumana, the doctrine 
of Trairiipya ( three as pects 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 Dinnaga 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 Dinnliga- 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) sakara (having forms) or 
nirakara ( formless) ? 
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(3) Is the truth of a proposition or judgment intrinsic or 
extrinsic ? and finally 

(4) What is truth? Sarupya or arthakriyll-kliritva or 
avyabhicaritva or anything else? Such questions, by and 
large owe their origin to the works of Dhinliga. 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-Pratyak�a and Anumlina and that there is a 
pramli'Qa-vyavasthli 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 
DiIinaga. 

III 

We have now come to a position which may be given 
a philosophical name, Back to Dixin!iga. Thi s  movement 
has the following features. First the works of DiIinaga 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 DiIinliga's theories such as made by Dharma­
klrti 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 DiIinaga 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 DiIinaga 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 Dinnliga than his own disciple 
Dharmakirti. The problems that were posed by Dinnaga 
are now being discussed and debated directly. In such dis­
cussions and debates philosophers from every part of the 
wo rld 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 1 92 1 .  But 
uptill now they have simply prepared the ground from 
which the philosophical movement of 'Back to Dinnliga' 
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 Dinnaga'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 Dinniiga. This 
movement is leading to certain good co nsequences. First, 
it is uniting Asi a and is laying down the foun dation of 
modern Asian philosophy. Secondly, it is stimulating 
new thinking in India and is bringing all systems of Indian 
philosophy closer. Thirdly, it is accepted as a new philo­
sophy even in the West. Dinnliga'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 Dinniiga's idealism which is called logical idea­
lism (Nyliylinusari Vijiiiinavada). This logical idealism is  
not based on the principle of esse ist percipi. It is not the 
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dialectical idealism or Pan-Iogism of Hegel. It does not 
hold that logical knowledge or awareness is the whole and 
sole truth. Further it is 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 Dirinliga'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 svalak�aQas and in 
several kinds of perception including Yogic perception. 
Dinnliga 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. 

Diilnliga 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 id eas. The words 
and conceptual constructions do not touch what is real . 
Ideas determine ide�s 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 : 

Vikalpayonayal,l sabdal,l 

Vikalplil,l sabda yonayal,l 

Karya karaQata te�am, 

Nartham sabdlil,l spfsantyapi,1 

This. view of Dit'maga shows that the theory of know­
ledge and the theory of language are reciprocally connected • .  

1. Quotation from Diimaga in the Nyayavarti�atatparyatlka of 

Vacaspati Misra, 
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But they cannot obliterate what is real. This is the correc­
tive which Diim�ga'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. I t  
does not treat these movements as  a 'retreat from truth' 
but as an approach to truth. Clarity is the first require­
ment of those who want to see what is real. Clarity is not 
its own end. It is simply a means to apprehension or vision 
i .e .  darSana. 

Dinnaga's philosophical position may be termed as 
Empirico-Iogical 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 

Dinnaga's relation with his Master Vasubandhu has 
become a matter of controversy in recent times. Dr. C. D. 
Sharma has maintainedl that although Dirinaga was a 
disciple of Vasubandhu, his idealism is different from that 
of Vasubandhu. Dirinaga's idealism is uyayanusari or based 
on logic while Vasubandhu's idealism is Agamanusarl 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 Santarak�ita 

1. A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy, p. 125. See also 
Bauddha Darsana and Vedanta (in Hindi), Var,lna�I. 

Z, See p;lrSanll Digdarsana (in Hindi), Allahabad. 
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who has said that his school of philosophy clearly followed the 

transcend en talism of Vasubandhu's Vijnaptima tratasiddhP 
which had been rendered clearer by his predecessors like 
Dirinaga and Dharmaklrti, Dr . Stcherbatsky has also 
corroborated the view that Dirinliga's Alambana-parik�a 
simply summarizes the arguments of Vasubandhu's Vijna. 
ptimatratasiddhi2• A comparative study of the Viri�atika 
and the Alambana-parlk�a certainly lends support to the 
view of Dr. Stcherbatsky. 

But Dr. C. D. Sharma and Pandit Rahula SMkrtyayana 
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 Santarak�ita and Dr. Stcherbatsky are also correct 
in their view. 

The change brought about by Dinnaga amounted to a 
great philosophical revolution in Indian philosophy. It wa� 
like Kantian revolution in European philosophy. Both these 
revolutions replaced metaphysics by epistemology. Dirinaga 
concentrated only upon nyaya and ignored the Agama. His 
Master Vasubandhu was a great authority on both the 
Agama and the Nyaya and had written authoritatively in 
both fields. But his writings i n  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. Dilinaga 
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. Vijiiaptimatrata siddhir dhimad bhir vimaljkrta. 
Asmabhistad disiiyiitam paramartha viniscaye. 

Tattva SaJ1graha 208-4 

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

5-3 1972 
Sangaln Lal Pande 

Department of Philosophy, 
Allaha bad U niversi ty, 

Allahabad 
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CHAPTER I 
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 i t ? What is the guar· 
antee that the selfsame thing is apprehended ? 

Three main solutions of the problem have been advanced 
by realists, critical realists and idealists successively. Accor­
ding to the realist school of Naiyayikas, M'imarnsakas anc1 
Vaise�ikas a special quality arises in the object when it comer 
in contact with consciousness. It is this peculiarity whic1 
imp<uts distinctness to our knowledge. According to thE 
critical realists or Sautrantika Buddhists, this distinctnes! 

/ 
arises when there is 'conformity' or similarity between thE 
object of perception and the image of the object conta ined in 
consciousness. According to the idealists or Y ogacara philo. 
sophers, there is no such thing as an object apart from consci­
ousness. The certainty which appears to us is the result oj 
transcendental illusionl• These theories need a little elabora­
tio? 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 a� 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 <tf 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 over. 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· ordinationS of the object with consciousness. They are due 
to the characterization4 of the object itself5. The instrumen­
tality of cognition consists in apprehending what has not been 
already apprehended. It is the cognition of an object yet 
uncognized6• Kumarila holds that consdousness is 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 arises7• 

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. 
illumination8 is not different from consciousness. It is the 
nature of consciousness9 • 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 wch presupposition is the distinction 
between the subject and the object, a distinction between the 
means of apprehension and the object of apprehension1o• 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 phenbmena 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 
causationlI. These phenomena continue so long as transcen. 
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dental ill usion 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, jll3t like the cognition 

of the refiec ted image12 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 (I) 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 it14• There can be no self· 
cognition of this cognition for it is the action as well as tht 
active agent. I t  is impartite in form and cannot have threE 
characters. Hence how can there be cognitioN of any otheI 
thing in the shape of cognition15• 

Kumarila objects to the Buddhist explanation thus: 
Even though the cognition is illuminative still it is in need 
of something else for its a pprehensioli. For instance the eye 
is of the nature of illumination but it  is restricted to colour 
in its apprehension16• I t  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 cognition17• 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 nQt mean something different from the 
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cognition. It is the cognition itself which is called by differ­
ent names such as apprehension18, comprehension19, objective 
consciousness20  and ideation21. 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 synonymtJus ? There must be 
something in existence upon which cognition should operate. 
It cannot operate in v�ccum. 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. I t  means that cognition is pure and simple22.  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'23. Dharmaklrti 
says that at first there is appearance of an object as the 
cause of cognition, and hence this is what is apprehended first, 
and the apprehension of the cognition comes later240. 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 omniscient2 �. Sabara also maintains the 
distinction between them. The external object is dir<'ltly 
perceived as having a shape and as connected with external 
space26• 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 '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 h e  
did not apprehend any object27• 
3. The Sautrantika theory of apprehension 

The realist theory of pure consciousness2 7 means that 
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 
exists2B• Hence all things are known to us w1fhout any effort 
and every body become� omniscient. But obviously this is an 

absurd position. Another definition of object is that "an objec.t 
is what produces knowledge". Here the object is that which 

. is apprehended by our cognition, which gives definitt 
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 lfy 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 
prq..�uce 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 d ifferentiate one object from the 
other. And if there is no distinction betfveen objects, the entire 
business of life whieh depends upon their distinctions comes 
to an end. 

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

colour'. Thi5 identity of the object with the image of consci­
ousness is known in Buddhist terminology as the theory of 
co .ordination2 9 . 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 
them30• This co-ordination consists in the fact that a cons­
tructed mental image with all its inhering attributes corres­
ponds to utterly heterogeneous31 point-instants of efficient 
reality32. It is founded on relativity33. 

According to Diimaga consciousness is not that element 
which give� 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 consciousness34• In 
other words according to this theory the concept or image 01 
the blue alone makes the  stimulus produced on the sense of 
vision a real cognition of the blue patch35• The blue knowledge 
of the blue is not simply produced by the eye, because of the 
consequence of suchness of the yellow knowledge. It is 
produced from the image of the blue3£). The Abhidharma­
kosa 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 blue37• 

VinHadeva 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 
implifs the difference of th� image of a particular object from 
all dissimilar images and its connection with all similar imagel 
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 it! 
existence ? ''''hy should we not regard our sense-organs a� 
the true source of knowledge with the help of which we art 
able to cognize an object and whose existence cannot bE 
denied by a man of normal vision ? VinHadeva 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 perceivin� 
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 sensationJ there is a 

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 yellow lotus38• 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 Vats'iputriya Buddhist objects to the theory of co­
ordination. He says that there is a permanent soul and there 
are ex ternal objects which are apprehended by it. In support 
of his theory he adduces the scripture 'con�ciousness 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 operates39• 

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. The illusion 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 the bell. Similarly light moves or illumin­
ates or is the cause of illumination. In reality light is doing 
nothing. Luminosity is its very nature. It does not resort to any 
activity. Still it is believed that light is the cause of the visible 
things. In the same way moments of consciousness follow 
successively_ Their succession makes us believe that conscious­
ness is the cause of apprehension40• In reality there is no 
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difference between consciousness and the object that is before 
consciousness. In the words of Santarak§ita '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 cognized4\ In  the case of 'self-cogni­
tion' the 'cognition of itself' is the fruit and the capacity of 
cognizing itself is the source or means42• 

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 there is some 
purpose of our knowledge, and only that knowledge is right 
knowledge which is efficient, which is capable of producing 
some result43• If the result is not something different from 
the SQurce of knowledge ( cognition ), there is 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 attainmentH. For instance when 
an axe strikes a mango tree, the 'cut' nowhere appears in a 
guava tree, hence nowhere in the world the cutting weapon 
'axe' is the same as the 'cut' tree45 •  

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 IS 
unrea l .  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 '46 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 cognition47 •  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 incongruous48• Now the question 
arises how are we going to explain tbat the cutting weapon 
ax e and the 'cut' tree OIre 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 wood49 • 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 one50, 

Diimaga 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 content5 1, It is a 
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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 wit� 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 imposition52.  

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 makelO 
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 Ifollows it immediately 
without any interruption, not allowing the gap even �f one 
moment we regard that the previous thing is the producer of 
the successive thing. For instance we see a patch of blue 
colour. It 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 e�isting 'externally' and afterwards come to 
recognize that it is the sam'� thing which is in our ken. Now 
this 'sameness' is the most efficient cause53 of our cognition. I f  
this co-ordination were not in  operat ion, 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 objects54• 

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 i t  is the 
'creator' in the real sense, because it does not differ from 
cognition at all 5 5. 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 focussing57 of our attention on < it, and this focussing is 

nothing but the cognition of an aiul of our possible purposive 
actionll8, 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 5 9. 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 thai .' Hence the source (cognition) and content are one60• 

Here it may be asked that if C 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 be 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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explanat ions. 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 lo oked 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. We say 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'61 . In these examples 
the same thing has been represented in three different capa­
cities, wherein reality it is one and the same. The same 
applies to the process of cognition. Though in reality, act, 
content and instrumen t 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 lean 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 determi�ed) . 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 pre-requisite of two different 
moments. We can assume that the same entity has two 
aspec ts, a process of cognition which imparts dis tinctness 
to our cogni.tion, 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 th e second relation of determination 

can be applied here without involving any contradiction 6 2 . 

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 relation63 which relates the possessor of a function and the 
function itself, and logical relation64 which relates a logical 
antecedent and its comequence .  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' does not com­
mence. But there is a contact tt!} be established hence common 
people maintain a relation between axe and tree. For the 
realists the 'axe' is not a st ream of moments but a real en tity 
having stabiIity6 5. Hence the operation of the axe is some­
thing real and can be distinguished from the non-operating 
axe. Here real relation66 is a third entity that mediates 
the two entities. There cannot be established identi ty 
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. Axe is not real. It is 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 inconsis tency 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 inconsisteIlcy, 
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 seIt:conscious 
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idea6 7. But it is also operative in external field6 8. For instance 
the proposition 'whatever is a jonesia69 is also a tree. The 
jonesia is not different from the tree and the tree is not 
different from the jonesia. Their difference consist') 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 plan ts. The same 
applies to the relation of 'act' and 'content' 'instrument' and 
'result'. In essence they are not different. Differences lies in 
our conception 7 u. 

The realist raises the objection that if there is no distinc­
tion between the SOJ.lrce of cognition and its content, why do 
the Buddhists often say that co-ordination7 1 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 life72  will be 
impossible without using such phrases. Dharmakrrti 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 Ieality knowing that all this is superim­
position of the mind and nothing else73. 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 

Dirinaga holds two alternative views regarding the result 
of cognition', At first he says that the result of our cognition 
is a feeling of external object74• Later on he says that the 
resulting content of our cognition is 'self feeling'7 5 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 seed7 6 . But later on he 
refers to the other theory which may be put in his own word� . 

. 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 itT7 • The first view is similar to the 
views of Vasubandhu, Vinita Deva Dharmak'irti and other 
Buddhist writers , and has been discussed in detail. Now the 
second view is examined . 

DiIinaga 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 image78 of 

an external object, and (2) from the idealist point , it is the 
reflex of the cognizing self. Explaining the view of DiIinaga 
Jinendra-Buddhi says that according to DiIinaga a cognition 
has two parts-subjective and objective. The subjective part 
is the self-feeling of desire or aversion, and the objec.tive part 
is the object feeling of something having white colour or some 
other colour. The self-feeling means that i t  is a reflex from 
within7 9• I t  has the form of the cognition of a cognition. It 
i� of the nature of self-cogni tion , the cognition of i ts own self. 
It is the real reflex itself80 which appears a �  'grasping' a:o:pectOJ• 

The objective feeling means 'representationf2,  the idea of 
the object. I t  is the 'grasped' part which is i mmanent in our 
cognition. The real ist 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 cogn it ion because our behaviour 
towards the objects is determined by it. Ther e can be no 
cognition beyond ideas . Whatever object exists is  cogn izable. 
I t  exists because it is known. \Vhatever is not known does 
not exis t. 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 thi� position, Because his know. 
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ledge is also nothing beyond sensations and imagesBs. In 
reality there is nothing real beyond our ideasB4. When we 
internally feeJ 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 judgmentB5 and is absence of a judgment 'no activity is 

possibleB6• 

The other aspect of the doctrine of , Diimaga, 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 Dinn�ga maintains that there is 

no difference between the act and content of knowledge. The 
slime cognition becomes the content when it is co-ordin;at�d 
with the mental imageB7. 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 bluess. According to profe­
ssor Stcherbatsky there is a difference between the co-ordina­
tion theory of Dinnaga and that of Dharmak'irti. According 
to the former co-ordination obtains between the feeling of an 
objectS9  and its ascertainment and also the IlUbsequent 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. It is 
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

�ation 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 knowledge90 and not that there is the know­
ledge of blue91• 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 d istinction 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 cause of 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 
feature92• 

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 
miracle93, 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 hself formless 94, 
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The extreme Yoglicara Buddhist raises a serious 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.95 If co-ordination has any meaning, it is the co-ordina­
tion of images themselves. Thus the realist conc eption 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 98. 
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 rof the blue 
possesses still more sameness than the external bltie 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'98 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. I f  therE 
is no object at 1 1  there is nothing to compare with. HenCE 
the co-ordination theory is not possible. Moreover an imagE 
is immanent in our cognition. It is 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 entireI) 
different things are meeting ? We cannot make the plea tha1 
image has double aspects of being the subject as well as the 
object because to suppose such contradictory quali ties inheren1 
in an image will go against all the canons of logic. 

Sautrantika holds that every object has double aspects oj 
sensuously apprehended and mentally constructed. In sense­
perception we see the vision of an extreme- particular objec1 

which is a point-instant beyond the s phere 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 th� great Dinnaga 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 Y ogacara 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-refuted99. 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 realit} 
are the product of our intellect, yet the reality is not some· 
thing imagined. Experience shows that activities based on sud 
images which are projects of our inward flux lead to successful 
action, because men reach their destinations. Hence though 
they are subjective, still they are-related to the real thing 
which is beyond our ken. Dhannottara himself says that, 
'Judgment or inference guides the' 

purposive adion 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 sensation101 or something else. 
But our mental construction cannot be imagined sensation as 
it is not possible for the sensation which

. 
is passive 102. sensu­

ous and direct to be identical with conception which is ac­
tivel03, mentall04, and indirect1u 6• To suppose them identical is 
as absurd as to suppose a solid liquid stuff106• The Naiyayikas 
and Mimarhsakas have also urged this argument against the 
theory of co-ordination .  The above discussion is sufficient 
ground to h@ld that 'co-ordination' theory cannot explain the 
relation between our mental images and the external objects 
lying outside our ken which are absolutely dissimilar107• 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 is immanent in our cognitionl08 .  In 
reality 'there are no real objects. The reality of the external 
world has no more solid foundation than the world of dream. 
What we indeed feel is the double aspect of our knowledgel09, 
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 

Yoglic�ra philosopher asserts that there is a cause of these 
ideas. There is nothing which comes out of nothing. 
Though external objects are not real, yet there is an internal 
biotic forceHo which accidently produces ideas of the external 
worldIll, 

Wha t 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 consciousness112 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 
knowablells are removed, when he comes to realise that there 
js no soul, there are no objects, then for him there is no 
external worldl1<1 • 

The term 'vasana' 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 Abhidharmakosa it is often identified with the word 
'bhllvanll' 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 'vasanii' in the creation of the 
world. In early Buddhism there is consciousness115 and in 
Ved�nta and Madhyamika schools there is  'maya'. I n  the 
Samkhya there is Vasana with a different meaning. In the 



The Nature of Knowledge 23 

Mimamsaka school we find 'bhavana, adr�ta 'apurva' abhy�sa 
and sarhskara are found in all schools. They discharge the 
function of vasana. Kamala�lla explains vas ana as the force 
( impression ) which is created by constant association of 
names with objects in former experiences1l6• It is due to 
this that even a new-born child is prompted to take activity of 
crying, smiling, sucking the breast etc when he has not learnt 
even to speakl17. 

But Dharmakirti explains it as the accumulated know­
ledge of former experiences1l8 •  There are two kinds of vasana­
Anubhava-vasana and Avidya vasana or Anadi vasana. 

Anubhava viJ.saniJ.-The term 'anubhava vlisana 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 illusion1l9 •  
It can be compared with the maya �akti of Brahman with 
this difference that here il> no substratum like Brahman. Every 
idea is perfumed by this transcendental illusion1llO• 

The extreme Yogacaras and the Sautrantika Yogacara 
give a different explanation of the anadi vasana. For the 
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�autrantikas the external world is real. The reality is 
particular121, unique122extreme point-instant123  and beyond 
all our conceptions124• 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 correspondence12 5  we come to realise that 'this is 
that' or 'this is the Vindhya mountain'. But the yoglicara 
school of Asar'lga ridicules the theory of sarupya and urges that 
no activity has ever resulted from co-ordination between ima­
ges and the extreme-particulars. All activity is due to trans­
cendental illusion12 6. Srrdhara find� 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 vlisana, and the 
school believing in, this principle is called empiricism 127. (2) 
When the categories of understanding are explained as 
having their origin in spontaneous functioning of reason, we 
may call it vikalpa vii-sana and the school believing in this 
principle as rationalism128.(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 anlidi vasana is 
empirical reality soaked with transcendental reality1Z 9. The 
school which believes in this principle may be called extreme 
idealism of yoglicara.130 

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 reality13 1. there is no differentia­
tion, but hampered as we are by transcendental illusion, we 
see simply a part of reality, a fractio n  of it. Our knowledge 
apprehends exclusively an indirect experience of it13Z , 
t hrough 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 view1S8, and not from transcendental point 
of view134. \Vhen 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 a� a principle of evolution of the 
phenomennal world. First--the biotic force,135 is the 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 
efficient1:F, . Thus the Yogacara explanation of ripening 
of Vasanli is arbitrary and baseless. The Yogacara 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 
th�n others. In this way the charge of arbitrariness and 

baselessness is unfounded. The Sautrantika further sayli 
that the above explanation will lead the Yogacara 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 differen t, every moment of consciousness will 
have the capaci ty 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 patch137•  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 Vasana. Lastly-if there are only 
ideas, and all are of the same nature, being dependent upon 
the biotic force, then how can change be expJained ? 

The Yogacara philosopher says that the criticisms levelled 
by the Sautrantika 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 substratum1S9• In the . words of 
J'inendrabuddhi 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 go140. 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 themselve�. 
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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.1 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 cot.:iitions 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.3 

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.4 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 characteI'istic of right knowledge is 
that it indicates an object which is capable of producing a 
purposeful activity,6 because men endeavour to attain only • 
that object which will satisfy their need.'l Hence right 
knowledge should always be efficient knowledge,S a know-. 
ledge which indicates an object which makes our cherished 
dreams realised. 
2. What is 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 sour ce 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 noti· 
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 behireen 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 cri terion of knowledge .is its 
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capacity of producing the effect attributed to it.9 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 cognitlon of that object which has been un cognized till 
the moment, i .  e. it is the first cognitionll which gives 
validity and not the subsequent ones.12 The cognition 
which lasts for more than a moment is not cognition be­
cause it cognizes what has already bee n 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 ? Dirinaga holds that if we regard every 
moment of cognition as the source of valid knowledge, there 
would be no limit to our sources.14 In fact what ta kes 
place in our cognition is that in the first moment there is a 
flash of reality-the extreme particularI5 on our sen�e-organs . 
We have a simple reflex .16  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 j udg­
ment is the result of our conception, the fruit of our under­
s tanding, which is expressible in words, while the particular 
as such is unutterable,17 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 
objects.IS It is the knowledge where we get no defect or 
contradiction even after taking pains to investigate the 
defect and contradiction .19 It is the factor which gives 
knowledge a definite object which is capable of producing 
effect and which has a relation of either identity or causa­
tion.2o M'imari1saka defines source of knowledge as a 
cognition of the object uncognized.21 According to the 
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Naiyayika a source of knowledge is the predominant among 
all causes producing cognition.22 

These definitions of Pramal)a given by different schools 
of Indian philosophy resemble the definition of Pramal)a 
given by Dinnaga, Dharmakirti, Dharmottara, Prajfil­
k ara 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, inherenc� etc. While for 
the Buddhist it is momentary, devoid of the factors of time , 
place, quality, universal etc. It is extreme particular, 
point-instant. 2s 

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-parti cular 
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 i s  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 is imagined 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.2s 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 knowle dge 
and that they are mutually exclusive. They widely differ 
on this point from one another. For instance the Carv�kas 
believe only in perception. The early Vaise�ikas believed 
in perception and inference; although their view of percep­
tion and inference differs from the Buddhist view of percep­
tion and inference . The S�rhkhya believed in testimony in 
addition to perception and inference. The Naiyayika adds 
analogy as the fourth source of knowledge. The Prab ha­
kara Mtmarhsaka adds 'presumption' as the fifth source of 
knowledge. The Bhatta Mimarhsaka 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 school� 
of theistic Vedanta, however add to this list of pramaQa� 
ratiocination26, probabilitia7, tradition28, intuition29 and 
negationSo• But the Sautrantika says that there are only tW( 
SOurces of knowledge, perception and inference. The othel 
sources of knowledge either do not possess the charactel 
of right cognition, or are included in perception or infer· 
enceSl• Their validity as a source of right knowledge i� 
examined in detail. 



40 The Problem ot knowledge hI Yog�c�ra Buddhism 

a. Verbal testimony 
Accordi'ng to Sabara Swamin 'the cognition of thi ngs 

not within the reach of senses which proceeds from the 
cognition of words is called verbal . ' 32 Sarhtarak�ita 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.3a The verbal cognition ' is l'egarded as a 
separate source of knowledge because the knowledge derived 
from it can not be sense-perception as its objec t  is beyond 
senses, nor can it be 'inference' because it lacks a ll the 
characteristics of an inferential cognition . 34 

The trustworthiness of verbal cognition can be examined 
in two heads, ( I )  the trustworthiness of eternal sente nce 
and (2 ) the trustworthiness of a reliable person.3S 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 examination.36 
Further if a sentence is eternal, and does ):lot emanate from 
a person, it is not possible for it to give any kind of know­
ledge at all,3'7 as knowledge is invariably associated only 
with persons . As regards knowledge derived from a trust­
worthy person, it cannot be a separate source of knowledge. 
The man is found to be true, t hat is his statements have 
been corroborated in actual life. Hence what he states is 
believed on the basis of an inference.3s The a ctual 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 inc! uded into inference. 

This view endorses the view of Dirinaga who maintains 
that 'verbal cognition' cannot be a separate Source of 
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knowle dge as it is either perception or inference. Trust­
worthy me ans ( I )  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 t o  realise that the statement is true.89 I n  this way 
verbal testimony cannot be regarded as a separate source of 
knowledge. 

b. Is tht" Veda a separate source of knowledge ? 

The Mi"marhsaka believes in the authority of the Veda 
and regatds it as the highest source of knowledge. To prove 
the infal libility of the Veda he gives certain arguments 
which are found unsoun d by the Buddhists : First the words 
of a tr,:stworthy 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 t he 
q,efects of human speech39 •  But Dharmak'irti 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 an? 
cannot be a source of true knowledge4u. 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 word'! through symbols by human being� is vitiated 
by errors41• 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 oifficulties. 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 V�da, the Veda will not be known hy any 
one. And in its unknown position it cannot be regarded as 
a valid source of knowledge. 

The Mrmarhsaka 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 au thor. 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
ed411• Dharmakirti's charges against these arguments is that 
they would make the works like Raghuvarhsa, MeghadUta 
etC non-human creation43 and infallible because they have 
been also studied by teachers and their pupils for a pretty 
long period of timeH. 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 �he Pa.rasis 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 like I the Vedas and there will be 
nO value of our efforts in contending the authority of the 
Vedas46• 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 Yiiska (who are equally human beings) i'l the only 
correct one ? 

The argument of the Mlmarhsaka 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 it is 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 
'svargakama\:l 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 ?47 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 
en tirely different interpretations have been given by the 
upholders of the argument to the words which have different 
meanings prevalent amc;mg the people. For instance UrvaSl 
is commonly known as a heavenly damsel but for the :vl1marh­
saka it means a particular vedic utensil. Heaven means 
'abode of gods', but for the Mimarhsaka it is a particular 
bliss4 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.'�9 Dharmaklrti says that the 
validity of one or two sentences of the Veda cannot validate 
the whole text of the Veda as the invalidity of 0 ne or two 
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sentences cannot invalidate it. If this is a cri terion of validity 
then there will be nothing like invalidity, because even the 
worst liar speaks one or two sentences which are completely 
true50 • Dharmakfrti therefore, concludes that verbal cog­
nition can never be a source of knowledge at  all. What is 
true by 'perception' and ' in ference' cannot be falsified even 
if we do not believe in the Vedas. And what . is unt rue 
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 Vedas5 1• 
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 pramaQa-incarnate. The very 
first lin'3 of the pramaQa-samuccaya begins with the saluta­
tion to Buddha who i, 'pramlQa incarnate'5 2 .  Dharmakirti 
says that the Buddha is pramaQa because he has a consistent 
knowledge53. Samtaraksita in his Tattvasarhgraha and 
Kamalasila in his panjika (a commentary on Tattvasarh­
graha) devote a whole chapter named 'Sarvajnaparfk�a' to 
prove the omniscien':e of the Buddha. Even the earlier 
Yoga-caras Asarnga and Vasubandhu regard Agarna 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 t�e 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 th,e authority of the words 
of the Bud dha. 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. Analogy54. 

' Analogy is that which accomplishes its purpose through 
similarity to a known object'5 5. For instance when we se� 
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 Sabara56 upamana 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 COW57• Th Mlmamsaka 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 imtance before the per­
ception of a 'gavaya' its s imilarity with a cow is not 
apprehended at aIl5 B. 

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 Igavaya' 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 challengE's 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 
i� not cognized by sense-perception, Hence analogy is 
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different from sense perception and)s a separate source of 
knowledge5 9 •  Sari1tarak�ita 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 o(a 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. If such slight difference of cognitions 
makes i t  a separate source, there would be nO limit to sources 
of knowledge60• 

Dinnaga maintains analogy is only the 'perception of 
likeness' and is not distinct from perception and�testimony6 1. 
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 
MiSra says that Diimaga 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 Vacas­
pati Misra's contention is too wide. Analogy may be 
different from mere perception, but it is not different from 
remembrance as Salhtarak�ita 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. Presu:mption 

Presumption6\!,  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. For 
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 house63• 

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 is latonce presumed that he eats at 
night. This pre sumption is based on what is heard64• 
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 inference65• Thirdly -when on seeing 
the 'gavaya' we remember its likeness with cow and presume 
that it is 'gavaya', the presumption is based on analogy66. 
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 words6 7, because what is 

non-eternal cannot be related to any convention. The fifth 
kind of presumption L 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 negation68• 

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 a t  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. },:foreover nega­
tion is a kind of inference. So presumption based upon 
negation is nothing but inference69• 

e. Negation70• 

Negation is said to be the means of cognition of an 
object in  the case of which the five means of cognition do 
not function70• 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 object7 1• 

Kumarila avers that 'negation' is a means of cognition 
because like th e eye etc it serves as the cause of cognition. 
The object of negat ion is negative. Its source of knowledge 
therefore must be negative7 :l .  H e  explains the difference 
between negation and percep tion. 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 numenclature. In perception we apprehend the 
positive aspect of a thing, while in negation we apprehend 
the negative aspect of that thing7 3. The Buddhists refute 
the arguments of Kumarila. If, 'negation of cognition' is all 
enti ty, the  negation of cognized object should also be an 
entity. And if it is an entity, why should it not be in, 
eluded under perception 74. The argument of Kumarila 
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 75. The argumeat that negation 
i� <l me<lns of co�nition li�e the . eye etc cannot be upheldj 
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because what is entirely featureless cannot serve as the basi! 

of cognition75a. 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 m6dification, 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 soul76• 

(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 differen1 
types of inference Ratiocination'77 is illustrated as follows­
'A comes about when B is there. A does not come abou1 
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 probability7 8 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) Tradition7 9  is that means of cogmtlOn whose 
original promulgator cannot be traceable, but which has come 
down through a long continued assertion, e.g. , a ghost resides 
in this banyan treet:lo. 

(i) Intui tion is that cognition which indicates the ' exis­
tence' or 'non-existence' of things, and which appears suddenly 
without any restrictions of time or place. \\Then a girl has 
the notion '  my brother will come today', and this does come 
about, it it is a case of intuition81. 

'SaIhtarak�ita 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 knowledge82  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 inference8s• 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 knowledge84• 
The sources of knowledge are two and two only. Their 
number can neither be increased nor decreasedl:l5• 
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 propounded86• 
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 
it to 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. Thi.s theory is known as 
the theory of intrinsic truth and intrinsic falsity87. The 
Sarhkhyas 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 false88• Its truth and falsity are ascertained 
by experience. Truth and falsity cannot be said to be intrinsi­
cally made out89 or intrinsically known90• 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 extraneously9I, 
A cognition is valid if it leads to a fruitful effect9z• 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 i ts efficiency has not been realised or believed to be 
so on reasonable grounds we cannot rely on its truth9s• For 
instance only after seeing the effect of poison or wine which 
brings unconsc iousness, swoon, disturbance of mind or death 
we come to regard it as wine or poison 94. So falsity is intrinsic 
and truth is extrimic 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 t ruth 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 i s  not 
determined by itself. It is determined by non-contradiction' 
and practical efficiency. This conclusively shows that its 
truth is extraneous to it. 

Fourthly, lVIimalhsakas 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 $ublated by subsequent ones. Sublation proves the former 
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false. Thus the Mlmamsakas and the Vedantins regard that 
while truth is intrinsic to knowledge, falsity is extraneous 
to it95 •  

CriticisDl 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\J6. 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 cognitions97• 

The theory that both validity and non-validity are 
extrinsic is also untenable. If the cognition is devoid of b oth 
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 later9 B ?  For instance we perceive a 
moving tree from a distance and try to apprehend it. In 
order to ascertain our cognition we approach the tree and 
come to the conclusion that our cognition is not valid. In  
fact it i s  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 together9 9• 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 it is wrong, by sub­
sequent experience it can be apprehended in its exact nature 
and this wrongness can be anriulled. 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 cogni tion from outside, an 
infinite regress is inevitable1oo. In order to ascertain a 
�ingle cognition innumerable other cognitions will bt: 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.  Mlmaffisakas, 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. I t  is 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 'pramaJ}.a' is regarded to be 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 pramaJ}.as cannot be inherent in the first sense 
because it goes against perception and inference. If the second 
meaning of 'inherence of validity' is accepted, there is no 
difference between the Buddhi�t and the Mlmarhsaka view. 
Because both regard that the capacityl02 is produced by the 

causes of the cognitions (pramaQ.as) them selves and it (capa-
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city) cannot be imposed upon them by other causes1U!l. But 
despite this unanimity a difference divides the Buddhist and 
the Miml1lilsaka. 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 it is illusory. If apprehension is i ntrinsi­
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 immemoriap04. The argu­
ment of the Mimarhsaka that the validity 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 105 . The process of validation is different 
from the genesis of valid knowledge. 

Kamalasila 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 Mimarhsakas '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 

other106, 
The M'imarhsaka 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 cognition107, 
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
hended108, 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 possible109• 

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 i no definite knowledge, we will 
not be able to differentiate between right and wrong c0gni­
tions11o. 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 cases1l1. 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 Mfmam­
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 action1l2. 
For iqstance when the fire is seen capable of burning, cooking 
and lighting, we come to the conclusion that it is the real 
fire1l3. Kamalaslla substantiates his position by quoting words 
of the Dharmak'irti to the effect that pramaI;La 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 itlH. As long 
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 lVHmamsaka 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 validi ty 
of initial cognitiun 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 likel15• 
But in the subsequent cognition there are no causes of mis­
apprehension, So its validity is self-sufficient116 • Kamalaslla 
says that validity does not mean simply conformity with the 
real state of things. I t  stan�s for what actually figures in 
i t117 , The Mfmamsaka 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 alsolla. 
The Buddhist waives as ide this al legation on the ground that 
dream has no locus-standi in the external object� and hence 
is invalid1 l 9• He further says that for the ' validity of a 
cognition there must be three 'factors ( l )  absence of defects 
in the sense-organs and the intellect, (2) absence of invalid 
cognitions and (3) presence of excellence120. 

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. Kamalasila 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 1 2 1. 
5. The nature of Illusion 

Dharmottara defines ' illusion' as the factor of knowledge 
which contains contradiction with the underlying essence of 
reality which possesses efficiency122. Vinttadeva and 
Kamalasila take the term 'illusion' in the sense of inconsis­
tency 123 .  According to ¥ogacara Idealists 'illusion is an 
eccentric projection of a subjective idea into the external 
world ; it is purely subjec tive hallucination1240. For instance 
1U the nacresilver illusion the subjective silver-form 
of cognition appears as the form of an external 
object125• The cruicial question regarding the nature of 
illusion is ; 'are illusions purely mental ? Diimaga holds 
that 'illusions' are purely mental. They have their IOCUS12

.
6 

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 127, 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. 

Dharmaklrti shares the view of Dinnllga to some extent 
but also maintains that there are illusions which a re 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 
phlegmy129 .  For instance a bilious man sees yellow conch­
shell instead of a white conchshell . He distinguishes 
between the illusions of senses and the ill usions of under­
standing. There are some i llusions which are purely 
mental. They cease when mental aberration or error 
ceases. For instance the vision of snake in the p iece 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 
ceaseslSO• 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 perceptions131. 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 misrepresentation of objective 
facts, the absurd con'clusion will result that hallucinations 

are right perceptions . Explaining the view of Dharmakirti, 
Dharmottara classifies the causes of illusion into four heads. 
First some i llusions 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 w e  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 . 
I_astIy some illusions are caused by the disturbance of the 
psychical conditions of a man. For instance when the ga­
seous principle in the bodv is disturbed, deceitful images 
like that of a flaming post arise132 •  In dealing with il lusions 
Dharmottara goes to an other extreme and says that a ll the 
causes of illusion whether t hey 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 sensation133• 

5lirbtarak�ita 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 born134• 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 w hich 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 s pecific individuality of things135 • 

Sam tarak�ita and Kamalasila 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. But in 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 hair tuft 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 ongm 
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 circumstances 137.  If the 
object of perception is at a distant place, it is liable to be 
misapprehended. The illusion of mirage is due to the 
misapprehension of distant sands138• Some illusions are 
due to time factor139• 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 i s  perceived due to defective 
sense-organ140• Sometimes it is derangement of perceptive 
organs, which takes place due to love, hate, into-g;ication, 
madness, hunger, thirst and other similar circumstances141• 

These causes of illusion indicate that illusion is by and 
large, related to perception. Professor Stcherbatsky r ightly 
says that though it is true that the senses do' not judge, they 
contain no j udgment at all, neither right nor wrong one, 
but the senses being in abnormal condition can influence 
the faculty of judgment and lead the understanding 
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 
s ubj ected to the understanding, as the object on which it 
exercises i t s  function, is the source of real knowledge, bu� 
sensibility if it influences the action of the understanding 
itself and leads it on to a judgment, is ( can be ) the cause 
of error143• 

Is the perception of yellow conchshell a right know­
ledge ? 

Among the followers of Dinnaga there are some who 
believe t hat 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 that is the reason 
t hat Difma ga 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 it is enough to say 
that right knowledge is non-conceptual and non-incongruent 
knowledge144• 
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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 ? Sarhtarak�ita and Kamala�ila oppos e such 
a presumption. Kamalasila says that the validity . of a 
cognition is of two k inds ( I )  its compatibility with the 
appearance and (2) its compatibility with the apprehension . 
In the present case, i. e. in the cognition of yellow conch­
shel�, the compatibility is not in accordance with the 
appearance, because what appears is yellow conchell while 
in actual exist ence it is not yellow but white . In the same 
way there is no compatibility of yellow conc hshell 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 obtained14fl, is untenable because 'there can be no sha pe 
apart from colour'147. 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 ass ertion of Dir'lllaga who maintains 
that 'the definite cognition of a thing is in the form of the 
thing'14Q• If there is no consistency on the basis of fruitful 
activity, why there is consistency between the apprehension 
of yellow conchs hell and its result ? According to Sam­
tarak�ita and Kamalasiia the consistency between the 
apprehension of yellow conchshell and fruitful activity 
resulting from it is the result of impress io ns left on the mind 
by previous apprehensions of white conchshell149 • Actually 
what takes place is this that we have perceived many times 
a white conchs hell 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 150. The apprehension of water in a 
desert. (2) The illusion of number151. The apprehension 
of double moon by the man of a dim light. (3) The illusion 
of order152. The vision of moving circle in a fire brand. 
(4) The illusion of colour153. The vision of yellow colour 
by a man suffering from jaundice. (5) The illusion of 
motion154. When a man travelling by a train sees that the 
trees are running . 

These five kinds of illusion may be conce ptual or per­
ceptual. They are conceptuaP55 when the mind of a man 
has attachment in those five kinds of illusory objects. They 
are perceptuaP56 when the apprehending capacity of the 
man has become so confused that he has desire, attachment, 
and infatuation in those illusory objects. According to 
Dir'maga there are four kinds of illusion157. ( 1 )  I llusion 
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 deiiert. (2) Transcendental illusion-According 
to i t, all empirical knowledge is nothing but an illusion. 
We superimpose obj ective reality on things which are noth­
ing but image of our intellect, creation of our imagination .  
(3 )  T nferential 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 juana-It is that knowledge 
which result from some defect in the sense-organ as the 
v ision of yellow conchshell .  Kamalasila explains the 
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word 'taimira' for 'ignorance159 as well as for the know­
ledge arising from defective sense organI60• J inendrabuddhi 
also uses it in both the senses . DharmakIrti also enumerates 
the above mentioned four kinds of illusion of perceptionI61• 
According to him the first three cannot be included in  
perception because they proceed from the wrong interpreta­
tion by the understanding162•  The fourth that is 'taimira 
jfiana' also cannot be included under perception because it 
results. from defective sense organ. 

Professor Stcherbatsky Summing up the position of 
Dinn�ga 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 p robably 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.I6S 

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 164 or mind 165 

Just as a man with defective sense-organs sees the vision 
of double moon, or floating hairtuft before his e yes, or a 
moving circle in a firebrand, or the fatamorgana in a 
desert, or takes bubbles for crysta ls, 166 in the same way 
the ignorant man who has not attained to the absolute 
wisdom, 1 67 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 168 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. 1 70 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-consciousnessl71 

sUbject1'12 and the world. 173 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. . I t is kn own as the 
theory of self-apprehension175 and has been attributed to 
the Yogacara school of Buddhism . by MalJ-Q.ana MiSra 
VidyiiraQya Madhavacarya and other great Indian p hilo� 
sophers. It has been vehemently criticized on severa] 
grounds. First if the il lusory cognition ,  e .  g. of silver, ha! 
no external reality and is an idea which arises in conscio· 
usness we could say 'I am silver' instead of saying 'This is 
silver'.1'16 Secondly, the distinction between valid cog­
nition and illusory cognidon is rendered i mpossible by the 
theory of self-appreaension and conseq uently there w�uld. 
be no possibility of sublating an illusory cognition by a valid 
one.17'1 Thirdly, the illusory cognitions being forms of 
consciousness would be apprehended like internal feelings 
of pleasure and pain. Fourthly, the theory under discu�sion 
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 obj ective ba'!is apart from consciousness.178 
Lastly, it cannot explain the orgin of illusory cognition. 

VidyaraQya has further raised some insoluble difficul­
ties which arise when an attempt to explain the origin of 
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illusory cognition, e. g. that of silver 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 
Yogllcllra school there are no external objects. If it is 
produced by a cognition, is its pr oduction by a pure' cogni­
tion or by a cognition due to a vitiated cause ? It cannot, 
be produced by a pure179 cognition because a pure 
cognition brings NirvliQa. If we assume that it is produced 
by a vit iated 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 
cogmtIOn. The first alternative is not possible, because the 
originating cognition a nd 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 it is 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 which is denied by Yogacara system. If 
silver is not the cause it cannot be perceived in illusory 
cognition. Thus the origin of illusory cognitio n of silver is 
impossible. ISO 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 
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ideas or impressions have been continuing from time 

immemorial 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 'I am 

silver'. Hence the first objection that the apprehension 

should be in the form of 'I am silver instead of this 

is s ilver' is unfounded. Moreover, as there is no real 

'blue' but o nly an idea of the blue, so there is no 

real 'I '  but only the idea of the '!'. "The '!' has no separ­

ate existence apart from the discrete consciousness of '!' ." 
Hence 'this is blue' is not less justified than ' I  am blue'. 181 
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 on the same level. 
They are divided into two classes of purely imaginary 
objects182 which have no basis, and dependent objects 183 
which have their basis in the ideas of consciousness. The 
former denote objects like sky flower, the son of a barren 
woman, the rope in a snake etc. and t he 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 in different or wrong forms. The , �-
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last argument of VidyaraQ.ya falls to the ground the mo­
ment the force of transcendental illusion and its implica­
tions are realised . Thus, according to the idealists of 
Yogac�ra school there are two kinds of illusions : ( 1 )  
Empirical and (2) Transcendental illusion. They are also 
called anubhava vas ana 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 'standin� 
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 ignorancel84• The moment we 
reach the state of arhatship and realise the absolute reality 
the hollowness and unreality of the objects which are 
momentary and unreal like the foam of water, a lightning 
flash or vanishing cloudsl85, 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 
s0!Dething externaP87. Only the unenlightened men 
believe in its external existence and not the wise onesl88• 

We cannot apprehend reality in its true naturel89• 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 concPsl1ell 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 190, dominant cause19 1, immediate 
cause1 92 and external cause193• 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 t he 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 i t  
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 cogni tion 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 mind194• 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 object195 • 

Dr. C. D. Sharma endorsing the view of Vacaspati MiSra 
rightly says that the Y ogacara 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 is contradicted 
only by superior wisdom196• 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 197 
the character of the mother of pearl, and secondly it projects 
silver on it. 

H ence in every illusory cogmtlOn 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 knowledge198• In the words of 
Jinendra Buddhi from the standpoint of this ness there is no 
differ�nce 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 who apprehend things at hand, 
have the apprehension of subject and object. To this 
Jinendra Buddh

'
j replies that transcendental illusion exhibits 

the essentially non-differentiated consciousness into its grasp� 
ing and grasped aspect199• 

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 son 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 a vacuity or a mere zero. 
It simply means that the objects cannot be described as exis­
tent or non-ex istent. They fall beyond the categories of our 
understanding and therefore they are described as illusion. 
In reality they are indescribable20o• 
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CHAPTER III 

THE REALISTIC THEORY OF PERCEPTION 

1. Introduction 

There are only two sources of knowledge, perce ption 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 pramal}.a�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 ol 
perception cannot be the object of inference and vice-versa. 

The theory of pramal}.a-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. Th ey have held 
that both, the means of knowledge function jointly. Their 
theory is called 'pramal}.a-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 dist inctive characters 
of either. Pramal}.a-samplava is a  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 pramal}.a-vyavastha when he advances 
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 prama:Qa-vyavastha. 

Non-Buddhist philosophers could not distinguish sharply 
between perception and inference. Buddhists did so through 
their definitions of perception and inference. I n  this connec­
tion the definition of perception is of paramount imp"rtance, 
because it is the back-bone of not only the theory of prama:Qa­
vyavasthli, but also of the whole of epistemology. 

2. The definition of perception 

According to Ak�apiida Gautam 'perception is the know­
ledge which arises from the intercourse of sense-organs with 
their objects, being determinate, un namable 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 bring� about the 
perception. Vatsyayana3 tries to defend it by saying 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 Vais e �ika 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 Vaisef?ika philosopher Ka:Qada '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'<4:. 

Diiinaga criticizes the above explanation of Vatsyayana 
vehmently and says that the Nyayasutra 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 Sutrakara enumerate other sense'� 
organs which are also mentioned in the :definition6• Hencf 
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it follows that the Nyaya does not believe in the existence 
of mind (manas) as a separate seme-organ and the result is 
that the experience of pain and joyi' and sorrow becomes 
inexplicable. 

Vasubandhu, the great Y ogacara 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 as such, 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 aris ing fr om 
colour etc. and therefore does not arise from just that thing 
of which it is designated as knowledge8• Further it is 
inconsistent with the Buddhist theory of universal momen­
tariness.Buddhists believe inthe theory 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 k nowledge arises. The object 
(the cause of knowledge) and its knowledge are not present 
at one and the same moment therefore i ts knowledge cannot 
be percepiion. In other words the knowledge would be other 
than perception because the reality apprehended and the 
apprehending cognition will not be simultaneous9• 

The Naiyayika commentators elaborate their definition 
by saying that perception is produced by a sensory stimulus, 
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coming from an eternal object, a cognition which is not an 
iJIusion, which is either an unutterable (sensation) or a per­
ceptual judgmentl.o• Buddhists find this definition defective. 
For instance, according to this definition a perceptual judg­
ment 'this is a cow' is possible while according to the 
Buddhists perception cannot have any judgment. Because a 
judgment or a decision presupposes a distinct imagell which 
is utterable12 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 it13• 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 
faculty14 is mind's own characteristic,15  its own spontaneity. 
It has its source in a natural constructive capacity16 by 
which the general features17 of the object are apprehended16• 
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 19. 

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 th� qualifying and denotative adjuncts-appears as non­
determinate, in connection with each of the sense-organs'2 0. 
Dharmaklrti adumberates Dinn�ga's definition21. Explaining 
the meaning of 'perception' held by Dharmaklrti his comM 
mentator Dharmottara says that in its etymological sense 
'pratyak�a' means that the s ense-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 a n  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 'pratyak�a' may mean 'know­
ledge depending upon the senses', but in practical life it  
denotes every knowledge which is direct and immediate22. 

According to Dharmottara the definition given by 
Diilnaga and Dharmak'irti 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 it is 
said that 'sound is impermanent', this ' impermanence' is not 
the essence24 of the word 'sound' ; it is simply one of its 
characteristics. This view is a lso shared by Stcherbatsky. 
Against this view Vinrtadeva and Kamala�lla25 hold that it 
is the definition of perception and not a mere enumeration 
of some characteristics. Vinttadeva 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 Dirinaga the perception of a snake in a 
rope or of water in a desert is not a perception at all. It is 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 co\', 
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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. an self-conscious process which 
determines the otject and confirm� to the unique individual 
nature of the object even without attributing it a name or a 
colour26. 

3. The function of kalpana 
In perceptual process the apprehending individual is 

always confronted with a reality which is 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 m@mentary it becomes already 
vanished. He is therefore confronted with a difficulty. What 
is the use of that perception which is indeterminate and in­
expressible27 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. It is the process which synthesises 
the unconnected svalilk�aJ;las into a connected whole. Dit'maga 
defines kalpana-as the association with class-character, 
quality, action, substance and name2 8• 

The definition given by Dinnaga has been subject to a severe 
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. Dinnaga is thus charged with looseness 
of expression or confusion of thought or perhaps both by 
resorting to this tortuous formulation 2 9. 

Sam tarak�Ha and Kamalasila 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 a� well as of the Buddhists 
who hold that it is connected only with name30• Hence the 
realist view is to be rejected and the Buddhist view is to be 
accepted. The realist objects to the explanation given by 
Samtaraksita and Kamalasila by saying that it is not in tune 
with the explanatory note given by Dinnaga .  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 verbal nouns, what 
is denoted, is the object qualified by the action, and in the 
case of words speaking of substances like s tickholder, horned, 
and the like, what is denoted is the object qualified by the 
substance. This note given by Dinnaga proves that things 
qualified by the qualification of the 'universal' etc. are also 
separately denoted by words31• Kamalaslla meets the objec­
tion thus-'The note given by Dinnaga 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 name32• The realist objects to this unnatural explana­
tion of Dinnaga's explana tory notes given by Kamalaslla by 
saying that it is inconsistent wthe the definition of perception 
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given by Dirinaga where conceptual content has been men­
tioned as associated with universal (vHetla]J.a) and name 
(abhidhliyaka)33. Kamala�lla 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 a� the realist view. Here he interprets the 
term 'vise�a]J.a' 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 u niversal and name34• According to the second inter­
pretation it is purely a�Buddhist view of conceptual content. 
Here the term 'vise�a]J.a' stands for 'differentiation' or exclu­
sion, and the word is the 'abhidhayaka' or denoter of this 
'exclusion' and not of the universal35• The epithet j1itiyojana 
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 su fficient 
to characterise it. Even Salhtarak�ita and Kamala�ila 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 w�dely prevalent36• 

In order to avoid this unpleasant controversy Dharma­
klrti excludes the epi thet "jMi' 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 cognitio n and it appears to the cogniser that 
both factors are inseparable part of one connected and in­
alienable whole:lll• For instance, a man sees a cow with his 
eyes. At the stage of seme perception he is u nable 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 
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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 whic h 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 
content39• 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 life40. 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 speech41. 

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
celvmg. 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 a nd reliable as the 
knowledge of the first moment of sensation42. Sarhtarakslta 
and Kamalasila follow the line of Dharmakirti and define 
kalpana as 'idea associated with verbal expression'43. It is 
the factor which governs all activities and makes the business 
of the world possible. A man has alwa ys to designate a thing 
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with a name in order to communicate it to others. This process 
of constant associating of things with their names continues and 
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 speak44. 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 
defini tion. In abseace 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 feature45. Stcherbatsky supports the view of 
kalpana enunciated by Dharmakrrti. Dharmottara, Sarhtarak­
!jiJ:a and Kamalaslla and observes that it corresponds 
to our judgm�nt 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 "this is that." The judgment ' this 
is Dittha' is name kalpana, "this is a patch of blue colour" 
is gU1;la 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 
coun terpart, e.g. 'blue and not blue' 'cow and not cow' etc46. 

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 Bllddhist view of percep-



94 The Problem of knowledge in Yogaclira Buddhism 

tion we cannot come to a judgment ' thh is that' or 'this is 
a cow'. because the object of perception is unutterabie. On 
the other hand 'inference' cannot be a sure ground for the 
beginning of the said activity became before we Ibegin to 
take an y i nitiative on the ba�is 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' produces 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 end4'l 

Kamala�lla answers that the objection of Kumarila is 
baseless. Though the perception is non-conceptual, sti ll the 
activity is not hampered. It takes place thus-Whenever a 
sense-perception of something e.g. of ' fire' takes place, it 
takes place as differentiated from all homogeneous and 
heterogeneous things, and is also accompanied by the idea 
of the thing as differentiated from aU 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 i n  holding perception as 'non-conceptuaI48• 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 KumariIa's objection is that although 
act ivity 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 BhaHa. Because they have tried to add the attribute 
of 'abhrantam' or 'non-illusive' to perception. This a,ttribute 
is responsible for the view that the perception cannot be 
non-conceptual, because the characteristic of 'nonillusiveness' 
is conceptual. If it characterises perception, perception 
c annot 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�il1llsive' or Abhrantam 

DiIinaga defined perception as 'a cognition free from 
conceptual content and unassociated with name, universal, 
substance, quality and action49• He dropped the characteri­
stic of non-illusiveness from his definition of perception 
and thus deviated from the definition of perception given by 
AsaIiga who perhaps under the influence of the realists had 
inserted this characteristic of 'non-illusiveness' in his defini­
tion. The reason for dropping this character istic was mani­
fold. DiIinaga thought that the adjective 'kalpanap oc.ll}.am' 
was sufficient to exclude inferential knowledge which was 
invariably associated with ideal constructions, from the 
domain of perception50• For him the entire empirical 
world, this i nterconnected 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 51. Therefore such 
constructions or judgments as 'this is a tree' or 'this is a 
patch of colour' do not come under the domain of percep­
tion, but on the other hand they are within the purview of 
indirec t 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 facts52• Thus perception being free from cons­
tructive knowledge and being harmonious with actual facts 
should by its very nature be understood to b e  'non-illusive'. 
Hence it would be a useless repetition to call it  non-illusive. 

Jinendra Buddhi holds that an other reason for Ditmaga 
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 • If it were added to the defi­
nition of perception, it woul d not have been acceptable to 
the idealists for whom the entire external world was an 
illusion. Further the term 'illus!on' admits many inter­
pretations. I ts ambig uous nature might have created a 
difficulty for the entire system of Buddhist logic54• Explain­
ing the position of Dirmaga Vacaspati-MiSra says-the 
Buddhist logic is founded upon two diametrically 0PP9sed 
means of knowledge- sensibility and understanding. What 
is the object of sensibility can never be touched by t he 
understanding and vice-versa. The object of sensation or 

. perception is simple reflex, an indeterminate momentary 
sensation, whil e the object of conception or understandin g 
is, determinate, enduring, decisive and universal. 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 j ust as the vision of a forest from a 

long distance, instead of the vision of trees would be an 
illusion. If we dec lare 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 Diim§ga dropped the 
characteristic of 'non-illusiveness' from the definition of 
perception, because such a definition would have been 
suicidal for the whole system55• Dharmaklrti, following 
the line of Asanga, reinserted the characteristic of 'non­
illusiveness and defined perception as the source of know­
ledge which is free from conceptual content and is non­
iIlusive56• DharmakJrti defines 'non-illusiveness' as 'not 
contradicted by that underlying essence of reality which 
possesses efficiency5'1. 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. Kamalaslla 
takes it in the sense of non-incongruous ( avisarh badi ) .  
According to him we cannot understand by i t  '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 
Yogacara idealists for whom no-real basis (in the form of 
external objects) exists at all5B. 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'59• 

The question arises 'what is the reason that Dharma­
ktrti inserted the characteristic of 'non-illusive ness' in his 
definition of perception when it was dropped by Diimaga ? 
According to some of the followers of DiiJ.nliga, 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, Slirhtarak�ita and Kamalaslla etc the addition of 
the non-illusiveness is necessary to combat60 the prevailing 
misconception among the followers of Dirinaga 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 a n  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 
t hing6l• Kamalasila 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 als9 that perception which appears in the mystic intuition 
of the saint and which is purely mental. It a lso includes 
dream cognitions which are purel y non-conceptuaI62• 

The observation of KamalasIla 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 language63• Thus the perception of 
Dharmakirti is devoid of all the mental and sensuous 
il lusions which are caused by colour blindness, rapid 
motion, travelling on a boat, sickness or other causes64• 
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 DiIinliga's definition of perception, in order to 
distinguish perception flom 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 pro ducing results. These considera-
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tions led Dharmakirti to insert the attribute non-illusive, 
or abhrl!.ntam in the definition of perception. 

5. Appraisal of the Yogacara definition of perception 

Of all the definitions given by Asanga, Vasubandhu, 
Dhi naga, Dharmakfrti and others, the definition of Diilnaga 
is the most revolutionary . It is also in perfect accordance 
with Yogac�ra idealism . The adjective 'abhranta' dropped 
by Difmliga is indeed superfluous and against the Yogacara 
theory of perception and reality. Dharmakfrti's and 
Kamalaslla'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 i nclude dreams, hallucina­
tions and illusions under perception . They are according 
to Diimaga not perceptions. They are, like the cognitions 
of pots and trees, mental constructions out of svalak�aJ;las. 
Worldly objects are not objects of sense-perception. They 
are objects of mental construction. Secondly-the object of 
perception cannot be 'bhrantam' or 'abhrlintam', 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-Dirinaga has been misunderstood by Dharmaklrti 
and Kamala:hla. 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 svalak�aQas . They are either 'constructed' 
or 'given'. If they are constructed, then their construction 
will lead to an infinite regress, for they will be constructed I 
O\1t of materials which are also constructed. Moreover i n  
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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. I t  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 
misunderstanding65 • But Dr. Mukerji's finding that the 
insertion of 'abhrlintam' in the definition of perception was 
a practical necessity is also objectionable. The author of the 
Nyaya-bindu-t'ika-tippal)i 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 
'abhr::intam' should not be made because validity of percep­
tion is inherent and there is nothing which can be excluded 
from itself. 66 

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, VaIIabhites 
and the followers of Madhava hold that there is no indeter­
minate perception at all. The Buddhist, the realists, the 
followers of Sarhkhya system and the Advaita Ved::intins 
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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apprehen�ion 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 'this is a blue 
colour' and 'this is 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.67 If there had been no 
indeterminate perception, the conception of the story or 
the conceptual walking would- not have taken place at t he 
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 be come 
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'.68 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 



1 02 The Problem ot knowledge in Yog![Clira :buddhtsm 

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 attribute s is also deter­
minate. Hence there is no need for the presumption of 
indeterminate perception.69 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 obj ect 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'l'o . 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 difficul t to establish 
a causal relation between the perception of the qualification 
and the qualified object. There is 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 perceptio n.'I'l But this argument is fallacious . I t  
presupposes two substrata, one for the cognition of  the 
qualifications and the ot her 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 q ualified object. The cognition of 
the qualification, e.  g. blueness by Yajnadatta cannot be 
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the cognition of the qualified obj ect, e. g. blue lotus by 
Devadatta. -Because the eyes of Yajiiadatta cannot be 
the eyes of Devadatta. There is no other source of trans­
mitting the experience of 'blueness' by Yajnadatta to 
Devadatta except through speech. And this speech cannot 
be regarded as perception. Speech is an instrument of 
descibing what is given in sensatio n. 

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 jar hood or the blueness 
and say that 'this is a jar' or 'this is a patch of blue colour72• 
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 ot herwise. 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 i s  blue colour' or 'the 
horns of an hair are very sharp'. Further if 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, Vai�e�ikas, Mim�rhsakas and 
Buddhists hold that the perception itself is the sole guide in 
this matter'13. Secondly, the Buddhists appeal to the ex­
perience of our daily life and say that we feel that there is 
an immediate apprehen!oion of an object'14. 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 Naiy�yikas are logical positivists or e mpiricists. 
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. Dirinaga represents the school of 
old empiricism which is sensationalism. Garigesa, 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 Dinn�ga and 
his followers are more justified than new ,empiricists and 
Garigesa and his followers in maintaining tha tthe proof of 
indeterminate perception is perception itself7 5• The discovery 
of 'Nirvikalpaka pratyak�a' by Dinnaga has been accepted 
by all Indian philosophers except Grammarians and the 
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followers of Rlimlinuja, Vallabha and Madhva. They have 
incorporated the theory of Nirvikalpaka pratyak�a 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 Diimaga'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 
�eaning of inference. They have not taken 'inference' in 
the sense of imagination, conception or understanding. They 
have taken it in . 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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CHAPTER IV 

KINDS OF PERCEPTION 

There are four kinds of perceptionl• (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 imaginations. 
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 imagtnation had not emerged at 
the first moment of perception. The stage of fi rst apprehen­
sion antecedent to the subsequent stage of ima gination is 
called 'sense-perception'4. Hence the sense-perception is 
always regarding some particular which is bereft of all the 
characteristics of space, time and· nat ure which the intellect 
imposes upon it after it has been apprehended by the sense5• 
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 disappear> being momentary and extreme 
particular6• 

It is of five kinds :-(l)  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-

8 
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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 ) Tac ti le sense-perception, it is the apprehension of an 
object through the body, e. g. touching ef 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 hi� 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 an} 
good to mankind ; again if the world accessible to our under· 
standing is unreal, no good comes out of it. So there appean 
to ensue a cl isis of knowledge from Dinnaga's theory OJ 
perception. But Diiluaga does not let this crisis creep in 
knowledge by his theory of mental s�nsation, 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 into existence in absence of pure sensations. These two :: 
kinds of sensations have something in common. First, they are 
homogeneous because they are differen t· moments of the same 

stream of awareness7 and secondly, they are heterogeneous8 
buause pure sensation is the product of the senses. while the 
mental sensations are prod uet of the mind. The mental 

,. 
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sensation may� be called in terms of modern psychology9 as the 
momen t  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), immed iately 
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 h ave been able to have 
an intelligible i ntuition even without the existence of the 
object, we would have been enlightened,lO 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 Ihoment, 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. It is 
therefore, half intelligible, something intermediate between 
pure sensation and pure conception. 

3. The definition of lIlental sensation 

Mental sensation is', that non-constructive and non-concep­
tual inner knowledge which we possess regarding t he feelings 
of the objectll•  It is that form of consciousness which arises 
from the preceding mo ment of sensationlll. 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 mo ment of the object, i. e. 
with that momentary object which immediately folIo Wi the 
proper momentary object (of sensation) l3 .  

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, that is 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 becau:ie it apprehends 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, it is 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 different14• Further 
the objects of cognition being momentary, they cannot last 
even for two moments. Hence the apprehemion 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 ) 1 5. Thirdly, the objection 
that both the outer and the inner sensations are equally the 

same is also not tenable, because meId al cognition apprehends 
an enti rely new thing which is not the obj ect of outer 
sense. It begins to function when the outer senses have 
ceased to functi on. If  we maintain that bot h 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 semation. Fourthly, the 
objection that the mental sensation is an abstract idea is 
against experience because it shines clearly as a sensation16• 

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 fun ction. Henc e its 
object of crgnition is an internal fact. Vlicaspati l\liSra 
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 
camed by the obj ect momentI7• In the Nyaya-bindu tfka­
tippal)l we find another argument against the definition of 
mental sensation 1 8. 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 sensation is 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 q uotes Buddha 
vacana in support of his thesis which says that 'colour is 
apprehended in two ways, by the seme of vision and by the 
internal sense evoked by the external one'1 9. 

Dharmaklrti 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 ;  if on the other hand we maintain that i t  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,20. 

4. Is mental sensation momentary? 

In Buddhism 'what is real is momentary'2 1. 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 m ental 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 senSRtion 
continues for more than a moment we will have a clear im age 
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 U'! will 
become omniscient, apprehend er of all truth and infallible22.  
But such an 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 fata morgana 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 DharmakfrtP3. 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 groups24-( I )  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 

1 1 9 

The very basis of Diim aga'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 t,he second 
moment which follows immediately the preceding moment of 
pure �ensation ? What is the basis of our presumption that 
there is no mental sensation at the moment of pure sens ation ? 
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 : - ( l )  Substitute theory of Dharmaklrti and Dhar­
mottara (2) Alternation t heory of Prajnakara Gu pta l3) Simul­
taneity theory of Sankarananda and (4) Admixture theory of 

JM.nagarbha, 

( I )  Substitute theory-

According to this theory t here a re two worlds of our 
knowledge en tirely 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 seose-organs which arises 
directly from the particular object. In the next moment 
when the sense-organs have ceased to function25 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 Dinnaga who had conceived 
the idea of sensations and understanding as entirely different 
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sources of knowledge. Dharmaktrti developed this idea in his 
Seven-treatises and Dharmottara gave it a final shape2 6• 

This theory of mental sensation as a joining link between 
semation and understanding has been target of severe attack 
not only from the realists of Mfmarhsa 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 u nderstanding 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 sensat ion 
does not exist at the very moment when " the pure sensation 
exists ? What is the proof of its separate existence ? If i t s  
existence i s  not proved by positive facts why should w e  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. It is 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 
Dharmaktrti in support of his thesis who maintains that its 
existence qn be experienced by a real experiment in intros­
pection2 9. Although it is a necessary condition of all empiri­
cal knowl edge but it is itself something �hich cannot be 
proved by empirical methods. I t  is entirely transcendental'w. 

(2) Alternation theory-

This theory is attributed to Prajnakara Gupta31 • 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 some 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 object 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 Dharmaklrti we may say 'if a thing would be apprehended 
in turns, we would inot have the experience of its continuous 
contemplation32 • 

3. Admixture theory 

According to JM.nagarbha33 mentalSensati"on is pure intui­
tion and hence homogeneous 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 something 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 semations 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 
t hat it does not exi�t because of its being not apprehended 
separately. The existence of mental sensation is proved by 
the fa ct that in the successive moment when the image of the 
object that 'it is blue' arises, it h 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 in i ts track. Fur ther 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 recog?ise the 
distinction between mental feeling of an object and the 
constructed mental image in which that object is ascertained340• 

Dharmottara raises some fundamental objections to this 
t heory. 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 san ction 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 f�nction36. 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 
Dharmakrrti who says, 'when one simple reflex is apprehended, 
the other features will also be apprehended, they will appear 
by the force of a conscious37 germ and also by the force of 
memory which has its own function to achieve3 8•  

4.  The simultaneity theory 

This theory is attributed to Samkarananda8 9• According 
to this theory three elements should always be present in our 
perceptual process. They are-( J }  t he 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 pa tch of bl ue 
colour in our field of cognition along with the pure sensa t i on 
caused by the ou ter sense. This moment of men tal sensation 
which succeeds immediately after the first moment of pure 
sensation is the first moment of mental sensation, and the 
pure sensation running simultaneously w.ith it is the second 
moment of pure sensation. Thus the simultaneous stream of 
pure sensation as well as mental sensation continues till the 
end of the perceptual process . Saskya Panc;1ita supports the 
view of Samkarananda 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 
restored40• 

Some objections have been raised to this theory. First, 
there is no logical justification in asserting that there are only 
thr e e  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 sensation41 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 elem ents 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 t hat 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. 
Dharma k'irti categorically rebuke� this idea of equal participa­
tion by all the three constituents in a process of perception 
at one and the same moment. He says 'although heterogene­
ous sens ations may arise simultaneously, but only one of them 
will be always predominant, an d thus it will weaken al l other 
elements and will not allow any other of them to appear on 
the threshold of consciollsnessH• Sarhtarak�ita supports the 
view of Dharmakirti and maintains that a double sensation 
which appears (atonce) without succession from two (different 
sourced) cannot exist45• 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 function46. 

Jamyan tshadpa says that the theory ascribed to Samkar�­
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 Diima ga and his followers. 
According to this in terpretation, 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 wi th 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. 47. 
5. The appraisal of the above theories 

J amyan tashadpa after examining all the prevalent 
theories of mental sensation as mentioned above holds that 
it is the only theory whic h comes true to the test of criticism. 
He quotes passages from many a uthorities in support of the 
theory held by Dharmottara. The Abhidharma-so.tra 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 
imagination48• 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 iedifferent 
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 closed49• 

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 50. The hard and fast distinc­
tign between pure sensation and understanding as hinted by 
Dinn�ga, explained by Dharmakirti, and brought to its full 
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development by Dharmottara c a n  only be saved if we hold 
the principle of functional interdependence, that is when we 
hold t hat the mental sensation begins to function when the 
visual sense organ ceases to fu nction. 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 
c ritical 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 realis m 

of the Naiyayikas or lose oneself i n  the wholesale skepticism 
of the Mlidhyamikas51• 

6. Criticistn of the theory of tnental sensation 
Vacaspati MiSra 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 recogn ition. For instance when we meet a friend 
even after a long time we recognise that he is the same person 
whom we met long ag0 5 1l •  Therefore it is baseless to assume 
that a cognition has ai first a pure sensation and then it is 
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followed by a mental sensation. MaJ)Qana MHra also holds 
the same view. According to him the theory of cognition 
based on the existence of successive moments is untenable. 
Beca use the object we apprehend in our cognition presents 
itself as a one unite d whole a nd not into a series of many 
fleeting moments 53• Since i t  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 j ust the same object as has 
been grasped by the senses . If we maintain t hat the mental 
sensation is the silken bond which joim 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 donkey54. Dr.Satkarya Mukerji also doubts t he existence of 
the men tal sensation. He says that Manovijiiana 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 scriptu ral authority and not for 
any logical or epistemological necessity 5 5. 

7. Is mental sensation transcendental ? 

Dinnaga Dharmaklrti 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 exis tence, or is it a mere assumption 
like a sky flower or a moving fir e brand ? Dharmottara says 
that the existence of mental s,ensation cannot be empirical ly 
proved 56. We cannot show its existence in the manner as 
we show the {-xistence of material things. But it does not mean 
that it does not exist. It is the very basis of our critical philoso­
phy. It is the postulate of our s) stem. It cannot be apprehended 
by categories of understanding. It is transcendental 5 7 .  Dhar-
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mak'irti holds the same view and says that the mental sensa­
tion cannot be empirically cognised but can be only mentally 
rea1i�ed5B. Rgyal-tshab confirms the view of Dharmakfrti �nd 
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 5 9, by means of reason, perception and inference 
there is no other (direct) evidence to establish it empirically60• 

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 nlental 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 introsp ectiou 
were infallible, and susceptible of every thing cognizable, the 
Carvakas would have known through their i ntrospection 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 beyon d 
empirical propositions.' He says 'if we maintain that 'intro­
spection' can apprehend every thing which consciousness 
contains, it will also apprehend the ul timate unreality of the 

world6 1 which is present in every consciousness. If every 
man with the help of his 'introspection' , apprehends the ulti­
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, (l 2. 
Therefore, the objection to the transcendental character of 
mental sensation is unfounded Stcherbatsky also supports 
the t ranscendental 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 assump tion is urged upon us by the whole system 
which is built upon a redical distinction of the two sources of 
knowledge63• 

9. Self-Cognition 

The feeling of pleasure and pain,  joy and sorrow is for 
th e Yogiiclira school a consciousness of consciousness, a self­
consciousness. 64 AClirya DiIinliga analyses it into the three 
moments of sensation, mental sensation and self-cognition. 
In the fi rst moment of our perceptual p rocess 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 reflex65 to the efff'ct that there is som ething 
in our field of perception. When these two moments of pure 
sensation and mental sen�ation cease to function we feel in 
the third moment a desire to achieve or avoid the ohj ec t.  
This feeling of desire6G or aversion6 7 for the object is call ed 
self-cognitionS!!. Its knowledge is immediate and direct 
because the intellect ha� not yet emerged to play its role 
in its occurrence. It is non-const ructive perception6 9• Dhar· 
makirti gives a logical explanation of the analysis of Diilnaga. 
Ac cording to him the feeling of desire or aversion which is 
thus caused does not depend upon the external object. H ence 
it cannot be described in the terms of sub.iect-ob�ect relatiom7 0• 
There is no way of describing anything other than the subject­
object relation. So it is indescribable or unutterable 7 1. Self· 
cognition or the feeling o f  desire and aversion is one of the 
kinds of direct knowledge. I t  reveals new objects which are 
not revealed by any other means 
of our mind bu t a vivid experience 
Our daily experiences 7 2 . I t carries 
to the points which are untouched 
mental sensation. 

It is not a construction 
wh ich is co nfirmed by 
our knowledge further 

by pure sensat ion .and 

Realists reject the above Yogacata analysis ofself-cognitioo ... 

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-cogn ition has a lacuna. The feelings of desire an� 
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 n ever 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 i ntrospection every consciousness and 
every mental phenomenon are self-conscious7 s• In other 
words we may say that the simple consciousness which arises 
i n  the first moment of pure sensation as well as all the cons­
tructed mental ideas, feelings, volitions, passions and quasi 
ideas are self-conscious. Consciousness hke light reveals 
itself. It is not in need of another factor for its own revela­
tiOll. It is awareness74 which is self-Iuminous7 6• 

This theory of self-cognition is indirect contrast to t he 
realist theories of Mlmamsa and Nyaya VaiSe�ika schools, for 
whom self-consciousness is simply a mental p henomenon which 
arises when the object comes in contact with the subj ect. For 
the Bu ddhist 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 i� a 

patch of blue colour7 6• The opponent asks : elf every cons­
ciousness and mental phenomenon are self-conscioU'J, 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 stimulus is followed straight off by a 
purposeful action. The ·quasi-automatical actions seem to 
be lacking self-consciousness, because the intermediate com­
plicated proces s 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
c onsciousness is a synonym of life. He further says that 
when we apprehend a patch of blue, we at the same time al'e 
conscious of another thing, of something pleasane 7 •  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-conscious7 6• Stcherbatsky endorses the 
view of Dinnaga, 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 exp eriencing a visual sensation we simultaneously experi­
ence something else, something additional, something accom­
panying every mental state, something different from the 
perceived external object7 9, something without which there 
is absolutely not a single mental stateBO• And thia something 
is our own egoSl• 
10. The Yogic perception.811 

The joys and pleasures of the Tu�italoka where the 
Amitabha rules, the luxuries and enjoyments of the Sukha­
vativyrilia, the delightful city of Akni.'?tha 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 Ddana of the Lokan:.ttha, the invisible 
grand vision of the Mah�bhini�kramaQa of the Sakya-
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muni at midnight, the sentiments of love and piety or 
karuQa 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 NirvaQ.a 
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 revealin g 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 co ntem­
plation �f 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 s tate 
of deep meditation on transcendental reality.'83 In order 
to understand it, it is important to explain what is �trans­
cendental reality'84 and what is subculminating polnt.85 
The 'reality' is transcendental. It i s  'existence as such.'86 
It is the basis of all our knowledge. It is crystal clear and 
pure like gold . It is self-IuminousS'1 and falls short of all 
descriptions .88 It is beyond the triad of knower, known 
and knowledge. The ideas of the 'apprehender' and the 
'apprehended'89 cannot touch it. T he means of cognition 
are simply a device to indicate i t  as a child is given a mirror 
to apprehend the moon, but he is not the actual appn:ihen­
der of the real moon. This reality which is the substance 
of all things901 and which is devoid of all the attributes911 
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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 again92 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 begi.ns to reach a condition of clarity 
as though it were present before the meditator.93 It is 
called the culminating point of contemplation. The sub­
culminating stage is that stage which precedes culminating 
stage.94 It is the degree of clarity which precedes complete 
vividness.95 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.96 
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.97 It is a faculty by 
which the saints are capable of cpmpletely changing all 
ordinary habits of thought and contemplating directly the 
universe 'sub specie aeternitatis' in a vivid image. 
1 1 .  Is Yogic percepti on a different source of 

knowledge ? 

In a Yogic perception there is no sense contact with the 
object. Hence it cannot be regarded as perception. If i t  
is perception, how is i t  possible for it to apprehend those 
objects which are beyond its reach ? If on the other hand, 
the Yogic perception is not perception b ut conception, the 
entire knowledge of the saint which results from i t  will be­
come unreal because conceptual knowledge which proceeds 
through dialectical process has no reference to external 
reality ::tnd is a mere thought-construction.98 Consequently, 
there would be no difference between the knowledge arising 
from Yogic perception and the knowledge which arises from 
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i nfatuation, sorrow, fear,' lunacy, illusion and dreams.99 
These questions led Kumllrila to deny the p erceptua l 
character of Yogic perception. According to him Yogic 
perception is in fact a fanciful imaginatio n ' like wis hful 
thinking and memory. It  cannot be regarded as a kind of 
perception, bec ause it lacks the contact of objects with the 
sense- organs which is an ingredient of perception. IOO It 
may be argued that it results from contemplation,H>1 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 

objectl02 with so vividness and clearness that it comes to be 
' regarded as perception. 

Samtarak�ita and Kamala:hla find Kumarila's objections 
to the theory of Yogic perception as baseless. A c cording 
to them 'all things can be manifestedl03 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 p as t  experiences.I04 The mental power of the saint 
is capable 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.105 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 o bjects 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 a pprehen­
sion.lo6 

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. 
�imilarly the meditator on 'reality' has at first a limited 
power but through constant practice of Yoga he acquires 
tremenduous powers. lOS The moment a Yogin reaches the 
highest stage of his meditation, he suddenly acquires the 
transcendental intuition.lo9 He changes completely./. He 
becomes another pudgala, a Saint, a n  Arya, a Bodhisattva. 
All his habits of thought are changed. He acquires the 
habit of realising the relativityllO and unreality of thE 
phenomenal veipll concealing absolute reality . m� He en· 
ters the Mlihayanistic dntimarga 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 salva tion 
of all living beings.us He then understands the four noble 
truths of the saint in their Mahayanistic interpretation as a 

formula intended to support the equi polency of samsl1ra and 
nirviil)a in a Monistic universe.1l4 On the basis of this tran­
scendental capacity he can know whatever he wishes to know. 
He can apprehend things either simul taneously or successi­
vely or both as he 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.u5 

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,1l6 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 
attributes1l7, while the conception deals with those objects 
which are expressed through the medium of words. In a 
Yogic perception the objects appear si multaneously 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 
aC 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.1lS The 
knowledge arising from the Yogic perception is vivid and 
results from the c

'
ontemplation on the absolute reali ty in a 

meditated and undisturbed condition, while the knowJedge 
arising from dreams, illusions and hallucinations is vague 
and conceptual . This is a ·characteristic difference of Yogic 
perception from dream, illusion and hallucination.1l9 
Another difference between these types of knowledge is t hat 
yogic perception is uncontradicted120 by normal experiences 
of mankind, whereas the know ledge of dream, illusion and 
hallucination is contradicted. The latter knowledge is 
conceptual while the forruer 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.121 For the Mlmamsakas, Yogic per­

. ception is not a source of right knowledge at all .  It is 
simply a fancy which owes its origin in human imagination. 
It is like the fancy of ordinary men. But their vi ew 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 i n­
ferential or rational because there is no middle term. 
'When a Yogin reaches the highest stage of his contern:pla­
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 which is apprehended in 'meditation' is  
pure. Thus the knowledge arising from Yogic perception 

is different from inferential and illusory knowledge.122 
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CHAPTER V 

OBJECT OF PERCEPTION 

1. Object of perception 

Dinnaga hol ds that the obje ct of perception is an extreme 
particuiari• I t  is bey ond our speculative thought . The cate­
gories of understanding that is name, universal, action etc. 
donot characterize it. They are applicable only to the 
gene ralised images of inferential kn owledge 2• It is beyond 
spaces, and time4• It represents a single momtntl'i. It is 
similar to nothing 6• It is unique 7 • It is  the reality which 
can be apprehended only through the senses . It is the 
ultimate reality and is the cause of our imaginations. It is 
the basis of all our empirical knowledge. It is  the underlying 
substratum beneath all our em pirical purposeful activities. 
It is devoid of every possible adjuncts9 and is unutterablel O •  
Dharmakirti says that i n  a perceptual process the cogniser 
apprehends the vision of reality which is 'essence in itself' , 
and has no tinge of im agination 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 ca tegorise 
what has been perceived previously ll. It is immediately and 
invariably followed by conception12• The object of perception 
is a 'unique particular' says Slintarak�ita. It is beyond 
speech and imagination IS. I ts 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 fel t  even at 
the moment when the attention of an apprehender is engaged 
a t  a place different from the place of apprehen sion1 4• The 

Abhidharmasijtra also supports the present view of the 
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essences in themselves. ' A  man who i s  absorbed in the con­

templation of a patch of blue, percei ves the blue but he does 
not know that it is bl ue ; of the object he then knows only 
that it is an object, but he does not know what kind of 
object it is15,. 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 conceptionJ6• 

2. Meaning of the 'particular' 

Dharmak irti defines 'particular' as something whose 
mental im"age varies according to its nearness and remote­
ness17• I t  is the object of cognition which produces a vivid 
flashl B of consciousne�s when it is near and a dim one when 
it is at a distance19• Indeed, all external reality is experien­
ced "vividly" when at hand and dimly when at a distance20 • 
This 'particular' is not in need of a universal to denote its 
subsistence as is contested by the r ealists. The particular 
'fire' is not in need of a uni.versal 'fire' to denote its subsis. 
tence that 'it is fire'. The t hings are by nature mutually 
differentiated or "exclusive". Whenever a sense perception of 
a p articular thing, e.g . 'fire' takes place, it takes place as 
differen ti ated from all the homogeneous and heterogeneous 
thing�, and as in thi s 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 r eality which 
appears vivid when at hand and dim when at a distance, 
reality at all ? Doe s it not have two forms (a dim one and a 
bright one 2 1  ? How can it then be regarded a� unique ?'  The 
author of the Tippal)i 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 reality2 2. 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 i s  real, which is capable of burning and cooking 2 3 • 

Dharmak irti takes this 'particular' in more than one 
sen se. First, it is the 'existence as such,24 . 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 t he usual sense of the particular, which is 
extreme, concrete particular25, the pure iilam bana, existence 
localised in time, space 26, beyond all mental comtructions2 7 , 
but not beyond the conception of 'apprehender and being 
apprehended· 28• In this sense, it  is the moment of efficie ncy 
capable of affecting our sensibility29. Thirdly,  it is taken in 
the sense of every concrete and panicular object, because its 
substratum is the svalak �a�a, the es sence-in-itself. 

The term 'vise�a' has been frequently used even by the 
Indian realists. But we must not confuse i t  w ith the 'vise�a' 
Or svalak�aJ?a of the Buddhists . The reali sts have used this 
term to denote various meanings30• First, it i s  used to denote 
one of the seven categories. It has an objective reality. 
Secondly, sometimes it is used to denote an aspect o f  an 
object along with the universal. An obje ct is consi dered to 
possess universal and particular attributes 3 1 .  According to 
Uddyotakara there are three k inds of objects-sam anya, 
vise�a, and objects possessing both of them 3 2. Thirdly, 
sometimes i t  is used to denote an 'individual' in which a 
universal resides. For instance in an ind ividual cow, the 
universal 'cowhood' subsists 3 3 . Fourthly, so metimes, the term 
'vise �a' is used for universals other than satta viz. dra vyatva 
etc! as i!! eviden t frop! the wor d s  of PraSastapada. 'The 
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universals dravyatva etC. are called primarily siimiinyas inas­
much as they have many individuals , but they are also called 
'viSe�as' in a second ary sense because they differentiate 
their substrata from others' 5 4 .  Lastly, the term 'vise�a' or 
'anty avise�a' is used as a special at tribute of an atom which 
differentiates it from all other at oms 55• 

The svalak �at;ta of Dinniiga (which mean s of its own k ind 
or which has no similar of it  in the whole universe) s tands 
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 n either 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 dur ation in terms of time and extension in 

terms of space . It is differentiated and d istinguished from 
every things else in the world.  Having no duration it i s  
vertically c u t  o ff  from a l l  other reality in terms of time, and 
having no extension , it is horizontally cut off from all other 
reality in terms of space 56. It may simply be design ated as 
'k�at;ta' or ' momen t'.  It is this unique, unrelated, self­
characterised real, having nothing in common with other 
such moments, emerging incessantly under the inexhorable 
law · of pratityasamutpiida, which is directly experienced 
through the sense-org ans 57.  Because of too much emphasis 
on the doctrine of 'particularity' in the old vaise�ik a system 
it may be specul ated that 'the theory of Dinniiga may 
perh aps have been partly influenced in its logical aspect by 
Some views entertained in the school of vaise�ikas' 5 8. But 
we must be very cautious at the time of drawing such con­
clusions. It is the genius of Dinniiga 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 apprehen sion of the 
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svalak�at;la can be done only through
' 
perception whi l e  of 

the universals through the inference 3 9 . 

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 
perce ption . 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 r egarded as objects 
of perception. But we know that 'universals' are incapable 
of evoking images. They are themselves thought-construc­

t ions. They are non· existent40 and inefficient' l .  They 

coalesce with words42• At the time of perception they are 

not cognized, and at a subsequent stage when they are con­

structed by OUf 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· org ans we may have r eflexes 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 effect43, 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 i s  
incapable o f  producing the desired effect, s o  no question 
arises regarding its reality . The only al ternative is the parti­
cular and it serves the purpose, 100 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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i s  not real. The particular, alone i s  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 b'O 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 svalak l?a�as are the objects of 
perception or indeterminate perception has invoked much 
criticism from Advaitins, Jains, Mimamsakas, Naiyayikas and 

. I Vaise�ikas. They have advanced their own theories of objects 
of inde terminate perception which can be enumerated into 
four theories. According to the first theory the object of in­
determinate perception is "pure being" (sanmatraro) which 
is 'mahasamanya' or "summum genus, ,45. According to the 
second theory the object of indeterminate perception i s  
'universal' o r  samanya. According t o  the third theory the 
object of ind eterminate perception is 'vyakti' or 'individual' 
which is subsgatum 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 thi s controversy we have to e xamine 
these theories by turn. The first theory i s  held by Advaitins. 

They main tain that particulars cannot be the objects of 
perception. The knowledge of particulars depends upon the 
knowledge of their mutual differe ntiation or exclusiveness. 
This exclusiveness or differentiation is a property which is 
conceiv�d by imagination and is the object of the under­
standing. In other words the cognition of a particulal' 
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 differen t particul ars. Thus in inderminate percep­
tion - there is the apprehension neit her 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 particul ar. 
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" canDot be the object of indeter­
minate perception, as there is a distinct awareness of parti­
culars in it . If indeterminate perception apprehends the mere 
being how can its par ticular characters bt: perceived ? The 
existence of an object can never be perceived apart from its 
differen t particular characters . The Jain phil osophers 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 
pro pose that the unive rsals are many and they are the objects 
of indetermin ate perception. Sumati, a Jain philosopher of 
the Digambar �chool 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 p articular is 
an attribute of the univenal 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• 

Kumiirila Bhalta says that the view of Sum ati is un ten· 
able. There is no difference between the universal and the 
particular in indeterminate p erception. Hence the universal 
as different from particulars cannot be the object of indeter. 
minate perception. If it i s  said that the particular is insepar' 
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able from the universal an d 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 cate gory of the particular 
and the universal . So the object of inde terminate perception 
can neither be universal nOr particul ar. According to him, 
the object of indetermin a te perception is an individual or 
'vyakti' which is the subst ratum of its generic and specific 
character,47 .  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 a pprehension of an in fant and a dumb4 8, It is name­
less and inarticulate. Here we are not conscious of its generic 
and specific char acters, because the processes of assimilation 
and discrimination which apprehend the gener ic  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 in determinate 
perception . The ' individual' or 'vyakti' which is said to be 
the object of indeter minate perception i s  a concrete universal. 
It seems to be differen t 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 perce ived is 
not a connection or holding of the particular and t he univer­
sal . If the individual is perceive d ,  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 ind ividual is the same as the 'svalak­
�aQa' of the Buddhists. 
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Kum arila's view that the particular an d the universal 
both are the characters of the objec t of indeterminate per­
ception is unt enable. It is not right that on e and the same 
cognition should apprehend the specific individuality as well 
as the universal49 •  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' ther e can be no apprehension of the universal. 

Moreover Kumiirila himself maintains that the uni versal is 
not other than the ind ividual 5 o. If it i s  so, the universal 
cannot be said to characterise the object of indeterminate 
perception which is an individual. Individuals donot I?er­
vade over one another, there is no pervasive entity which is  
given in perception. Therefore the universal cannot be an 
object of perception 5 1. It is  an o bject of unders tanding, 
Gangda, the father of modern logic has made an important 
addi tion to this criticism. He says that indeterminate percep­
tion is non-relational. It is the cognition which is indepen­
dent of t he knowledge of the relation of the attribute and 
the substa ntive 5 2. Kumarila has t ak en indeterminate percep­
tion as relational because according to him it conveys the 
relation of the  substantive an d the attributive . Hence his 
views of indeterminate perception and its object are full of 
contradictions53• Thus Prabhiik ara, V acaspati Misra, Partha­
sarathi and others h ave rejected Kumar ila's view that the 
individual or 'vyakti' is the object of indeterminate percep­
tion. The theory of 'vyak ti' as something over and above the 
particular and the uni versal is Kumarila's beard which has 
been s,haved by Mimiitbsi'i and Nyay a-Vaise�ika realists with 
their Occam's rajor, that is the law of parcimony or laghava­

ny aya . 
. The fourth view is held by Prasastapiid a, Prabhakara, 

Piirthasarathi, Viicaspati Misra, Sridhara and Visvanatha 
etc. This is the theory which is gener ally maintained by 
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Mimamsak as, Naiyav ikas and Vais(>�ik as.  According t o  this 
theory the object of perception is both the particnlar as well 
as the uni versal 5 4• The indeterminate perception apprehends 
the bare nature of the particular and the universal 'svariipa­
matram'. In this apprehension there is no dist inction 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 m ay 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, r ecollection and 
recogni tion start their function of constructing the reality 
into a united whole. The indeterminate perception of an 
object is the experience of 'this is something'. I t 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 i s  known of an object after 
its perception is somewhat given in it. This is the reason 
that they hold the view th at particulars and universals both 
are present in perception although they are unrel ated 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 d ual presence is based upon relation and differentia­
tion, but ind eterminate perception is non-relational and 
undifferentiated. Hence the object of indeterminate percep­
tion can not be dual. It is either particular or universal. I t  

cannot b e  both. Therefore the r ealist view is inconsistent. 
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They hold that indeterminate pe rception is non-relationa 
and undifferentiated and that its objec t comprises both parti­
culars an d universals. This is their inconsistency. 

The Budd hist view that the svalak �al!as are the object 
of perception is a correct view. Its cri ticism by Advaitins 
and realists is based upon a misunderstanding of the nature 
of svalak �al!as. Svalak �al!as are not the individuals or 
vyak tis of Kumiirila .  They are not particulars as contrasted 

with uninrsals. Th �y are unique particulars and are beyond 
all comparison and constrast. Th ey are self-revealing sense­
data . They are not the particulars of Ny iiy a, Vai se�ika and 

Mimiimsii . Their particulars are contrasted or related with 
universals. They are categorised and are objects of under­
standing. Svalak�al!as, on the other hand, are uncategorised. 
They are the ideas of Berkeley or the impressions of Hume. 
They can fu rther be compare d  with the sense d a ta of Russell 
Or C.D.  Broad. They are kn own by acquain tance. Perce ption 
is 'knowledge by acquaintance'. H ere we have acquaintance 
with an y 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 a m  
acquainted with the sense data t h a t  make u p  t h e  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 d escription' . According to Russell 'there is no 
state of mind in which we are directly aware of the table. 
All our k nowledge of the table is really knowledge of truths, 
and the actual thing which i s  the table is not strictly speak­
ing k nown to us at all, 5 5 .  

Russell's knowledge by acquai nt ance resembles our 
sensation , but his d ivision between the sense data and the 
external object exposes him to the same criticism which Locke 
had to fa ce.  We may conclude the d iscussion with the words 
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of H.H. Price tha{the term 'sense-datum stands for something 
whose exis tence is "indubitable" {however fleeting) some-

- thing from which all theories of perceptivn ought to start, 
however m uch they m ay diverge l ater on. The Ancients and 
the Schoolmen ' s 'sensible species', Locke and Berk eley 's 
ideas of sensation, Hume's 'impression s', Kant's 'Vor stellun­
gen' an d Dr. C . D. Broad' s  'sensa' are the various n ames of 
sense-data' 5 6. 

5. Are Svalaksanas transcendental ? 

Stcherbatsky has interpreted svalak �alJ.as as 'transcenden­
tal' or 'things in themselves'. Dr. Dharmendra Natha 
Sastri 5 7 has also fallen in his line. Slcherbatsk y has construed 
the line 'K�at:Jasy a prapaitum asak y at vat' as 'jn anena pra­
paitum -asaky at v a t 5  8,. And this construction is the basis of 
his view that S valak �at:Jas are transcendent a l  or 'thin gs-in­
themselves'. As this cons truc,tion is a misconstruction , the 
view of Stcherbatsky is baseless . S valak �alJ.as are not beyond 
experience or knowledge. They are onl y  beyond discursive 
knowledge. Hence svalak �alJ.as are not transcendental Or 
' things in themselves' .  Because ' t hings in themselves' are not 
onl y  beyond discursive knowledge but a lso beyond experi­
ence. 

There is one more meaning of the word transcendental. 
That is 'apriori' character of knowledge which categorises all 
kno\\ l edge. In this sense also svalak �alJ.as are not transctn­
dental, because they are empirically given. The view of '­
Stcherbatsk y  that svalak�alJ.as are transcendental or 'things 

in themselves' is  responsible for propagation of the error that 
Dinnaga's and Dhar makirti's philosophy is similar to the 
philosophy of Kant. Rahula S amkrty ayan a 5 9 compares 

Dharmakirti with Kant and thinks that this c.omparison 
brings credit to Dh armak irti .  But Dinnaga and Dharmak irti'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 knowledg e  is synthetic apriori, i .e.  

all  knowledge is the result of the joint operation of perception 
and infer ence. 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 epistem ology and Kantian epistemology 
as propounded by the modern Buddhist philosophers li ke 
Stcherbatsk y ,  Rahula Samkrty ayana and Dharmendra Natha 
8astri 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-constructionl 
warrants us against any kind of presumption that this 'reality' 
apprehended by senses is conceivable. The 'reality' ( the 
sva lak�al)a ) 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 ken2• 
Only that object is the cause of our sensation which is an 
efficient cause, which caIls 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 reality3, particularity\ vividness5 
and efficient affirmation 6, but being indescribable and 
unutterable, being beyond names and concepts, it cannot be 
available to our understanding hence useless. On the other 
hand, the conception provides to our knowledge or judgment, 
its generaIity7 ,  its logicS, its necessity�l, 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 svalak�al)a 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 OUI 

knowledge ideal ity and ' . .miversality. It is the reconstruction 
of reality into ideality and universality. 



164 The Problem of knowledge in Y ogacara Buddhism 

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 j udgment which 
is devoid of sense-perception. For them reality is both percei­
ved and conceived1o. 'There is no contradiction if percep­
tion and inference each involves the elements of sensation 
and conception' says Vardhamana 11 But the Buddhists 
oppose to this theory and maintain that sense -perception by 
its very nature can have no element of j udging or conce iving� 
In words of Dharmottara the senses alone could never arrive 
at a judgment. The judgment is not in the sensation, though 
it follows its track12. These judgments are not unreal like a 
sky-flower. They are valid source of knowledge because 
they lead us to the desired obje cts and are uncontradicted by 
experience. Their non-contradictory character 1 3 in the 
practical life establishes their reality. 

Judgment is called kalpana by Buddhists. The author 
of the Nyaya-bindu- t1ka-tippaJ}.1 mentions three theories of 
judgment14. The Vaibha�ikas maintain that j udgment is 'a 
sensuous i mage mentally united with conceptions. Thus fo r 
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 uajque particular whereas judgment deals with 
an ideal content which is universal. Therefore the Yogacara 
idealists define judgment as t hat 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 t he products 
of understanding. These concepts are subject and object. 
The judgment is thus the union of a concept wit.b. �ubjeGt� 



the Idealistic Theory ot Judgment 165 

Dinn�ga and Dharmakrrti find this definition of judgment in­
adequate. Judgment is not inclusion in or exclusion from 
subject. It is not the assertion that subject and predicate are 
identical or different. 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 Vajbha�ikas 
presuppose that every judgment is 21. 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 menta! 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 V aibha�ikas and earlier Yogacara idealists. 
Dinnaga's view Of judgment is perfectly corroborated by 
B radley. 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 them15• 'But this is objectionable. \,Ve 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' ls . 

Stcherbatsky has failed to grasp Dinnaga's theory of 
judgment and has attributed the Vaibha�ika theory of j udg­
ment tq him and his followers. He accepts the view that the 
faculty of judging has its fundamental act tha t i t  is included 
in the negative definition of pure sensation, it is  a non-sen sa-
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tion, a thought-construction 17 .  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 knowledge18 .  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 1 9 .  He confuses between the meaning of a judgment 
and the psychical event of judgment. Judgment is defined by 
Diimaga 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. Diimaga 's 
theory of judgment is idealistic. Professor Stcherbatsky has 
made it empiricist. He has mistaken the epistemological 
process of judgment for a psych ological 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 ca tegories. This is the process of classification, categori­
zation, generalisation and name-giving. The epistemological 
process consists 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 i.dea'. The pleaning of an 
ideal content according to Dirinaga 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 Diimaga, namajatyadi-sarhsli�\arh 
manojnanam. 

2. EDlpirical basis of judgDlent 

The Yogacara theory of pramaQa-vyavastha 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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trot aosolutely unrelat ed 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 t9 the same mean­
ing as the objects of sensation, the theory of pramal)a-vya. 
vastha collapses. Between the abosloute reality and absolute 
unreality of obj ects 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 Zl between Vaibha­
�ika realism and the Madhyamika nihilism. The Vaibha�ika 
realists hold that all objects of j udgment 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 unreal22• 
They are technically called paratantra or phenomenal and 
differ from both the parikalpita or fictitious objects and pari. 
ni�panna or absolutely real objects. The object of judgment 
is a logical and psychological result23 of sensation. Asal)ga 
and Vasubandhu use the term 'vijiiana' for both sensation 
and conception 24. 

Stcherba tsky2 5  has su ggested that the object of judg­
ment is connected· with the object of perception in three 
'possible m anners : 

First, on the basis of the images or concel?ts we re�ort 
to some purposeful activity and become successful in reaching 
the desired object. Thus the image becomes a cause of 
apprehending the particular26 •  

Secondly J 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 

; perception 2 7 .  
. .  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 coun ter 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 so, 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 judgment is a natural illusion 
logic will become a fiction. But in the epistemology of th{ 
Yogacara 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 i! 
unjustified, whereas the first two explanation are justified. 

The 'mental sensation ' and 'self cognition' which are 
the two of the four varieties of sensation2!3 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-cognition 29.  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 expe riences 3 0. '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 psychiaal 
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 
sensation S I ,  

3. Synthesis in concepts 

The conceptual element gives distinctness to sense ·per­
ception which is clear but not distinct3 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 syn thesis 
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 

. secOlldly to bring under a particular synthetic image or 
general concept, the scattere d mass of mul tiple 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 
mul tiplicity 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' 3 5. In such judgments the non-synthetic ele­
ment, 'thisness' 3 6  is united with the synthetic conceptual 
element of 'thatness'3 7 .  

Vacaspati Misra 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 Mi'mamsakas hold that synthesis consists in the fact 
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that a change is produced in the object, which is known as 
'cognizedness39 •  (3) According to another theory synthesis 
means ' to subsume' the reality under a class40• (4) The 
fourth theory is held by the earlier Y ogacara idealists and the 
vedantins who hold that our mental ideas are imp osed upon 
something41• 

According to the Naiyayikas who are extreme realists, 
our senses go to the object, apprehend i ts characteristics and 
return back to inform to the mind what was apprehended by 
them. After this process we come to a distinct perceptua142 
j udgrn,E'nt like 'this is a flower' and then to a conceptual judg­
ment43 in our introspective consciousness. This conceptual 
judgment corresponds to the perceptual judgment. The 
Mlmamsakas hold that our consciousness is imageless44 and 
devoid of immediate self-consciousn ess45, 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 cognizedness4 6  is 
produced in the object and through this cognizedness he in-· 
fers the object. In other words the cognizer of the Mima­
rosa school cognizes the object through the inference of cog­
nizedness which is produced in the object of cognition47• 
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 ob�ect. The consciousness cannot change the unreal 
images into objective reality48, 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' t he term 'this' refers to the re ality 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 Kamala�na 
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 judgment49• 
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According to  another theory a kind of  identity i s  esta­
blishE'd between the ideas and th e objects . For instance in a 
judgment like 'this is a flower' 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 objections 50. The assertion that our 
knowledge imposes its own ideas which are subjective upon 
those objects which are real has no meaning. It is impos­
sible to impose the image before it is 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 th e 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 it� 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 Idealists and the Vedantins propound an 
other theory to establish a relation between the 'reality' ane, 
the mental ideas. They maintain that our ideas are them­
selves taken to be as external reality. Owing to transcenden· 
tal illusion51 we take our own ideas as really existing in tht 
form of external objects and run after them iri order to grasf 
the m52• 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 reaiity. It is an ilIusion5 3 •  The external object 
which is identified or synthesizpd with our mental images is 
nothing but an objectivized image. In words of Dharmottara 
the object54 cognized by productive imagination5 5  as sepa­
rated from others is an idea and not an objective reality. 5 6 
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. 'Sarhtarak�ita and Kamaiasi la say that 
the 'real as such' is indescribable. Our language cannot ex­
press it at aIl 5 7 .  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-form 58 ,  the running of the conscious­
ness through a variety of sensations5 9 , its halt on some 
particular sensations60, and its ascertainment would have no 
me aning 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 ve ry 
basis of all the activities that a re resorted t061• 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 breast62• 
The realists imputed the capacity of judging and name. 
giving to our cogni tion even at the stage of perception and 
defined it as produced by a sensory stimulus ( coming from 
an external ) object, a cognition which is not an illusion, 
which is ( either ) an unutterable ( sensation ) or a percep­
tual judgment63•  

The Buddhist logicians who started with a fundam ental 
distinction between sensation and conception, objected to 
this theory which i mputes 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 
I t  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 w€ 
receive in sen�ation and is utterable64. If  the attribute oj 
being expressed in words is  attached to the sensory know­
ledge, there will be no distinct kilOwledge 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 them65• 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 t he 
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 object66• 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 anything67 .  For instance men have su ch judgments 
which involve the existence of universals while there a re no 
universals. They maintain that there are entities like gods, 
devils, the sky.flower and hare's horn. These are des ignated 
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 cold6 s . Hence the names are al­
ways aisociated to a judgment. A judgment brings synthesis 
between the flow of sensations received · from the 'reali ty ' 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 is a rose' 'this' refers to the reality which is be­
yond name and form an d 'rose' refers to the 'real ity ' 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. Dharmakrrti defines 
kalpana or judgment as ca 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 expression70 .  There­
fore the term 'judgment' includes both primitive and complex 
judgments. 



" '. The Idealistic Theory of Judgment 1 75 

. These judgments and names are associated with each 
other and determine each other. In the words of Difm�ga 
'the names have their source in concepts and the c.:mcepts 
have their source in names' 7 1 .  S�rhtarak�ita and Kamala�rla 
strengthen the position of Dinn�ga and Dharmakirti by . 
majntaining that 'conceptual content or kalpan� is an idea 
which is always associated wi th verbal expression' 7 2. There 
has been a constant associating of things with their names 
which leaves its impression 7 3  Of capacity74 on the mind, 
continues and becomes the basis of such activities of a newly 
born infant as smiling, crying and sucking the breast etc7 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 Sigwar t accepts the mutual influence of concepts on the 
formation of names and of names on the formation of con­
cepts7 6, 

The judgment is always associated . with names is 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 dre�ms is 
accompanied by an inward speech 7 7 .  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 i s  realised by introspection78,  'in the same way it is also 
realised in introspection that th.e conceptual content is always 
associated with words' 711. 

5. JudgDlent and proposition 

Modern logic makes a distinction between judgment an d 
propositi on. A proposition i$ a verbal judgment or judg-
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ment e�pressed in words. Thus the modern idealistic logic 
believes in both judgment and proposition. But modern 
linguistic logic rejects the possibility of judgment which is  
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. 
Dinnliga 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 as it cannot be unnamedso• ( avyapa­
ddyam ) .  What is avyapaddyam is sensation. If kalpanii 
cannot be avyapaddyam, it cannot be without its verbal 
form. So kalpan:I. cannot be called judgment according tc 
Dinnaga, who has said that 'the kalpana is product of hbda, 
hence kalpana is not judgmentSl.  It is proposition . Dharma· 
kirti misunderstood the meaning of Dirinaga and made Cl 
difference between j udgment and proposition. This differenc{ 
is unwarranted by the logic of Dirinaga and of modern logi· 
cians. So kalpana is to be understood as the form of verbal 
cognition. Sathtarak�ita also maintains that conceptual con· 
tent is idea associated with verbal expressions2• Sathkara· 
swamin has proved that kalpana which is not associated with 
words is full of contradiction s 3  hence it is to be given up. 

Is kalpana the basis of verbal expression ? 
Sathtarak�ita, Kamala�rIa and Sathkaraswamin reply in 

the negative . They say that it is not the basis of verbal ex­
pressions4• Kamalasila says that kalpana is verbal expre­
ssions 5• And the basis of this expression consists of the uni· 
versal, the n ame and so forth. Abhilapa is expressive word 
and is generic formss. 

Is kalpana possible without speech ? 
It is possible without speech but not without words67•  

Infants also understand propositions and not jud gments. 
They do so because of the propositions of their previous life 
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wherein thought and langu'lge were a lways united88•  This 
conceptual content, presen ting 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 8-9 • 

6, Categories 

The reality is only the essence-in-itself the extreme 
particular90• I t  is beyond the concepts of space, time and 

condition 91. It is peculiar, momentary and beyond the 
reach of human language, therefore 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 fferent categories or kinds of concepts or 

names. The only categories that can be conceived are the 

categories of substance and attributes. All o ther categories 
are categories of attributes of the substance. 

The Vase�ikas have presented a set of seven categories 

which are : - ( 1 )  substance (2) quality (3) motion (4) univer­
sals, t5) differentials (6) inherence and (7) non existence. 
But Diimaga 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. 

( I) By a proper name a non-connotative thing is deno­
ted for in stance D,ittha or D.avittha . (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 sensi hle, e. g. white, blue, red 
etc. (4) By the verb action is designate d, e. g. cooking, and 
lastly (5) the substance designates an object which posseses 
something e .  g. possessor of a stick, the possessor of horns92•  

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 names93•  They donot designate any obj ect which 
really exists94• 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 l ife which is suhject 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 mark�d by a momentary character. We find that a proper 
name e. g. 1;>ittha 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 mer{j 
conceptual element, a general idea which is applied to an 
object as its name whether it designates a class or an indi­
vidual9 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 ii not tenahle. Both proper namei and com­
mon names a re connota tive. The difference between the two 
classes is seen to be one of degree of connotativeness only 9 6. 
The real ist says : 'If exclusion or apoha of oth ers 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 names97 •  But our experience of life 
shows that some objects are denoted by proper names e. g .  
CitranKada, 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 'Pittha' and 'cow' 
separately. If they stand on the same level there would be 
no differenc.e 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. Sarhtarak�ita and Kamalaslla answer that the object­
ion is not well-founded. Dinnaga has followed simply the 
common usage in order to avoid the inconvenience of the 
common people98• 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 Citratlgada is classed as proper name and the word 'cow' 
as c ommon name99 •  

Comparing the categories of  Dinnaga with that 'of the 
Vajse�ikas Stcherbatsky holds that Dinnaga has simply three 
categories of substance, quality and motion. But Dilinaga's 
position is different from that of the Vaise�ikas. For thE 
Vaise�ikas categories are real. They represent realityloo. For 
Diilllaga they are mere thought-constructions101•  Dinnaga 
rejected the category of 'universal' bec2use from his stand · 
point all the categories are nothing but universal, being men 
imagination of our intellect. The category of 'difference' 
was also rejected because ulti.mately it comes out as the sub­
trOltu m  of �1l categ)rie�, the basis of ou r conception, and ip 
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itself it is non-category, the undifferentiated essence-in-itself 
beyond all our thoughts and words1 02. The c ategories of 
'inherence' and 'non-exi'Stence', 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 i s  
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 categoryl03 

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 
capacityl04 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 it is 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 ca tegories of name and 
form, we have analysis. Our judgments regardir'g the 
'reality' that 'it is indescribable' 'it is indivisible point-instant', 
and it is beyond th e categories of spare and time, name 
�nd form are judgments of analysis. The judgment has 
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thus both anal ysis and synthesis. I t  i s  the JOInIng line 
between the 'reality' which is a synthetic whole and its 
(imagined) component parts which are the result of bifurca­
tionl05 of it into attributes. 

The Sanskrit term 'kalpanli' 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.lo6 The judging capacityl07 of our 
mind has an inhen�nt power to draw different pictures of the 
same reality.los It may describe a 'flower' as 'red' as 
'beautiful' or as 'fragrant' where in fact it is 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
sel ves. Stcherbatsky rightly asseSSes the relation between 
synthesis and analysis as the two component parts of a j udg­
ment. When unity of a judgment is put to the front 'it is a 
synthesis,' when its component parts are attended to, it is an 
analysis. The function of the understanding in j udgments 
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 fecus.I09 

Stcherbatsky has expound ed the characteristicsllO 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 btween 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 obj ect. 

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, be cause it tries to explain the 
'particular' with the help of these general or universal 
characteristics. 

Eighthly, the nature of perceptual j udgment is always 
affirmation. It is always of the nature 'this is 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. III 

8. Validity of judgment 

The validity of a judgment consists in its efficacy.l1' If 
it leads to a successful activi ty it is valid, and if it leads to 
an unsuccessful activity it is invalid. Our �ensations 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' ' this is 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 to 
exclude others. StilI 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 similal 
with another cow still we identify the cows and regard them 
as similar in contract with such animals as lions, elephant: 
or tigers.1l3 

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 il 
concerned, they do not refer to an external reality. Ever� 
judgment refers to another judgment. Every idea refers to 
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'.1l4 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.1l1 
It has no reference to an external existence or non-exis· 
tence.U6 It is simply our idea which is taken to be non' 
different from its counter part (the thing as it is in itself; 
says Dharmottara1l7 

Now a question arises : 'If judgments do not refer to all 
objective reality, all purposive actions of human beings wi! 
become impossible and people will not reach to their desired 
goal'. The Buddhist says that the judgments are not entirel) 
illusory. They are objectively valid only to this extent tha1 
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the.y are not contradicted by human f:'xperience. They have 
a consistent position with the objects of our life.us The 
objector raises another (;Juestion. '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 validity 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 inhf:'rent 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. Exantination of Prantanavyavastha 

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, VaiSel?ika and Mimarusa, 
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 s�eing 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. It is the stage 
of indeterminate perception. In the next moment of appre­
hension that very object which was indistinct and dim 
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becomes clear and we know it that (it is such and such.' II 
is the stage of determin ate perception.119 Here the under. 
standing begins to play its role and we apprehend the reaIitv 
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. Hen�e 
the perception involves the knowledge of the particular 
as well as of the universal. We cannot come to such 
a decision that 'this is 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 
fir(' on the hilI (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,IS1O. This theory of the realists is 
known as the 'coalescence' theory of knowledge121 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. 
eludes 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. ISIS! 

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.ISl3 It is the 'essence­
in-itself ' shorn of all extension. On the other hand the 
object of conception is the universal which is not realityI24 
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but simply a logical construction produced by the congenital 
capacity of our reaSon .125 This universal is incapable of 
producing any effect.  Hence it cannot be rea l .  Since it is 
not real, it cannot produce any sensation. It does not produce 
any sensation, therefore it is devoid of any kind of efficiency 
and hence it  is invisible.laB To imagine any kind of relation 
or coalescence between the two absolutely dissimilar parti­
cular and universal is an impossibility. I t  wiII 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.la7 There can be no relation between the 
universal and the particular.l2S This theory of the Buddhists 
is called 'pramaQa-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 is in 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
ceptu aJ judgments as 'this is a rose' ' this is 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 PramaQa-vyavastha is most scientific in i ts 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.u9 

Uddyotakara examines this theory and tries to reduce it 
to a point of absurdity. He says that ther e 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, 
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On the other hand there are four sources of knowledge 
( I )  percE'ption (2) inference (3) analogy and (4) testimony 
which cannot be denied even by the Buddhist who on several 
occasions has admitted the infallibility or the words of the 
Buddha.lso And there are three kinds of objects i .e. { l )  the 
particular (2) the universal and (3) the individual (the 
possessor of universals) .ISI 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 
PramaQa-samplava, according to which the perception of 
e�ery 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 i t. In the same way in every 
ac t  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 conclmion 

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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prasamgah. Nyaya-vartika tatparya-\ika p. 88-89 lines 
25. 27, 1 .  

69. Abhilapa-sarhsarga-yagya-pratibhasa pratHi/:l kalpana. 
Nyay a-bindu 1 .  5 .  

70 .  Tatra kacit pratnir abhiHipena samsrHabhasa bhavati. 
Yatha vyutpanna-sarhketasya ghatartha-kalpana ghata­
sabdq-sarhsn\arthavabhasa bhavati . Klicit tvabhilapena 
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samsnta'pyabhilapasarh sarga-yogyabhasa bha va ti, 
yatha balakasyavyutpanna-sarhketasya kalpana. Nyaya­
bindu-trka p. 1 0  lines 1 2- 1 5 .  

7 1 .  Vikalpayonayal;l sabdal;l vikalpal;l sabdayonayal;l karya­
karal)ata te�arh nartham sabdal;l sprsantyapi. Pramal)a­
samuccaya. 

72. Abhilapinl pratHil;l kalpana. Tattva-samgtaha verse 
1 2 1 4 . 

73.  Vasana. 
74. Samarthya. 

75 . Yasyal;l kalpanayal;l yogat itikartavyatayam s mitarudita-
stanapana-prahaqadi-lak�al)ayarh caturo bhavatl, 
Tattva-sarhgraha-paiijika p .  367 lines 22-23. 

76 Sigwart logic 1 .  p. 5 1 .  Quoted in Buddhist logic vol I 
p. 2 1 5 .  

77. Cintotprek�adile ca vispaHarh ya pravedyate. 
Anuviddhaiva sa sabdai raphnotu1h na �akyate. 
Tattva-sarhgraha verse 1 2 1 7. Buddhist logic vol l  p. 2 1 6. 

78. Pratyak�arh kalpanapo<;lharh pratyak�el)aiva siddhyati. 
Pramal)a-vartika 3. 

79. Sabdartba-ghataI)a-yogya vrksa ityadi riipatal;l. Ya 
vadi.maprayoge'pi sabhilapeva jayate. Tattva-samgr�ha 
verse 1 2 15 .  

Vik�a ityadirupato ya  vacamaprayogeptti 
sambandhal;l. Yadi va purvel)a Sabdarthaghatana-yogya 
vrk�a ityadirflpata i ti sambandhal;l. Anena pratyak�ata 
eva kalpanayaQ. siddhi-madadayati sarvapral)a bhrtam­
anusiddhatvad vikalpasya. Tattva-sarhgraha-paiijika 
p . 367 lin es 14- 1 6 .  See Infra. Chapter III section 
kalpana. 

80. Avyapa-deSyam. 
8 1 .  Vikalpayonayal;l sabdal;l vikalpaQ. sabdayonayaQ.. Pram. 

aI).a samuccaya. 
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82. Abhilapini-pratitil;t kalpana. Tattva-sarhgraha verse 
1214. 

83. Quoted in the Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika p. 367 line 4. 
84. K1rpti hetutvadyatmika na tu. Tattva-sarhgraha varse 

1 2 1 4. 

85. Klrptir-vyapadeSal;t Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika p. 367 
line 7. 

86. Abhilapo vacakal;t sahdal;t, sa ca samanyakaral;t. Ibid p. 
367 lines 9-10. 

87. Ya vacamaprayoge'pi sabhilapeva jayate. Tattva-samg­
raha verse 1 2 1 5. 

88. Iti-kartavyata loke sarva-sabda-vyapasraya. 

Yam purvahit-samskaro balo'pi pratipadyate. 
Quoted in the Tattva· samgraha-pai'ijika p. 367 lines 
24-25. 

89. Sa punal;t sanmurchitak�arakara dhvani-visi��amantar 
matra viparivartti namartharhbahirlvadadayanti te�arh 
samupajayate, yaya pabu sarhketa-graha:t;,la-kusala 
bhavanti. Ibid p. 367 lines 25-27. 

90. Svalak�a:t;,la. 
9 1 .  DeSa-ka1a-svabhavananugata. 

92. Yadrccha sabde�u namna vis i�to'rtha uccyate Qittha iti, 
jati-sabde�u jatya gauriti, gu:t;,la-sabde�u gu:t;,lena sukla 
hi. Kriya sabde�u kriyaya pacaka iti, dravya-sabde�u 

\ 
dravye:t;,la dai'iQl vi�a:t;,liti. Quoted in Tattva-sarhgraha-
pai'ijika p. 369 lines 23-25 and Nyaya-vartika-tatparya­
rrka p. 102 lines 2-5. 

93. Svasiddhaiva kevala kalpana. Tattva-samgraha verse 
1 224. 

94. Na kirhcid bhava to'bhidhlyate sabdail;t. Tattva-sam· 
graha-pai'ijika p. 286 lines 4-5. 

95. Yadrccha sabda vacyaya jatel;t sadbbavato na ca. Avya­
ptirasya mantavya prasiddhestu prthaksruti.\;l. Tattva­
sarhgraha verse 1226. 
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96. The Philosophy of Grammar by Otto Jasperson p. 65. 
97. Nanvanyapoha vacya tvaj-jati sabdastu keval al;l. Viva­

k�aparatantratvad vivak�a sabda eva va. Tattva-sarh­
graha verse 1 227. 

98. Sa tyarh lokanuvrttyedamuktarh nyaya-videdrsam. Iya­
neva hi  sabdo'smin vyavahara-patharh gatal;l. I bid 
verse 1 228. 

99. Gavadayo hi sabda loke j§,tisabdataya pratHal;l, 
Citramgadadayastu samjnasabdatvena iti prthag vaca­
nam. Tat tva-sarhgraha-panjika p. 37 1  lines 2-3 . 

1 00. Satta. 
1 0 1 . Namakalpana. 
10  2. Buddhist logic vol I p. 2 1 8. 

1 03.  Ibid. 
1 04. Vikal pa-viisana 
1 0 5 .  DvaidhIkara Qa 
106. Ta eva bheda avivak�jta-bheda� samanyam. Tattva­

samgraha pafijika p. 37 1 .  lines 1-2 

10 7.  Kalpana. 
t 08. Ekam avibhagarh �valak�aQam anadivikalpa-vliiana-

sama ropita-ja tyadibhedarh tatha tatha vikalpyate. 
Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-\ika p. 89 Jines J 2 - 1 3. 

1 09. Buddhist logic vol. 1 p. 220. 

1 1 0 .  Ibid vol . 1 p. 222. 
I l l . Vyava�ayatmaka-padarh sak�at savikalpakasya 

Vacakam tatha hi vyavasayo viniScayo vikalpa itya­
narthantaram. Nyaya-vartika . tatparya-tika. p. 8 7  line. 
24-25. 

1 1 2 .  Arthakriyakaritva 

I I 3. Ali:kabahyame�am vi�ay al). bahyabhedagrahascasya 
bahyatvam na punar bahyabhedagrahal}.. N ya ya­
vartika-tiitparya-ttka. p. 339 lines 24-25. 
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1 1 4. Yadartha-samarthyalabdha-janma na tacchabda-kalpa­
nanugatam. Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika p. 88 line 10 . 

1 1 5. Svakaram abahyarh bahyamadhyavasyan vikalpal). sva­
kiirabahyavi�aya iti eet. Ibid p. 339 lines 7-8. 

1 1 6. Svapratibhase 'narthe' dhyavasayena pravrttatvat. 
Nyaya-bindu-tlka p 9 line 20. 

1 1 7. Sarvo'yam anumananumeya-bhavo buddhyarf.1<;1.hena 
dharma-dharmibhavena na bahil). sadasattvam apek�ate. 
Pramal;la-samuccaya. Quoted in Ibid p. 1 27  lines 2, 3 
and p. 39 lines 1 3- 14. 

1 1 8. Buddhya ka lpikaya viviktamaparair 
Yadrupam ullikhyate buddhir no na bahiriti. 
Pramal;la-viniScaya-tika. Quoted in Ibid p.  339 lines 
22-23.  

1 1 9 .  Savikalpaka-pratyak�a. 

1 20. Pratyak�ayor anumanayor va samplave na badha kam 
uk tam. Nyaya-nibandha-prakasa. Quoted in the 
Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 303 note 2 .  

1 2 1 .  Samplava, Sarhkar�. Ekasmin vj�aye sarve�arh prama­
l;lanarh pravrttil).. Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 302 note ] .  

1 22 .  PramaT}.a .samuceaya 1 .  2 .  

1 23. Svalak�aT}.arh tu  syat tadeva paramartha.sat. Artha­
kriya.samarthya-lak�al;latvad vastunal).. Etadeva asya 

, , svam asa:dharal;larh lak�al;larh yaddesato lnanugamena­
desatmakasya paramarthatvam, kalato' nanugamena 
ca k �aT}.ikatvam. Tasmat svalak�aQa-vi�ayarh pratyak­
�am. Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika p 1 2  lines 19 -20. 

1 24. Samanya. vikalpadhi�thanarh vikalpa-vi�ayo'IIkam. 
Nyaya-nibandha-prakaSa. Quoted in the Buddhist logic 
vol. 2 p. 305 note 3. 

1 25. Samanyarh vyavfttirflpam alikam, anadi-vikalp a-vasa­
na vasitam. Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p .  305 
note I. . 
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1 26. Samanyam arthakriyayam asaktatvat tan na para mar­
tha-sat , asat tvan na tad vijiiana-janakam, ajanakattvan 
na sariipakam, asariipakatvan na dadanagocaral).. 
Parisuddhi. Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 264 
note 4. 

1 2 7 .  Pratibandhal). sarnanya dharmavasrayate. Nyaya-var­
tika-tatparya-ttka p. 1 2  line 24. 

128. Paramarthasat samanyam vicara asaham. · Pari�uddhi. 
Quoted in the Buddhist logic vol. 2 p. 305 no. I .  

1 29. Sigwart logic vol. 2 .  p. 395. 

1 30. PramaQa-vartika. Chapter 2. Bhagavat-pramaQya-
vartikam. 

1 3 1 .  Vise�a-samanya-viSe�a tadvad-bhedat tredha . Nyaya­
vartika ·p. 1 4  line 2. Quoted in the Cirtique of Indian 
Realism p. 3 12 note 22. 

1 32. Samvyavaharika. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE IDEALlSTIC THEORY OF INFERENCE 

1. Judgment and inference 

Judgment and inference are the two operations of one 
and the !lame faculty of understanding.l 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 inference 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.'s 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 process of its fo rmation. Stcher­
batsky rightly calls judgment proper as perceptual judgment 
and 'svarthlinumana' as inferential judgment. T he 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 i nferential judgment we cognise the object 'P' 
or the major term through its mark ' 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 j udgment. 

2. The nature of inference 

Ak�apada 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 Nagaljuna in the Upayahr­
dayam.6 Vatsyayana while amending this definition 
states that 'inference is the knowledge of an object through 
the previous knowledge of some sign or mark.'7 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 inferences, its presence again what is 
l ike the subject of the inference (sapak�e sattvam) and its 
absence in what is not like the subject (vipak�e sattvam) .9 
Later Buddhist logicians adopted Dinnaga's definition of 
inference. The Nyaya-praveSa 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-Pravese '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.1o 
Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Misra criticize Dinnaga's 
definition of inference based upon three aspects of mark. 
From their long criticism of the doctrine of trairiipya and 
the adoption of the doctrine by post Dinnaga Buddhist 
logicians it is clear that this theory in its developed form 
was initiated by Dillnaga, although as Stcherbatsky says it 
was already contained in Vasubandhu's works.ll And as 
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Randle says it is already implicitly present in Vatsyayana's 
Bha�ya on Nyaya-sutra chapter 5, 1 .34 and even in that 
siHra itself.12 There seems to be much truth i n  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 
hetu.IS 

The doctrine of trairupya is explicitly adopted by the 
VaiSe�ika philosopher Prasastapada in his Padartha-dharma­
sarhgraha. He cites two couplets in which this doctrine is 
mentioned and which father this doctrine to Kasyapa or 
Kal?ada.14 Hence a question is raised as to which of the 
two Dinnliga and Prasastapl1da borrowed the doctrine from 
the other. Stcherbatsky believed in 1 904 that Prasastaplida 
borrowed the doctrine from Dinnaga. A. B. Dhruva and 
Randle on the contrary have established the view that 
Prasastapada took the doctrine which first developed in the 
VaiSe�ika circles. Between these two extreme positions 
Stcherbatsky in his Buddhist logic maintained in 1 932 that 
we cannot here deny the possibility of mutual influencing 
and borrowing at an early date. But the developed 
trairupya theory is essentially Buddhistic.I5 So there was 
mutual borrowing and influencing between Buddhist and 
Vaise�ika logicians . The dates of Dirinliga and Prasasta­
pada are controversial . Stcherbatsky, Randle and Keith 
believe that Dinnliga was prior to Prasastapada. Stcherbat­
sky however later on revised this judgment and hel d that 
Prasastapada was an elder contemporary of Dirinaga. A. B .  
Dhruva has established that the balance of proba bility is 
in favour of Pra�astapada's priority to Dinnaga.16 But it 
is significant that although the doctrine of trairupya is 
menti�ned by Prasastapada in connection with the c harac­
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 Pra�astapada is prior to Din­
naga the incorporation of the three aspects of hetu in the 
definil ion 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 Difmaga. 

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 rt nullo.17 

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.' I n  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 visiate, Aristotle's dictum 'deomn i.' 

Bradley points out that even this definition of inference a1 
nota notae est or limgadartha dadanam anumanarh 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 (lingadartha dadanam) . 
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  
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object inseparably connected with another object by a 
person who knows about it from perception.ls Diimaga 
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.'19 As Randle remarks 'the 
Vylipti doctrine is ultimately inconsistent with the view of 
inference as an affair of examples embodied in the trairiipya 
doctrine.20 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 .  Mi11 . '21 Thus he is right 
in showing the fact that inference for Ak�apada and Uddyo­
takara consists in reasoning from particular to particular 
by analogy or dr�,anta. Va�ubandhu was the first I ndian 
logician who dispersed away with the role of example or 
dn,anta 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 doctriQe of 
antarvyapti . 1l2 

Ratnakara �arhti criticizes the doctrine of bahirvyapti 
which is maintained by Nyaya-vaiSe�i ka philosopher as of 
no use in inference, bacause it is liable to be forgotten.23 
The bahirvyapti or external invariability is illustrated by 
the i nvariable concomitance of smoke and fire as seen in 
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 24 Uddyotakara has criticized Vasu­
handhu's doctrine of vyapti and has shown that it should be 
formulated as nantariyaka dadanam . A B Dh ruva has 
rightly clarified the misgivings of Keith and shown that ' it 
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is not the doctrine of avinabh2iva or n2intariyakartha­
darSanam but only the particular form in which t he defini­
tion is worded.25 We can go a step further and say that 
U ddyotakara has criticized the doctrine of antarvyapti and 
maintained the do ctrine of vahirvyapti. This is the reason 
why example or dr�tanata 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 i ts conclusion. The two premises are pak�adharmata 
and vyapti 2(J 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 
Diimaga for the innovation of the doctrine of vyapti . 
Randle has noted the distinction between the vyapti doct­
rine and the trairupya 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 
other27 under certain conditions or related to the same 
within the same kind or interrelated within that kind. ' I n  
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 logi cians than in the circle of 
Nyaya. VaiSel?ika p hilosophers. 

3. Principles of inference 

Much confusion has recently gathered round the original 
contribution of DiIinaga to the logical theory. Keith for 
example gives DiIiaaga the credit of the innovation of the 
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doctrine of generalization (avinabhava) . But A. B. Dhruva 
traces its origin to NyayavaiSe�ika circles and denies what 
Keith has said.28 Similarly Dilinaga's original contribu­
tion to the nature of inference is subject to the same fate.29 
Siguira, Vidyabhu�aQa and Stcherbatsky maintain that 
Diimaga's theory of what is to be inferred is different from 
the Nyaya-vai�e!?ika theory of what is to be inferred. All 
such confusions are due to the discrimination between the 
idealistic and the realistic theory of inference. Buddhist 
logicians hold a n  idealistic theory of inference whereas 
Nyaya Vaise�ika logicians hold realistic theory of 
inference. 

Diimaga 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.3o 
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 upon 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.'31 Inference according to 
Diimaga has apriori characters. The principle of generali­
zati.on or antarvyapti is the basis of inference. It is 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 generali�ation 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 antarvylipti 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 id eas and undermined 
its apriori character. Kant defended the principle by 
sho wing that this principle is based upon causality which 
is a necessary precondition of our thinking. But Kant's 
deience denies that there i� a problem of generalisation and 
hence empiricist logicians who acknowledge Hume's 
problem of generalisation or induction find little suppor t 
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. I t  is of no mean importance that Dharma­
klr ti's defence of the principle of generalisation is in subs­
tance t he same as that of both Kant and Joseph. This fact 
shows beyond any shadow of doubt that Dilinaga 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.34 A. B .  
Dhruva's cri ticism of  Keith's view ignores the basic differ­
erence between idealistic logic and empirical logic. The 
principle of generalisation or vylipti 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 dedllction. Becallse accordi ng to Buddhist 
l ogicians 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. 
I�ference is based . upon the apriori principles that is the 
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principles which are not derived from observation and 
which pre vade all mental constructions. 

Anothe r important point in the Buddhist theory of 
inference is that it demonstrated the idea of the sub stantive 
as it is qual ified 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.s5 
In this way DiIinaga has criticized the realist theories of 
inference and established his idealistic theory of inference. 
Inference does not refer to any external reality. It procee ds 
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 
id eal construction. Nyaya Vai�e�ika philosophers failed to 
understand their ideal character and committed a fallacy 
which may be termed as the fallacy of illegitimate 
ph ysicalism. Vacaspati M iSra for example raises two 
objections against DiIinaga's view of the 'probandum' of 
inference : 

First, there is no substance like a mountain according to 
Diimaga which may be perceived as the locus of an attribute 
like smoke.36 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 MiSra 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 Vn.caspati Mi�ra's objections 
fail to undermine Dinnaga's theory of probandum. They 
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are illustrations of 'ignoratio elenchi' rather than the defects 
in Diunaga's theory. A. B. Dhruva also commits the fallacy 
of illegitimate physicalism by following Vacaspati Misra's 
love of criticism of Dinnliga's theory. It is significant that 
modern lo gic has incorporated the theory of logical cons­
tructions in its epistemology and maintains that i nference 
is confined to logical construction. Inference has nothing 
to do with the ob�ects of sensation. Buddhist logicians 
particularly Dirinliga and DharmakIrti were the firs t who 
innovated the idealistic theory of i nference and demarcated 
i t  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 Yoglicara idealis m .  

The third characteristic o f  Buddhist theory o f  inference 
is that it bases inference upon ideal r elations which are 
called by modern logicians as 'logical r elations . '  The 
Vaise�ika philosophers based inference upon four real rela­
tions which are causation (klirya) inherence (samavliya) 
conjunction (samyoga) and contradiction . 38 Buddhist logi­
cians have rej ected the theory of real relations. Dharma­
klrti has wrtten a special treatise in refutation of these 
relations. He has based inference upon three ideal relations 
which are identity, causality and negation.39 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 
invest igation into the logical properties of relations and 
distinguished logical relations from real relations.  The 
discovery of negation as a logical rdation is particularly of 
i mmense importance. Buddhists have developed a concate­
nation of ideas which are mutually related by n egation. 

The Buddhistic theory of inference is c haracterised by 
the doctrine of the apriori, the doctrine of logical construc-
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tions, tha doctrine of antarvyapti which is the second ana-
10gy of experience in Kantian terminology, the doctrine of 
the attributive and the substantive which is the first analogy 
of experience in Kantian terms and finally the doctrine 
of ideai 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 pram ana ? 

Materialis ts deny that inference - is a source of right 
knowledge. They have adduced the following reasons in 
their support. 

First, inference is brought about by the three-featured 
probans which is present even in wrong cognitions40 and 
therefore it cannot lead to a desirable result. For instanc e the 
eye and other organs are for the purpose of other persons, 
because they are composite things like C Juch, 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.41. Hence three features of reason do not constitute 
inferences, 

Thirdly, the contradiction of every inference is 
possible and h ence inference is anti thetical. For instance 
a thesis may be prov,ed that 's ound is non-eternal because 
it is a product like a jar,' but its antithesis can equal !y be 
proved that 'sound is eternal, because it is incorporeal42 
l ike the sky' . 43 

Fourthly, the process of inference involves the fallacy 
of petitio princlpll. 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 conqition for inferring the existence 
of fire from the vision of smoke. In absence of such a 
knowledge no inferential knowledge is possib1e.  If we start 
with this knowledge that there is an invariable relation 
between the thing seen and the thing to be inferred, w hat 
we gain through such inference is no new knowledge at all . 
It is the knowledge of what is already known .H 

Fifthly, the structure of inferential knowledge is based 
on the inva riable rehtion 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 kno w 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.45 

These Materialists' arguments have been thro ughly exa­
mined and found fallacious by Buddhist logicians , who 
maintain that inference is a source of right knowledge like 
perception. ( I )  The first argument of the mat erialists can­
not be available, because the three featured-mark or reason 
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is never present in any wrong cognition.46 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.47 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 
cogmtIOn. It is this factor which makes our perception 
valid, and is admitted even by thp- 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.48 
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 th e 
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.49 The Materialists 
could not give any instance of a cognition which has three 
featured reason and which is not inference. I t  is possible 
to have a non-inferential cognition which has two fea tures 
of reason but it does not prove that three features of 
reason are present in wrong inferential cognition. 50 

(3) The third argument of the Materialists is serious, 
and undermines the very possibility of inference. For, it 
shows that inference by nature is paradoxical .  This argu­
ment may be called the paradox of inference . Diunaga 

• 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 viruddhavyabllicari51 
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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 . Material ists maintain. that all infe­
rence are paradoxical and hence valid, whereas Dinnaga 
holds that some inferences are paradoxical and hence invalid . 
According to Dharmakfrti and Dharmottara the paradoxi­
cal inferences have reasons which lack in three featllres and 
which cannot be corroborated by the force of facts52 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 O:lIy that inference is fallacious whose form is not 
establ ished by valid means of knowledge i .e. which is not 
presented by a three-featured reas on. Another reason why 
the paradox of inference jg impossible is that the reason in 
every inference is either existential identity or a cause which 
cannot be self- contradictory.54 Further' Sarhtarak�ita and 
Ka malastla demonstrate that the antinomic reason or the 
paradox of inference is based upon several confusions 

First, although the contradi ction 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.56 
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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 .57 Hence 
a valid inference cannot be contradicted when a certain 
conclusion has he en deduced with great care from an in­
ference, it cannot be proved to he 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 probam which are well­
ascertained. Men well-versed in partkular 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 e pistemology. 
Diimaga like Kant discovered the antinomy of reason or 
the dialectical character of reason. But where Kant dis­
carded reason on account of it and made room for faith, 
Diimaga 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 i t  
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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. 

Dilinaga's solution of the antinomy of reason is logical. 
It avoids Kantian misology and Hegelian panlogism. It  
does not make reason as  such 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 Dilinaga's solution of it, for they did not recognise the 
ant inomic reason as a fallacious reason. Hindu logicians 
benefitted from Diimaga's logic and accepted his antinomic 
reason or viruddhavyabhidiri hetu as sat-pratipak�a-hetva­
bha�a, that is a fallacious reason which has a contradictory 
probandum. In this connection it can safely be said that 
Dilinaga's discovery of antinomic reason was better appre. 
dated by Hi ndu 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 t o  
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 principi i .  I t  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 later s 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. Obviomly 
there is no scope for petitio principii in this definition of 
inference 

Diimaga's definition of inference has already been shown 
to be the same as that of Bradley. Dilinaga himself charges 
the defini.tion 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. 59 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. 
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(5) The last argument of the Materialists against the 
validity of inference concerns the principle of generaligation 
or universal concomitance. It rightly maintains that this 
principle cannot be derived from induction per simple enu­
meration or induct ion 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 Dharamak'irti 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'. 60 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 Ivlaterialists is in appli­
cable to it. 

All the arguments of Materialists against the validity 
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, t he 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. I t  is known only by inference.61 

These a rguments 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 anumana. 
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T.hese arguments · of Dharmaklrti weighed against the 
Materialists' arguments and exercised much influence upon 
the later logicians. His influence passed beyond Buddhism 
and swept Ja in and Hindu logicians,62 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 (svalak�a1J.a) whereas the 
object of inference is conceivable (adhyava�eya) ,  and uni­
versal (samanya-Iak�al)a) . The novelty of the object of 
inference further establishes the independenc� of inference 
from perception. Inference is an independent source of 
knowledge. Its nature, its mode of operation, its obj ect 
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 IJercep­
tion respectively. Inference is thus as much an independent 
source of knowledge as perception. 

1 .  Ka:lpana.  
2 Anumana . 
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Pratibaddha-svabhavasya taddhetutve samarh dvayam .  
The verse o f  Dharmaklrti quoted by Hem Candra i n  
his Pramaoa-MlmaYha on the sutra 1 .  1 .  1 1  and by 
Prajfiakara Gupta in the Pramaoa-va rtika-bha�ya­
pararthanumana verse 204. 

49. Etenaiva prakareQa dvitiye hetva-siddhata. Tattva­
sa rh graha verse 1 47 1 . 

50. Ananuman e kvacidapyabhavat. Tattva - sarhgraha-
pafijika p. 429 line 1 3 . 

5 1 .  Viruddhavyabhicari. 

52 . VastubaJa .  Nyaya-bindu-tikli p. 87 line 6.  

53 .  Na ca viruddhavyabhicariQal.l prama�a-siddham asti 
rupam. Ato na sambhaval.l. Ibid p. 86 lines 1 5- 1 6. 

54. Vat karyam yasca svabhaval.l sa katham atmak:lraoarh 
vyapakam ca svabhavarh parityajya bhavedyena viru­
ddhal.l syat. Ibid p. 86 lines 22-23. 

55.  Yatal;! sadhya-viparyaya sadhanad viruddha, i�yate na 
ca vi�e�al;! sadhaitum istal,1.. Tattva-sarhgraha pafijika 
p. 429 lines 2.6-2 7 .  

56. Nanumanam pramaI,larh ced vipha1a vyahatis tava, na 
kascidapi vado hi  vivak�arh pratipadyate, Tattva­
sarhgraha verse 1 48 1 .  

5 7 .  Suparini�citarh 1irhgarh gamakam i�yate n a  sarhdig­
dham. Nahi · dhumo va�padirupeI,la sandihyamano 
vahner ni:kayako bhavati . Tattva-sarilgraha-panjika 
p. 430 lines 1 0- 1 1 .  

58. Yatnenanumito'pyarthab. kuhlair anumatrbhil,1.. 
Nanyatha sadhyate sO'nyair abhiyukta-tarairapi .  
Tattva-samgraha verse 1 477. 

59. PramiiI,la-samuccaya. Chapter 2 .  
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60. Nahi svabhiival}. karyarh va svabhavat kara1)adrte. 
Bhedanimittata-praptes te vinas'ti na canuma. Tattva­
sarhgraha verse 1 4 78. See also Pramli1)a-vartika 1 .  33 .  

61 .  PramaJ)etara-samanya-sthiteranyadhiyo-gatel}.. 
Pramal!antara sadbhaval}. prati!?edhacca kasyacit. 
Quoted with approval in PramaQa-Mfmarhsa l .  l .  1 1 . 
and also in the Nyaya-kandli sarhvalit Prasastapiida . 
bha�ya 'p. 623 (translated into Hindi by Dr. Durgadhar 

Jha) . 

62 . Dvividho hi pramaJ)asya vi �ayo griihyasca yaIiakiiram 
ut padyate.  PrapaJ)lyasca yam adhyavasyati . Anyc 
hi grahyo' nyascadhyavaseyal;1 . N yaya- bind u-tfka p. 1 E 

l ines 1 -3.  



CHAPT�R VIII 

THE IDEALISTIC THEORY OF RELATION 

] .  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 em pirical life, which is based on the 
purposive actions, which lead to a definite goal. Hence the 
relations come in picture and function as the joining link 
between two discrete and non-relative moments .  They play 
their role in inference which is operation of the facul ty of 
understanding and which deals with the 'real' indirectly. 
I t 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 relation�. In the words of Dinnaga the whole business of 
probans and proband urn depends on the relation of quality 
a nd possessor of quality- a relation which is imposed by 
thought ; and has no reference to an external existence and 
non-existencel. 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 thelpresence of smoke the presence of fire, or from the 
presence of 'jonesia' 2 the presence of tree, t hese 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 relat�on can 
be only of two kinds. Either the fact dependent gn the other 
fact is part and parcel of it or is the effect of it. In the 
former case the relation is c:l.J1ed identity, and in the later 
case causality. 

Identi ty 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 exclusioR 
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, 
beca use there is smoke. Here the inference i s  based upon 
causality. Fire is the cause of smoke. Smoke which is the 
effect of fire necessarily irr,plies its cause namely fire. 
Dharmottara says : 'A product cannot possibly exist without 
a cause. But causes do not necessarily carry t heir results, 
since an unexpected impediment may always interfereS. 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 perceptible4• Here 
the inference based upon negation. From the non-observation 
of the jar on a place we infer t hat it does not exist on that 
place . . Had it been existent, it would have b een perceived 
like other objects of that place. 
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These three relations determine universal concomitance5 
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 i t  is causal, and in  the a nupalabdhi hetu 
the argument is from one negation to the other. The 

distinction between svabhava-hetu and Karya-hetu is a 
va luable contribution of Buddhists to Indian logic7• These 
relations are made th e basis of the classification of judgment 
and of the division of sylIogism. 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's. 
2. The nature of relation 

According to Diimaga all relations are of the form of 
the substantive and the attributive9 and are apriorPo. 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 �re contingent 
realities and have no .self-existence. In the words of Dhar­
makfrti 'Relation means fdependence' ll, interpenetra­
tion12, relativity13 and causality'14. The €s<;ential feature 
of relation is that it is an entity which subsists in two objects. 
More than this there is no characteristic of relation15• 
Relation is thus a 'Janus' like entity16. It and its relata 
subsist only in the mind. The understanding according to 
its inner principle establishes relation among objects which 
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are infact unrelated17• Relations in ,the sense o'f 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'� 
will are synonymous', Relations are thus ideal, and not 
real according to Buddhist logicians18•  

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. They are 
immediately perceived by sense-o�gans in the sa-me way a� 
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 proceeds1 9• Hence connection as well as the facts 
based on t his 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 objective reality of the relations : 

First, relation is 'dependence'. If relata are 'accompli� 
shed20, they cannot be dependent ; and if they are not 
'accomplished', they are out of existence like the horns of an 
hare21• Hence they are not dependent on any thing. 

Secondly, relation is 'interpenetration22• 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 rela tion is a link between 
two terms. Therefore from ultimate point of view23 there 
can be no relation be tween things identical24 by nature25• 

Thirdly, relation is 'relativity'26. The question is whether a 
term which stands related is real or unreal. If it is 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 identical27 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 i ts relata. This second relation being 
a sep�rate entity will require third relation to join it witb 
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 
impossible2 8. 

�rofessor Stcherbatsky2 9  has rightly compared Dharma­
kfrti's criticisms of relations with tbose 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 ful l  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 Dharmakfrti's 
theory of relation is that relation is functional dependence. 
His view of causality30 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 functi onal dependence. 

3. Identity 

According to Buddhist logicians reality is Kinetic. It 
is always changing. Hence as rega!ds ultimate reality no 
question of identity arises. I t 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'Sl. In contrast with 'non-trees' it is 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 reftr is identical. The same 
object which can be called 'dalbergia sissoo' can also be 
called a treeS2• 

Indian Realists object to the Buddhist con ception 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. It is 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 �or the 'realists' because here the terms 'dalbergia 
sissoo' and 'tree' denote two different realities. 'Dalbergia 
sissoo' 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 si ssoo' 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'34 and 'terminalia chebula'35 though of entirely 
different forms, are capable of removing various kinds of 
diseases, jointly as well as severely, in the same way differelit 
kinds of cow or different 'dalbergia sissoo's lead to the notion 
of the genus 'cow' or 'tree' without , there being any such 
genus36• 

The concept of 'identity' plays a vital role in the world 
of phenomena. It is one of the two concepts on which the 
principle of invariable concomitance:l7 is based. Dharmakirti 
says that the principle of invariable concomitance is determined 
either by causality or by identity38. Identi ty supplies a special 
type of hetu. Inference involve� a necessary relation between 
the reason or hetu and the object which is to be inferred. 
There are only three kinds of relation which es tablish a necessary 
link between the reason and the object which is to be i nferred. 
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 

perceptible object respectively. Defining identical reason 
Dharmakfrti says that 'it is a reason for deducing a predi­
cate when the subject alone by i tself is sufficient for that 
dedllction39• 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 
reason40• 

Identity also supplies a �pecial kind of jud gment� 
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These judgments are called analytic. These are the 
result of the process of analysis and do not have their 
OrIgm in experience. In such judgments a concomitant 
relation is established between two con cepts 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 o f  both these concepts. 
In such judgments which are founded on identity, there are 
two parts, a dependent part and an independent part. The 
depend ent part is capable of indicating the independent 
part and not vice-versa. The independent part is thus deduced 
from the dependent part41• 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 
them�elves 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 c an necessarily infer that there is a 'tree' but from the 
presence of a tree we cannot necessarily infer the pre�ence of 
'dalbergia sissoo'. For there may be 'trees' which are not 
'dalbergia sissoo's42. 

Identity is a necessary relation. It  is  a mental category with­
out which no concept is possible. It is formative 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 rhe 'identity of indiscerni­
bles' and Kantian conception of the category of identity. 
As regards ul til:!late 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 
identi�y by making it one of the formative principles of all 
concepts. A.ll 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 ill one of the most 
precious jewels among the teachings of the Tathagata43• 
Human destiny, cosmology and theology are built on this 
doctrine of Karman or causation44• 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 of one fa�t on the existence 
of a number of causes and conditions45• It is a temporal 
sequence46 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 conditions47• For 
instance we take the case of the production of fire. When 
the factors of fire stick4!!,  twirling stick49, cord for the twirling 
stick, matrix50, burnt rag for tender and human effort are 
present, fire will be produced. When they are not present 
it will not be produced51, 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 relativity52• According to 
them causality 'does not mean temporal sequence of things 
but the essential dependence of things53• It denotes the 
unreality5.4 of things55• Furlher the objects of the world are 
not real by themselves56• They are interdependent and 
relative as the short and the 10ng57, Every thing is dependent, 
nothing then is intrinsically reaI5!!. 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 ml1ya, dreams of a fairy 
castle. In principle there is no difference between a magical 
creati on 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 appearance59• The denial of causal relation may 
lead to the conclusion that ther� is no relation between a 
cause and its effect. Things may be produced at random. In 
order to avoid this awkward position Candrak'irti, 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 sunyata60• He again says 
that 'the term 'pratrtya samutpl1da' cannot be accepted to be 
a term of  fixed connotation GI .  I t 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 
'relativi ty' 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 idealis�ic. 
Causal connections are neither real nor unreal. They 
are ideal. 'Pratitya-sam.utplida' means the modificatien of 
ideas.62 
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Dharmakirti exposes the realistic view of catisalify 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 
dewlap63 is the sign of cow64• The two are necessarily or 
invariably related. This is the only meaning of causal 
connection. This invariable connection is both regressive 
as weIl 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. 65 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 
k nowledge, 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
vijiHina. 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 Yogacllra conception of causality goes against 
the Madhyamika conception of causality. It ,does not equate 
causality with void66 •  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�d�fines �ausality as 'the process which is subject 
to production and destruction. I t  continues till the moment 
of the realisation of NirViil;,la67• It has its own nature68 . It 
is not void or devoid of nature as the Madhyamika holds. 
It is not 'anirodham all'tltpadam, anucchedam and asasvatam.' 
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. Salhtarak�ita 
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' 6 9. 

The principle of causality is not real as the 'realists' hold. 
It is a mental category70 like identity. It is apriorF l. It 
is one of the thr ee 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 prec.edes experience. It is a necess­
ary and universal truth. It resembles Kant's view of causali ty, 
according to whom caus<llity 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 repre sents .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 72. 
Along with identity it is the basis of universal concomitance73 
and makes inferential knowledge possible74. 

The Realists of the Nyaya. Vaise�ika school have challeng­
ed the view of causality as propounded by the idealists. They 
object to the theory of temporal sequen ce and hold that in 
order to ' produce an effect the causal factors must exist 
simultaneously i .e. at the same time7 5• There must be some 
factor which operates and another factor where operation 



2$4 The Problem ot knowledge in Yogncara Buddhism 

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. SaJhtarak�ita and 
Kamalasila refute the charge of the Realists and say that 
simultaneous existence (jf 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'7 6. 

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 · objective77• The activity is not 
something like an entity which is reported to as the anthropo­
morphic Realists believe. 1 he reality itself is activity78. 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
ia tely afterwards something coming into contact with the second 
moment, and it is under these circumstances that the first is 
regarded as the cause-the producer and the subsequent as 
the produced-the effect79• 

Negation 

Negation plays, along with causality, the most important 
role in Buddhist theory of knowledge. It is the third ideal 
relation which is th� 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 Piirva Mimihhsii school of 
Kumlirila 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 or a 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 exis tence 
and the latter by non-existence. Further every object has 
two aspects, the existent and the non-existent.1 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, Kumlirila says 



The Idealistic Theory of Negation 2 41 

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. '3 The Nyaya school also 
holds the view th at negation is real and has an objective 
reality like substance, attribute, universal, particular, action 
and inherence. The negative facts are as real as posi tive 
facts:' 

The Piirva Mrmlimsa school of Kumarila 'and the Nyaya 
school both emphasise the objective reality of negation. 
The point of difference between them l ies in the fact that for 
the school of Kumiirila 'nE:'gation' is the source as well as 
the object of knowledge. The negative obj ects 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 Piirva MlmiilTISa of Kumarila and 
the Nyaya school negation is a real entity. It may be des­
cribed a s  'a real Non Eus5, 'a '  hypostasized Non Ens,' 'a 
bodily Non Ens,'6 a 'separately shaped Non Ens'7 and 'a 
Right Honourable Non Ens. '8 

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 corre,­
ponding reality. It simply denotes the absence of t;\n 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.9 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 instanc e he wants to see a jar at a particular place. He 
does not find it there and cOIlcludes 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.O But it does not 
mean that  it i! 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 
th e law of contradiction or of causation and are within the 
field of sensibilia. These laws of contradiction and causation 
refer to sensible ·objects.l.l Hence the basis of negation .lies 
in perception. If they 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 ind ependent of our mind. It is the absence of 
something real and is capable of producing fruitful activity 
by regulating our practical behaviour. Kumarila 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 a re 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 aU.12 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 wi.thout an objective reality. Hence negation 
also has an objective reality.Is Thirdly, negation is four� 
foldI4 : 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 reaIity.15 

B uddhist logicians refute the above arguments of 
Kum�riIa 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.I6 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.17 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 variou s 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.Is Hence different kinds of negation are 
based on positive objects and not vice-versa.I9 The fourth 
argument is also unfounded. An idea cannot be regarded 
as reality simply on the ground that it is of <exclusive' and 
'inclusive' 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. ' Kamalaslla says that such instances as 'curd is 
not milk ' and fmilk 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 it is unless to assume that there is an inde­
pendent means of cognition in the form of negation.SlO 
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.SI1 

3. Negation 2nd 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. Bu"t 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 , i 
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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.2S 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.24 

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 VaiSe!?ika school negation is not 
a non-Ens. I t is an objective reality. Just as the objects. of 
perception for instance, a jar, a book, are perceived when 
they com e in contact with the senses, in the same way the 
n'on-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 J ayanta 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 nOR-existence of the jar. Both cognitions are subject to 
the phenomena of opening the eyes and therefore both of 
them are sense-perception.27 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,2S ofa positive entity.29 It has a relation of subject­
attribute,8o with the positive fact. When the positive fac t  
comes i n  contact with the visual sense-organ i t  i s  perceived. 
For instance the grounda� 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. a2 

Kumarila and his followers assail the position of the 
Nyaya-Vaise�ika 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. Secondf:y, only those 

things 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.as Thirdf:y, 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'34 or through 
'inherence'35 or through their combination e.g. connected 
inherence.36 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 Kesave 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.ss 
Further so called relation is not one entity. It is substanti­
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
VaiSe�ika 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 Piirva Mlmathsa school is divided into two groups. 
The one group is headed by Prabhakara and the other by 
KumariIa. Prabhakara 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 th e table means the existence of I he table perse. Hence 
non-existence of the locus.39 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 
vi8ible though the conditions necessary for its apprehension 
are all the same, we conclude that it does not exist.40 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.41 

Kumarila's view 

According to KumariIa 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.42 In the case of positive objects there is a 
direct contact of them with the senses and they are appre­
hended through perception.43 In the same way when the 
apprehension of an object takes place through a mark or 
reason the source of knowledge is inference. I t 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-apprehemion 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 the relation between the reason 
and the predicate. In negation there is no reason which is 



'the Idealistic Theory ot Negation 

invariably related with the absent object. Here we first 
cognize the bare groundU and then remember the object 
desired and find that the object is not there. This know­
ledge of the ab'ence of the object is due to negation pure 
and simple.45 Therefore, the knowledge of negation is 
imm ediate and un preceded by a reason and a concomitant 
relation. Buddhist logicians and the followers of Prabhakara 
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 it is 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.46 Secondly, the followers of 
Kumarila hold that there is no idea without a substratum.47 
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 en tities are 
cognized. Hence it is useless to postulate another means of 
cognition for the apprehension of an object which can be 
apprehended through perception.48 Thirdly, according to 
Kumarila 'effect' is the negation of the cause.49 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.50 

Fourthly, Kumarila's view that negation is an entity 
and is featureless involves contradiction. 51 The term entity 
denotes capacity of producing an effect. If it is incapable 
of producing an effect, it is a non-entity. The term lfeature­
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 cognition.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 negativ e means of knowledge. It is not necessary 
tha t the offering of a deity should be of the same nature as 
that of the deity.54 In this way Buddhist logicians show 
that Mlmarbsaka 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 with the Buddhist 
theory of perception. In perception we are in direct touch 
with reality which produces sensations 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, Dirinl:'iga 
and Dharmaklrti 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 
as a 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. It is 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 ol 
the jar that is deduced, what is deduced is the practical coose-



252 The Problem of knowiedge in Y·ogacara Buddhis 

quence which follows from that n�gatjon. The practical conse­
quence consists in the negative propositions and the respective 
purposive activity as well as its successful end. AI! these are 
found on the r,egative perception of the above jar. Sense­
perception is beyond the stage of words, propositions and 
imaginations . This is the reason why Diimaga and Dharma­
klrti dealt negation in the chapter of inference.56 

The third argument is unacceptaple. The importanc� 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 obj ect 
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. 57 KamalasI la also supports the view of Dharm­
oHara and avers that the non-apprehension oft he character 
of a thing leads to the thing being regarded as non-existent. 
I n  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. 58 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 imagin ation. Negation is inferential in its 
character because it is the function of imagination. 
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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 'this is 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 
generalityl or universality2 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. It Is an acutal 
Ens which resides in the object of ,the external world. It 
possesses unity, eternity and inherence3•  In every particular 
object it somehow �esides in toto. To exist meanS to be uni­
ted with the universal being4 It may be defined as 'that 
which resides in its individuals by  the relation of inherence 
and which at the same time is eternal' 5. 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 it 
an abstract element which is found in different individuals 
of th e 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
tip.s of mankind. According to Ahrika, every object has two 
kinds of qualities universal and particular6• 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 7 , or the son of a barre n 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 
reals. They are mental constructions which do not represent 
any external reality9. They owe their origin to the cogneni­
tal capacity of our reasonlO• We overlook the difference 
that obtains between the extf'rnal points of reality, point­
instants or unique particulars . Suffering as we are from an 
inveterate habit of beginingless illusion we take them to be 
externaP 1 .  Dharmaklrti says that every thing other than 
the cpa rticular' is universaP2. The knowledge of universal 
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is not direct. It is not derived through sense-organs. It is 
indirect knowledge which is deriv�d 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 fireH, 

Now an important question arises; jf universals are 

"mental constructions and do not represent any objective 
�eality iying 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 repre sented 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 spea.kers. They are entirely 
unfettered in t heir 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 'daral).' which is plural, for single woman and 
the word SaI}.I}.agarI which is singular, for six cities1 5 • 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 
�re 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' which is entirely dissimilar 
to cow. Hence the idea of universal is a false mental 
notion which originates from the mental difference among 
individuals16• 
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2. Kinds of Universal 
There are two kinds of universal- ( l )  para samlinya 

and (2) apara slimanya ; ultimate universal and penultimate 
universal. Para-samanya is the mere existence (being orily) 
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 wi th another univeral which is 
inferior to the ultimate universal. It serves the purpose of 
knowing all the subdivisions of substance as such and di.fferen� 
tiates things denoted by a substance from the things which 
belong to other substances. In thi� way penultimate univer ... 
sa Is too become the cause of the exclusive notion of those sub­
strata 17 .  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 eternal and 
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 i t  for Vliral}.asi or some other 
place. But the notion of 'cowhood' or manhood is a universa,l 

- 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. satta, dravyatra etc, and (2) Upa- . 
dhi, e. g. the state of being a coop s. But the later Nyaya­
VaiSe�ika writers accept only one kind of universal which is 
eternal19• 

. 

3. Realists' arguments regarding the existence of 
Universals 

Realists have adduced four arguments for the teal 
existence of universals. First, the existence of universal 
is proved by perc':!ption. It appears when the sense-organs 
are functioning20• 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. This idea of universal ' 
proceeds from something different fro E 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 
uni.versal is an idea therefore it must have an objective reality. 
According to Srldhara '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 them21•  It is this univprsal which 
hel ps us to determine tha t (this is a cow' and not an ele­
phant.' The universal COW 22 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 i ts entirety. Though it subsists iii. 
each individual, it is not diverse. It is 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 cognition24• 

But according to Buddhists universals do not exist and 
are mental constructions. The categories of substance, qua­
lity and action'too, 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 and 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• Asoka Panc;l.ita who 
is an acute Buddhist logician compares the universal with a 
person who wants to purchase a th ing 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 perception 26. ) He maintains that what is 
cognized is only an individual object and not a universal. 
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Everybody knows only five ting�rs. Nobody knows the sixth­
qnger which is other than the five fingers and is called the 
universal finger 27 . 

In fact universals are not cognized through sense-organs. 
They a re the creation of convention 2"8". The idea of a univer­
sal arises out of the capacity of performing a common func­
tion or having a common ( simila r )  cau5e2\l,  For instance 
the cases of emblica officinalis3 0  and terminalia chebula3 1  
may b e  taken. They have the capacity to remove various 
diseases singly or collective ly, yet there is nothing like a uni� 
versal which pervades both of them. Had there been a 
common un iversal uniformly subsisting in them, there would 
have been no possibility of removing the diseases quickly or 
slowly 3 2 .  

The notions of universal cow, man o r  jar, et,c. 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 universa l is a complex process consis­
ting of several steps. In some cases the apprehension of a 
universal takes place 50 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 words3 3 are not confused in this way, 
According to Dharmaklrti universals are constructions of ou; 
imagination. They do not denote any objective reality, They 
are formed to express the activities which are a ssociate d  with 
particular things. The reality of universals is the result of 
an illusion which is generated by well established linguistic 
usage or practice 3 4• Further, the existence of universals can_ 
not be inferred from the idea of universals . Every idea does 
not correspond with an objective 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 absur. 
dities. The dead and unborn persons who have no reality 
at all would then become real objects35• The wonders of 
magic lantern, the powerful oration of

' Sukanasa, the story 
of Kadambarl and Candraplc;1.a 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 Panc;1.ita Asoka the realist argument that a 
common notion must be based on some common objects as 
its source i s  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 cooking36 . The 
argument that the common act of cooking is the cause of 
common notion with reference to all cooks is untenable be· 
cause they are called by the same name ( cook ) even though 
they have desisted from the act of coo�ingQ7 further. l\�Ore .. 
over the universal cowhood cannot be the basis of an indivi .. 

dual cow. W e  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 t he basis of an 
individual cow ''''. .further, tne assenion:, thaL the universal 
subslsts in ever} mOlVlUual 1Il itS entire form is wrong. !f a 
single universal :mOS1::;ts in llS 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 subsists at one and tl+e same time in its 
entire form in several things. Bt<t the acceptance of the 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 
eterna1 3\}. 

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 take a 
thing 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 illusion40 which causes the idea of a real 
universal when in fact it is a mental construction41 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 exclusIve nature. Hence the question regard • .  

ing the nature of the subsistence of the universal in its indio 
vidual objects becomes of great importance. 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 �nd (2 )  having its downward 
movement checked. The first meaning is impossible. The 
universal being ete�nal 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 subsist ence cannot be used in the 
sense of being manifested. If it is capable of bringing about 
its own cognition there is no need of those causes which 
bring its manifestation. If it is incapable of bringing about 
its own cognition) no cause can bring about its manifesta-

. tion42• "" 

The meaning of ubiquitous nature of universals is frau > 
ght with confusions. I s  the universal ubiquitous43 or ubiqui­
tous within its own sphere44 ? The first alternative canno� 
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 ytt 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 th� 
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 
alttrnative 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 impossi ble. 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
cul ars in i ts entirety, it will be exhausted there and will not 
be found in other particulars. If it 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 un iversal subsists in a non-jar, in that case even a 
pen and other objects would become a jar. But obviously 
this is an absurdity46.  

The Buddhists further insist that the universal being 
'ubiquitous' should be visible everywhere if it is once mani­
fested by the medium of a particular jar. But our experi­
enee shows that it is not visible everywhere. If it is said 
that it is invisible everywhere because it laeks It receptable41 
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. H i t is 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 Diimaga 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 exist in 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 for mer 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 universalsso. The essence of 
universals is never positive but negative. They always con­
tain a correlative negati ons l ,  The realist levels a serious 
charge against the Buddhist theory of universals. Since uni­
versals are illusive realities or mere thought- colJstructions 
and inferential knowledge which is the very basis of all our 
activities, depends upon them, therefore inferential know­
ledge is altogether objectlesss 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 difference 53 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 
unive"rsal is devoid of reality, it is 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. It is clear and correct. It is quite near the theory of 
universals 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 
pegative 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 thill contradiction. Univer­
sals are not posi tive 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. It is the only 
correct approach to universals. 
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PART nl 
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 b asis of negation. They express their own 
meaning only by repudiating their opposite meaning.l 
When a word or concept is uttered, it at once means what 
it is not. For instance, when the word ' cow' is uttered, i t  
atonce means that i t  i s  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)! 

In fact, the human mind is incapable of apprehending all 
the innumerable particulars in t heir own individuality. 
I t fors�kes their difference and apprehends only their simi­
larity.s Suffering as we are from tr anscendental illusion, 
we do not know the real nature of things. We impose a 
uniform and undifferentiated form, which is a mental cons­
truction, upon things which are entirely different from o ne 
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,4 
apoha,5 anyavyavrtti,6 and atad-vyavrtti.7 KamalasIla, ex­
plaining the doctrine of apoha, says that the 'one uniform, 
non-different form that is imposed upon things, pro�eeds 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.'B 

The mental concept or apoha requires double synthesis9 
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 ju dgment 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 commo nness 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 l}articular 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. Yet all of them have a negative commonness in 
t hat they are different from non-cows, e. g. horses, lions 
etc.10 '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.'ll Exposing the 
Buddhist theory of Apoha, Vacaspati MiSra 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 
identicaI .lS The idenlity 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 sensatio ns 
being identical, there results the identity of unique 
particulars (Svalak�aJ;las) as well .H4 

2. Kinds of Apoha 
S�:rhtarak�ita has classified apoha in two kinds-( l )  Par­

yud�sa (relative negation) and (2) Ni�edha or Prasajya­
Prati�edha (absolute negation). The relative negation or 
Paryud�sa is again divided into two kinds- e l l  Buddhyat­
man (logical negation) and (2) Arthatman15 (ontological 
negation) . 

The Buddy�tman 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. SaIhtarak�ita gives four reasons16 to 
explain why a logical or ontological negation is des ignated 
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 unmingled17 and entirely dis­
connected with all other .mental images.IS 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 excl uding it 
from all other objects and makes our purposeful actions 
possible.19 

Thirdly, the mental image may be regarded also as 
effect of the extreme particular be cause it is the result of 
direct perception of the extreme particular .20 

Fourthly, owing to transcendental illusio n, it always 
apprehends the similarity of .objects and excl udes the 
special features which are the essences of extreme parti­
culars.s1 The thought-image is the real apoha .to which 
the second kind of apoha i.e. 'Ni�edha' can also be applied. 
The thing-in-itself can be called apoha only indirectly on 
the ground that it appears a�ifferentiated or  excluded 
from all heterogeneous objects and is the very foundation 
of exclusion.ss The simple negation consists in such 
phrases as 'a cow' is a 'non cow.' In  such examples apoha 
or negation 'Of others is apprehen�d very clearly.2s 
3. Realists' objections to the eory of Apoha 

The champions of the cause of· ealism like Kumarila, 
Uddyotakara, Bhilmaha, Vacaspati isra, Jayanta Bhatta 
and 8ridhara have given long discourse to refute the apoha 
theory. K um�rila holds that according 'to the Buddhist, 
the thought-image or apoha denotes something negative. 
For hini 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 Nan 
(non) . If the 'cow' is of the nature of the negation of 
non-cow, it will involve mutual dependence (arguing in a 
circle) .24 And if the cow is self-established, the postu­
lation of the theory of apoha is useless. If apoba 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 is a 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, i t  

i s  the vision of a positive horse which is  not visibl e and 
not that of the non-horse .26 Further, if apoha were meant 

by the words, all words which denote diverse universals as 
well as diverse particulars will be synonymous.2'1 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.2s 

Bhamaha endorses the views of Kumlirila �nd 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 first idea 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 .29 The 
Buddhist refutes the objections raised by Kumarila and 
Bhlimaha. 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 j ust as it is 
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impossible to know a man J;>ittha unless we know previously 
his difference from other men viz. J;>avittha 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, Vacaspati 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. 30 The apprehension of the 
one immediately leads to the idea of the exclusion of the 
other . . In  the words of Kamala�na, 'affirmation is always 
con -comitant.with negation of the unlike, as there can be no­
thing which is not excluded from things unlike itself.31 
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. It is apprehended as an entity, so it cannot be entirely 
featureless. Therefore these characteristics have no place 
in it.32 

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
sila 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.SS 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.s4 Replying to the 
Realist argument, Kamalas1la 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 .s5 

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' .S6 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. If it is 
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. If it does not abide any­
where, our effort to describe cow as the 'non-non-cow' i s  
useless. If i t  i s  regarded that i t  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 ? If it is 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.38 Further he asks : 'Is 
apoha itself 'denoted' or not denoted ? If it is denoted, 1S 
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 no t denote any 
positive thing .  And if if is 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. If i t  is argued 
that it is not denoted ,the Buddhist theory of apoha that the 
word denotes 'exclusion of other things, is staked.39 

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 .'40 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 .41 
But the theory of apoha is not inconsistent with the declara­
tiOll of DiIinliga. According to DiIinliga, apoha denotes the 
reflected image of the extreme particular. It does not 
touch the exclusinve factor in the shape of the extreme 
particulart2 

Srldhara 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 kn owledge 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.43 Jayanta BhaHa 
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 qniversals 

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• 

Vlicaspati MiSra 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'46 

denotes the comprehension of all its constituents a nd not 
their exclusion47 • S econdly, 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 excl uded48 . Thirdly, it cannot explain 
convention49• 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. Furthe r, 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 i t  is contrary to its affirmative nature50• 

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'5l. 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 not so. Further the son of a barren woman or 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 ver bal 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 transcend�ntal 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 of the 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 im aginary, 
therefore its nature, both as affirmative and negative, does 
not involve a contradiction. 54 The Realist rejoinder is 
that it is useless to assume similarity between an unreal 
thought-image and an unreal 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.55 
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4. Proof for the negative nature of Apoha 

'285 

After refuting the realist objections to the theory of 
apoha, the Buddhist advances some p ositive arguments to 
show the negative character of apoha. Vacaspati MiSra 
has summed up the Buddhist arguments thus5G-The apoha 
(the external illusory obj ect) is in the nature of exclusion 
of others57 for three reasons-( I) 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 s�ch (i.e . )  having the nature of exclusion 
of others. 58 Vacaspati MiSra 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 incorporeality59 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 a s  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.60 

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 
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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-c ows, 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 .'61 

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 perception 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. And if it 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 ? There­
fore a classname and a determinate percept ion associated 
with it are of the nature of exclusion of other things.62 

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 aggregate6S 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.64 

The Buddhist says that this theory is untenable. The 
t erm '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 universals and particulars (which have already been 
refuted in the section of universals and particulars) .65 

2. The th eory of unreal relationship66 

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 adjuncts76 

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 Buddi1ist 
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.68 

4. The theory of coalescence69 

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.'1O 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 b y  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. I t 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 t o  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 o nly difference being that the word 
and the denotation have coalesced and become one.'1l 
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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 obiects are mainfested through 
ideas, but this manifestatio� of external objects thro ugh 
ideas is apprehended itself as something external. 72 This 
apprehension of the idea as something external is the 
denotation of a word. The theory deserve� 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.73 Hence what is 
apprehended as an idea cannot be denoted by words.74 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 .75 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.76 

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.'1'1 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'19. 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'19. 

6. Intuition theory 

According to this theory, words do not actually denote 
any thing directly80 They denote an intuition or a mental 
capacity91 which tends to bring about the notion of a 
certain activity as due to a certain cause.92 This , mental 
capacity is produced by the word in association with certain 
usage.81 The usages of words are various. Therefore 
intuitions are also various and differ from person to per­
son.84 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.85 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 from 
imagination.86 

But at the hands of Buddhists, this theory also meets the 
fate of other theories. Intuitions canaot 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 contrad ictory nature.8'1 Further, 
they cannot be devoid of objects because in such case all 
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our ac tivities and comprehensions which proceed on the 
basis of external things, will be impossible.s8 The argument 
that activities and comprehension are the result of illusion 
which i s  caused by the imposition of  the object upon that 
which is objectless89 is untenable. If we proceed on this 
argument, all our verbal knowledge will become illusory.9o 
We will reach a pGsition 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.91 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.92 Hence apoha 
or the 'exclusion of dissimilar objects' is the only d enotation 
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 s ensa­
tions which is beyond the apprehension of language and the 
intel lect. It is an important contribution of Dilinaga 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 posl tlve 
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 
bf the common objects of a class93 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 contrary, 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.94 A poha denotes similarity which results fro m  
the non-apprehension of differences subsisting among different 
objects.95 It is a substitute for universals of t he realist 
schools. It may be designated as negative universal. 
Upholding the superiority of the theory of apoha, Dirinaga 
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 w hich 
are attributed to imaginary universal without being subject 
to inconsistencies involved in them. I-Ience it must be 
accepted as a theory superior to the theory of universal. 96 

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'. 97  
But there is one fundamental difference. A c cording 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.'98 The non-existence of an object is a 
moment contained in its existence.99 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.lOO According to 
the Buddhist, negation is not absolute. It has its basis in ' 
a positive substratum i.e.  the extreme particular. Accor­
ding to Dir'maga, whatever is other is not the same.lOl The 
existence and non existence are contradictory.102 Jinendra 
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Buddhi says that apoha does not mean a blunt denial of 
every reality .lv3 It simply means the denial of thought­
constructions, the mental i mages and not the extreme 
particulars which are the substratum of the mental images. 
Sam tarak�ita and KamaIa�ila endorse the view of Jinendra 
Buddhi and assert its positive character. According to 
Sari1 tarak �ita , the essence of an apona, e .g.  of a cow, consists 
in th is that its essence is not the essence of another image, 
say a horse.I04 Kamalasila says that 'the mental image is 
the direct meaning of a word and the negation in the form 
of exclusion of non-cows is only an im plied and secondary 
meaning.'I05 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 
refl ection of an external object in direct sense and by impli­
cation leads to the conclusion that the mental reflections 
are ent irely different from the mental reflections caused by 
excluded things .lo6 R atnakirti in his Apoha-siddhi supports 
the view of Sii:thtara k�ita and Kamalaslla in more clear 
words. He says that the term 'apoha expresses a positive 
aspect qualified by the negation of others . 'I07 

The theory of apoha is a great achievement of Buddhist 
epistemology which has its echo in modern logi c.  The 
statements of Palagyi and J. S. Mill seem to be Buddhist 
utteran ces. The former says, 'as soon as our mental eyes 
begin to glimmer and we begi n to seek an expression for 
our feeling in a verbal sign, our object is already beset with 
contradiction and our thought has become dialec tic al.'lOg 
At::cording to the latter, the word 'civil' in the language of 
jurisprudence stands for the opposite (i .e. for a negation) of 
criminal, of ecclesiastical, of military and of politica1 .109 

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. ' The man is' that is 
positive only because he is neither a stone, nor a lion, nor 
an ass etc .110 
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bhrantam itaretara bheda-nibandha nam icchati. Ibid 
p.  285lines 2 1 -23. 

79. Sarvo mithyavabhaso'yam arthai?vekatmanagrahaq.. 
Itaretara bhedo'sya bljarh saiijfla yadarthika. Quoted. 
Ibid p. 285 lines 24-25. 

80. Sabdo na tu bahyartha pratyayaka. Ibid p. 286 line 8. 
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8 1 .  Abhyasat pratibha-hetu\l sarva\l sabda\l samasata\l. 
Tattva-sarhg raha, verse 892. 

82. Niyata-sadhanavacchinna-kriya pratipattyanukula praj­
nil pratibha Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika. p. 286 lines 
1 2- 1 3 . 

83. Sa prayoga-dadanavrttisahitena �abdena janyate. I bid 
p.  286 line 1 3 . 

84. Prativakyarh prati-puru�arh ca sa bhidyate. Ibid p. 286 
line 1 4 .  

8 5 .  Yathaiva hyamkusabhighatadayo hastyadInam artha­
pratipattau kriyamaI)ayam pratibhahetavo bhavanti. 
Tatha sarve'rthavat sammata vrk�adayal,:t sabda yatha­
bhyilsarh pratibhamatropasarhhara-het avo bhavanti, na 
tvartharh sak�at pratipadayanti. Ibid p .  286 lines 1 6- 1 8 .  

86 .  A nyatha h i  katham paraspara-parahatli.l,:t pravacana­
bheda utpadya-katha-prabandhaka sva-vikalpoparacita 
padartha-bhedadyotakal,:t syurid.  I bid p. 286 lines 1 8- 1 9. 

8 7. Yadi pratibha paramarthato bahy arthavi�aya tadaikatra 
vastuni sabdadau virudd ha-samayavasthayinam vicitrai} 
pratibha na prapnuvanti, ekasyanekasvabh:ivasambha­
vat.  I bid 289 lines 1 -2 .  

88. Atha nirviljayas tada'rthe pravrtti-pratipattI na prapnu­
tal,J, atadvi�ayatvacchabdasya. Ibid p. 289 lines 2-3 . 

89 .  Atha svapratibhase'narthe'rthadhyavasayena bhrantya 
te pravrtti-pratipatu bhavatal,:t. Ibid p. 289 lines 3-4. 

90. Tada bhrantal,:t sabdarthai} prapnoti. I bid p .  289 lines 
4-5 . 

9 l .  Tasyas ca bhranter b�jarh karal)arh vaktavyam, anyatha 
nirbi:Ja bhrantir bhavantt sarvata� sarvadaiva syat. Ibid 
p.  289 lines 5-6 .  

9 2 .  Atha bhavanarh parasparato bheda eva bljam asya 
abhyupagamyate, tada'smatpak�am eva bhavan sadha­
yati iti .  Ibid p.  289 lines 6-7. 

93. Anuvrtti-pratIti. 
94. Abheda graha. 
95. Bhedagraha. 
96. Sarvatrabhedad asrayasyanucchedat k rtsnartha-pari-

sama pte:ka yathakraml'\.rh jatidharma ekatva-nityatva-
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pratyeka-parisama:pta-Iak�a�a apoha evavati�thante tas­
mad gu�otkaqad apyarthantarapoha eva sabdartha�. 
Quoted in the Tattva-samgraha-pafijika 3 1 6  line 1 1 - 14 .  

97.  Wissder logik I I  240 Qnoted in the Buddhist Logic 
vol. I p. 484. 

98. Wiss der logik I I  74. Quoted in the Buddhist Logic 
vol . 1 p. 485 . 

99. I bid II 42 . Quoted in the Buddhist Logic vol . 1 p. 485. 
100. 1 bid II 55. Quoted in in the Buddhist Logic vol. 1 

p. 485 .  
1 0 1 .  Yad viruddha-dharma -samsntarh tan nana. Buddhist 

logic vol. 1 p. 485. 
102 .  Sad asadyor yugapad abhavat. On metaphysical lever 

Diimaga as a monist believes in the ultimate identity of 
all opposition within the unique substance of the world 
i. e. within jflanam advayarh ,  sfmyarh, prajflaparamita. 

103 .  PramllQa-samuccaya-vrttittka translated in Buddhist 
Logic vol. 1 pp. 461 -470. 

1 04. Na tada:tma paratmeti sambandhe sati vastubhi�. Vya­
vrttavas tvadhigamo' pyarthad eva bhavatyatal). Tattva­
samgraha verse 1 04 1 .  

105. Pratibimba-Iak�ar,lO'pohal) sak�acchabda ir upajanya­
manatvan mukhyal) sabdarthal). Tattva-sarhgraha­

pafijika p. 3 1 9  line 9 .  Nisedha-mlltram naiveha sabde 
jnane'vabhasate. Quoted in Ibid p. 3 1 9  line 7.  

106 .  Na hy asmabhil;l sarvatha vidhi·riipa� sabdar tho nabh­
yupagamyate . Yavata sabdad arthadhyavasainaScetasal) 
samutpadat sarhvrto vidhirupat) sabdarthobhl�yate eva. 
Ibid p. 339 lines 9- 1 1 .  

1 07 .  Nasm�bhir apoha sabdena vidhireva k evalo'bhipretaQ. 
Napyanya-vyavrttimatrarh,  kintu, anyapoha-viSi�to 
vidhi sabdllnam arthal;!. Six Buddhist Nya ya-Tracts. 
Chapter l .  Apoha-siddhi. p. 3 lines 6-8 . 

108. Palagyi. Quoted in Buddhist Logic vol . 1 .  p. 487. 
1 09. Logic 1. 43 ff. Ibid p.  487. 
1 1 0 .  Budd hist Logic vol. 1 p. 490. 



' CHAPTER X 

THE DOCTRINE OF MIND.ONLY 
( VIJNAPTI-MA TRA T A) 

I. Introduction 
The school of Vijfianavada 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 landl 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 nirvaJ,.la are all illusory 
or the ideas created by our own consciousness2• AU these 
objects are considered like objects of dream3, 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 moon4, 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 a ttach­

ment to these so-called external objects is the root cause of 
all our sorrows and sufferings. Since we try to have them, 
our attachment5 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 perSOll 
we cherish ill-will against him and thus the feeling of hatred6 
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 
forever7 • The relf'ase 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 lemancipa­
tion" • 

2. Arguments for the reality of the external world 

The realist objects to the idea l ist 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 attrac ts 

us, the bad srhelling of rotten seeds or fruits repel s  us . Similar 

is the case with the tactile and gusta tory sense-organs. If 
the d ifferent 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 
is one and the same. Secondly, inference also demonstrates 
the reality of external objects. The perceptions of walking 

and speak ing whic h arise in our mind and not refer to our 
own walking and speaking, as they are not p receded by our 
own will to walk and speak, indicate the reality of 
another person who walks and speaks9 •  Fu rther, 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 fil e we would have inferred 
another object instead of fire as the c;use '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 arra ngements. Their immediate 
presence is fel t  by us, The mind projects the inward reflex 
and guides the purposive action. People start their functions 



The Doctrine of Mind�Only (Vijiiapti-Mlltrata) 305 

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 ascertain ing 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 rupa, dhatu, llyatanas and soul etcW, 

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 c ultivate virtues and avoid vices. They 

aspire for NirvaI,la and practise eightfold path . If there is 
no ext ernal object apart from our ideas, why sh ould people 
resort to activity ? Why should they aspire for NirvliQ.a ? 
What is the use of following the teaching of the Lord regard­
ing the four noble tru ths ? Moreover

, 
it is not for the 

p leasures o f  a dream that people engage th emselves in the 
performance of dutyll, 

Sixthly, the cognition requ ires . two lhingp, the cognizer 
and the cognized, In the apprehension of colour for instance, 
we feel that we cognize so met hing. This something is 
diffcrent from the cognizerl:t,  The feeling of difference between 
the two arises only when the cogni tion of an object takes 
place. When there is no cognition of an object, this feeling 
does not OCCUL For ins tance, people have such notions as 
'1 do not remember that any object was apprehended by me 
at that time', It shows that they remember the appearance 
of the apprehending cognition witho ut 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 cognition13, 
Lastly, the existence of the external object is pr oved by 

the fact that i t s  cognition takes place only when it is exitsent, 
Lts cognition does not take place when it is non-existent, 

al though 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 colour14• 
3. Refutation of the Realists' arguments 

First, and foremost, the Buddhist says that the external 
object cannot be known 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 time1 5• 
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 object1 6• 

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 be either 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'17 . 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-
ceptions18• 
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Thirdly, tho 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
ledge19 and what is constructed in imagination is the external 
object. Our own self that we internally feel in us is not 
something construrted in i magination The external object. 
since it is constructed in imagination is not the thing actually 
felt in se!1sation20. 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 gra�p something external to our knowledge is i mpossible". 
"Ve can only make an idea about ital,  Hence our immediate 
feeling cannot be relied upon as the proof of the reality of 
an f'xternal world . 

Fourthly, the reference to the words; of the Buddha regard­
ing the reality of the external world is of no avail. The 
s tatem ent of the Buddha that there are extern al objects is a 
clever device22 employed to ind uce the ignorant to p erform 
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, 
in the same way the Buddha taught the truth with the hel p . 
of external objects23• 

Fifthly, the activity is not tJ be · hampered in any way 
owing to the unreality of the objects . People 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 n o  such impressions , arise from the 
performance of such eivl deeds, as ha mpering others and the 
like24. 
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Sixthly, the idea of the cognizer and the cognized, the 
apprt·hender 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 apprehended25• 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. I ts external appearance is an iIlu­
sion26• 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 a1127•  A difficulty 
arises, 'If the existence of external objects is denied, their 
multiplicity will also be denied. So it would be impossible 
to differentiate variom 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 perGeption 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 entity29  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. I n  the same way when we per­
ceive a lump of sugar, we perceive i ts whiteness and swee tness. 
We never perceive an object called su gar as distinct and apart 

from th e qualities of whiteness and sweetness. Thus the 
existence of sugar apart fro m  its qualities is not prove d by 
perception. It may be argued that sugar is seen as white 
and tasted sweet. Sci it is distinct from its qualities30• 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 (,oIour, etc are common to all objects, there is, in the 

notion of object a specific cogniti on of its peculiar sh:ipe, 

which can be only due to the existence of a separate subs. 
tance apart from its qualities81• The Yogacara answers that 
such cognitions are caused by innate impressions32 of those 

shapes which a re existing l in 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

ni tioFls 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 qualit ies of which it is a common subsl ratum. 

The Yogttcara 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 forms33 cause the notion of a substance. The 
Realist rejoins that the arrangement in those forms i mplies 

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 Y ogacara does not 
accept the existence of real substances like a cow or a horse 
apart from their qualities, specific notions regarding their 
shape cannot rise at all from their qualities. If the Yogacara 

were to suggest that the different notions of the C()W, 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 the acceptance of a s'eparate substance 

by another name34• 

Explaining the Yogacara position, Vacaspati Misra 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 etc35• Uddyotakara 
says that the erroneous cognition of a substance always pre­
supposes a right one. Vacaspati Misra on behalf of the Yoga· 
cara 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 infinitum3n• 

The Y ogacara 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
tiess7• 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 other38 • 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 ih 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 cognized39• 

Uddyotakara further says that the Yogacara theory that 
a substance is not cognized when it� 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 
cohur is not cognized, yet it is cognized40• The Yogacara 
rejects the argument as unconvincing. He says that crystal 
is cognized with a changed colour and not without colour. 

The Realist says that our experience is the sole criterion 
for determining the nature of reality41• 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 sub�tratum42.  
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 admitted43• As 
a matter of fact, any ::.uch composite substance as the cloth 
complete in itself and entirely different from its qualities like 
whiteness, and its components like the yarns t 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 Dharmaklrti, when we cognize an object e.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 as such which ,is their substratum44• The object is 
cognized as blue, heavy, smooth etc. It is cognized only 
in the form of colour etc, I t  never appears as an object 
devoid of all the attributes45• 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 consciousnrss 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 exa mine the nature of objects, they 
vanish out of existen ce and reveal themselves as devoid of 
self-nature, nothing can be said about them. They are 
unutterable46• 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 a rouses the ,impressions of the mind and 
the multiplicity is the result of such impressions and not of

· 

the external objects'17. It may be asked i f  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 hypnotL,m 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 obj ects which are the forms of aUf own 
consciousness'18. Thus we find that the existence apart from 
its qualities is not proved. In fact there is 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 au t of 
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i t  because they are different b y  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 Uddyotakara50, 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 par ts wholly or partially ? If we maintain that the 
whole (cloth) is entirely different from its parts (yarns) we 
are contradicted by our daily experience. V'Ve never experience 
a cognition which comprehend,> the form of a whole as differ­
ent from the atoms of colour etc, which are born in a conti­
nuous fluX51• In fact the whole is not different from its parts. 
The moment we take away the yarns the cloth vanishes. 
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 yarnsS2 . The cloth and 
the yarns are never perceived as distinct from one anothers a . 

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 
substratum55 . 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 connection, 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 part56• 
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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 w ay the process will go on 
ad infinitum57• The argument that the 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• 

Kamalaslla 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 body59 which never takes place. 

If we maintain that it is a mere nameso 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. I f  the cloth were not something over and above 
the yarns no person will try to prepare cloths l• 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 also a mental 
creation. 

The Vaise�ika 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 constituen ts are 
atoms.  They are the ultimate particulars which are beyond 
splitting62. 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 i n  size 
because both are subject to infinite splitting63, Further as 
the measure called 'large' 5 4  has its culmination in all-pervad­
ing measure65, similarly the minute measure66 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 (cGmposed of atoms). There is no third alternative 
possible. If it is maintained that it is nei ther simple nor 
composite i.e. it is neither of one nor of several forms, intelli­
gent people will not regard it as extent. It would be like 
a sky-flower67•  I f the external object is simple 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-flower6 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 untenable69• If atoms are entities 
they must appear in their original form 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 7 0 .  
Further i f  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 consciousness71• 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. (I) 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 intervening space between atoms. 
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In all these cases one atom will be in the middle and
· 
o ther 

atoms will surround it. Ei ther 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 
object71l•  In the latter case it will have adeast two faces 
and consequently two parts. .Thus it will be a compound 
and will go against the realist defi�ition of atoms73• 

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 divisi ble. 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 space74. So the criticism is 
unjustified. 

The Y ogaclira 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 disguise7 5. Further according 
to him atoms are simple and appear in ' form of aggregate. 
They are in conjunction w.ith one another. There is no 
iptervening space between them, 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 place7G• 
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 atom77• Thus the real ex is-
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tence of atom is inexplicable whether it he simple or an aggre­
gate of atoms. Hence atom is nothing but non-existence 
like a sky-flower7 8.  

The Realist further argues that there i s  an idea of atom. 
Every idea indicates its cause. Hence the idea of atom must 
a lsq indicate an object as its cause. The cause is atom 
itself7 \). The Y ogacara 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 
teachingsBo• Further the idea of object cannot guarantee 
i ts real existence. There is an idea of soul where inract 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!! l. 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 imperceptible82• 
Hence it involve� contradiction. It cannot be held that 
what is perceived is the whole!!3 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. 

Diilnaga raises84 another objection. If all object� are 
atomic, they should give rise to identical perceptions. Diffe­
rences in the perceived objects can be imported either by the 
num ber 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 objects 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 things85• But the increase 
of size is inconsistent with the nature of atoms which are 
formless. \Ve have no logical ground to postulate that we 
should stop at the stage of atom Why should the process of 
division not con tinue 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 differentia te 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. But its 
existence is sought to be established by the assumption of 
the measure called minute86• The analysi s 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. The idea 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 object87•

. 
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, posh the 
parts. If a ba�is for construction be required consciousness 
itself would �erve 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 it8 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-existent90 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 conflicting91•  So the objects 
of the world have not self- nature. They 'depend for their 
existence on relations, and relations are nothing but the crea­
tions92 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' 93. This applies to all things which 
we are supposed to know. 

Secondly objects invariably accompany consciousness. 
According to the Realist an object ex is Is outside consciousness 
which simply reveals it and does not create it. But how do 
we know that the object exists before it is know.n ? The 
known is subject to knowing or consciousness. To say that 
an object existed t:ven before it was known is . untenable94• 
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 
c ognized before95• 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 ex ternal object apart 
from consciousness. Consciousness diversifies itself into 
indefinite modes9 6 which owing to the presence of transcen­
dental illusion are taken to be as external objects. So external 

/ 
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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
sciousness97• 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. 1 he blue colour can never be known 
unless there is an idea of blue colour. The blue colour and 
its idea are inseparable98• If the object blue colour is a differ­
ent entity it sh0uld be perceived as such i.e. it should be 
perceived along with consciousness and also in absence of 
comciousness. 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 99• What exists is only the idea of the blue i .e. 
consciousness having the form of the blue10o• 
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 laws101 •  Why is it that all things fo llow a definite 
course. We  see a particular thing at a particular place and 
at a particular time. The eye 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 all102• 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 s tate103• 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 great lie 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 laws105•  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 s ame for all the 
dreamers. They cannot see the same cow at one and the 
same time and place. If both stand 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 footing106 •  

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 timeI O'7 .  We see all the worldly obj�cts following 
a regular course. Rainfall is 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 
affectl08 our empirical world at all till we are under trans­
cendental i llusion. It is real and is unsublated so long as wt;! 
are under the sway of transcendental illusion. The moment 
transcendental wisdom, the arya-jnana 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 
mindl09•  

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 i n  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· 
man world, but on the other hand there is an infinite multi­
plicity of worldsl l o• Everyone has his own experience and 
his own world. 

-
The so-called unity of the world is believed 

because the difference subsisting in the experiences of others 
i s  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 ll.l. The consistency and 
unity of the world may be compared to the apprehension of 
a yel10w conchs hell by two daltonists. Though their appre­
hension is wrong yet the similar disease causes unity and 
consistency1 l 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 
prod ucing the desired result1l 3. Consequently our empiri­
cal world wi1l be staked of which the Yoglicara is always 
conscjous and does not want to tamper with it in any wayI l 4. 

The ¥ogliclira replies to the Realist that ideas are 
capable of producing the desired result 1 1 5• We experience 

the horrors of a nightmare 1 1 6 ?  The sigh t of an illusory 

snake often causes death. Moreover efficiency i tself is a 

mere idea which is caused by the transcendental illusion and 
which consists in apprehending an ideal content as something 
objective1 l 7• Thus activity is not hampered in any way. 

(3) The Realist further urges that the idealist theory 
can not explain illusory cognitions. Transcendental illusion 
must have a real basis. Without an external object illusion 
is not possible. The existence of external object is an indis­
pensable ant ecedent condition for all illusory cognitions1 l8 . 

For instance we may take the rope-snake illusion . The vision 

of illusory snake is caused by a rope. This cognition is an 

illusion but the rope and the snake are not themselves illu­
sions. They are real or�ects which have been previously 
experienced by us in our daily life1 l 9. A man who has never 
perceived a snake cannot have the illusion of a snake in a 
piece of rope120• 

The Yogaclira 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 cann ot 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 ideaP 21 one 
with no detriment to experience1 22, It may h ave been caused 

by another idea1 23• 
The Realist raises a few more objections to the doctrine 

of Mind-Only, which are refuted by the idealists. 
First, the doctrine of M ind-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 . But such 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, is a 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 cognitions124. because comcioU5-
ness according to him is a transparent entity and has no 
forms and images125 •  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 present126• Hence 
memory can be explained only if it is maintained that consci­
ousness has images and projects them when favourable condi­
tions arise 12 7 •  

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 experience1 28 still they are based on objective 
reality. If there is no experience of objects there cannot be 
dreams as well. 'Ve 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 context1 29• There is none who can say that his dreams 
are entirely fantastic and present absolutely strange pheno­
mena 1SO • 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 QUf mind. 
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I t  arises when the sense-organs are not in contact with the 
objects at all. The illusory cognition, e. g. of a serpent has 
its basis in the object e. g. a piece of rope. I t  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 objectivity 1 31 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 consciousness13.2. 

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 proj ec. 
tions of the same reality. They are ·the vibrations of an 
OCean caused by the wind of ignorance. But as for as their 
empirical existence is conCerned they are never den ied. 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 WillS13B, In the same way the ¥ogacara 
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 OUf 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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th�t as the Yoglicara 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 retorts1 3 5 
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 
avers1 3 6  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 nev�r. 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 7 • 
Hence they cannot have corresponding images. The Yoga­
car a 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 1 3 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 appear in a 
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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 source139 •  Just as we 
reach our desired goal by performing some purposeful acti­
vity, the same goal is reached by other persons as well by 
perfor.ming 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 objects caused by them which are 
flerceived 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 ?140 

The Y ogacara 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 dual ity of 'subject' and 'object', 'perceiver' and 
'perceived' and is incapable of apprehending the reality. The 
dharma-nairatmya refut es simply this phenomenon and not 
the pure indeterminate Mind-Only 1 41 .  It refutes the imagi­
nary ego142• and not the indescribable immaculate Atman, 
which is Vijfiaptimatrata 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 mE'taphysical 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 take n 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 saJhsara. 
But this situation did not last for a very long time. Human 
mind would not be satisfied by the agnostic teachings o f  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 woI ld, and that was denounced 
by the Lord was a lower selfl44. The question was how to 
place the higher self in the system of the Vijfianas and the 
answer was the evolution of Cittamatra or Vijfiaptimatrata 
which is the locus of all the Vijnanas which cause the i l lusion 
of external world. We find in the LaJhkavatara-sutra verses 
and passages which describe and demonstrate by concrete 
examples the existence of atman. The Larhkavatara-sutra 
says :-

The immaculate soul or ego is to be self-realized. It is 
the womb of the Tathagata and is beyond the senses and 
intellect146• This shining or luminous soul is contaminated 
by external defilements. But it can be cleared of them like a 
dirty garment146 • I t  is present though invisible in the 
Skandhas 147• 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 fate148 •  If  a 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 litman 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 world149• 

Dr. Suzuki says that these passages ef the Lamkavatara­

sutra are to be weighed carefully otherwise they will be taken 
for the soul which has been denied both in Hlnayana and 
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Mahayana. But would it not be a misinterpretation of the 
Text when it is crystal clear in itself VYe should remember 
in our mind that throughout the history of Buddhism the 
stream of soul ha� 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
miitra or the citta of the Lamkavatara-sutra (which is also 
known as Tathagatagarbha, and Alaya) , the Mahatman of 
Asanga and the Vijnapti- matrata of Vasubandhu bear wit-

ness to this fact. Describing the nature of atman150 the 
Lamkavatara-sutra 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 upani�adic doctrine of 
atman. It is described to be pure and immaculate in its 
very nature and it is good and free from evil flowings. It is 
neither separated from habit-energy nor united with it. 
Though it is covered or enwrapped with Vilsana it is not 
contaminated with its characteristics151, The identity of the 
Citta and the Atman becomes so clear to the author of the 
Larhkavatara-sutra 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 de�cribed 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, ayatanas and defiled by 
the evil of greed, hatred, folly and discrimination152• In the 
same way the Atman is also described as eternal, creator, 
devoid of attributes, mighty and imperishable153• The 
Buddha answers that the difference consists in this that t he 
Tathagatagarbha is indescribable154 while the A.tman is not. 
But in fact  the Atman is also indescribable15 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-Viji'iana (which is 
another name for the Citta) ' . We find the same observation 
in the Sandhinirmocan a-sutra which says that 'the Alaya­
vijfiana is deep and subtle, where all the seeds are evolved 
like a stream and it may be imagined as an ego-substance' 156 

When we turn from the Sutra-literature to Yogaclira litera­
tUre we find a graphic description of the soul or the Mahatman. 
Asariga condemns the atman or ego-substance by saying that 
it is neither self-existent (Svalak�aQa) nor dependent (vilak­
�aQ a) but is an illusion157. 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) 15 8. But the 
latter description of the Mahatman shows what Asanga 
condemns i� the empirical ego, the feeling of ' I  and me', and 
not the Absolute self which is 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 Upani�adic soul. Asanga says 'Dharma­
dhatu is like the ocean which is neither satisfied nor increased 

by the flow of incessant water of numberless rivers 159. It 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 to ignorance' 160• I t  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 notionsl61• 

In Vasubandhu we find the same description of the 
reality as unthinkable, unknown by reason and transcendental 
wisdom. I t  is indescribable, blissful and permanent. It is 
happiness. It is nirvaQa and the Dharmakaya of the great sage 
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Buddha1fl2. DiIinaga 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-luminous163  
consciousness which is devoid of  all impurities seems to  be 
divided into the subject and the object, the self and the 
world164. In fact what is external is nothing but the creation 
of our mind w hich looks like externaP65. Finally we come 
to Slintarak�ita and Kamalasila who humbly maintain that 
to determine the Absolute they are resorting to Vijfiaptima­
trata which has been well-established by great teachers like 
Asaliga and Vambandhu, Dinnaga and Dharmakirti166 • I t  
is for a student of philosophy to  observe what resemblance the 
following lines of the Upani�ads have with the Buddhist 
doctrine of Vijfiaptimlit raUi.. '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 bonds167 . 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 auqterity realizes it16 8. The reality is neither 
internal wisdom, nor extelllal wisdom, nor both. It is unseen, 
unapprehended, unthinkable, and indeterminate. It is bliss­
ful ,  quiet and gon- dual. It is 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 16 9 .  As rivers 
mingle in the ocean leaviDg no name and form behind simi­
larly an aspirant for truth170 is immersed in the reality leaving 
no trace of name and form. 

6. The nature of Consciousness 

AsaIiga the founder of systematic Y ogaclira 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 purl' nor impure, neither 
production, nor destruction. It is beyond ignorance and 
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intellect171 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 intellect17 2. AsaIiga like Nagarjuna further says that 
there is no difference between sarilsara and nirvaQa 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 achieved173• Thus the 'Reality' of Asailga 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 sunyata174• 
According to Raine Gruce AsaIiga is al ways conscious of this 
fact that he should not leave the philosophy of Nagarjuna 
but he goes far beyond the line of Nagarjuna's sunyata 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 i s  
neither satisfied nor does i t  increase. How wonderful i s  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 Absolute17 6• This kind of description 
of 'Reality' is a hint that he is deviating from Nagarjuna and 
is establishing the Absolute which is the Citta or Vijnaptima­
trata. 'There is no duality' says AsaIiga, 'There is .only the 
idea of duality, like the idea of an illusory elephant. In fact 
there is neither the perceiver nor the perceived. There is only 
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an idea of perceiver and perceived' 177. 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 object runs simultaneously. The moment one 
transcends the duality of subject and object he sees the vision 
of 'Reality' which is known as Dharmadhatu, Tathagata or 
Mind-OnlyH7 B. It is beyond duality. It is 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 
esta blished 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 consciousness17 9. Here Vasubandhu 
makes a distinct improvement on the sunyavada of Nagarjuna 
For Nagiirjuna every thing is relative and things have no self­
existence1BO. 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 be real 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 
impo�sible, because its denial can take place only by another 
consciousness. The denial of the latter consciousness will need a 



334 The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism 

third consciousness and thh pro'cess will lead to infinite regress. 
-Hence the denial of consciousness is fallaciousl!!l. The very 
process of denial is based on the strength of selfluminous and 
self-evident Vijiiaptimatrata and not in absence of it. AU 
the categories of understanding such as belief18 2 refutation 183 
and assertion184, negation185 and posi tionlSII, denialls7 and 
acceptance, IS 8, siddhi and asiddhi are possible only on the 
basis of Vijiiaptimatrata 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 Vijiiaptimatrata 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 s 9 • 

According to Dr. C. D. Sharma 'what was denied by 
the Sunyavadins is only the individual subject and not the 
pure consciousness. Sunyavada 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 cann.ot 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 
Sarht ideva with pure consciousness or the self-luminous selfl 9u• 
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 TrijhSika becomes meaningless, nor its purpose is to 
denounc e the two extreme views the one that like the cons­
ciousness t�e objects are also real and the other that like objects 
the consciousness is also relativel9 1 • Further all the criticisms 
lev�lled against the nihilistic doctrine of the Madhyamikas. 
by Yogacara philosophers like Vasubandhu, Dirinaga, 
Dharmakfrti, and others will prove their ignorance and . lack· 
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of Sunyavada philosophy. Hence the correct view is that the 
consciousness of Vasubandhu which is pure and undefiled 
existence192 . which is beyond finite thought, which is good 1 93 
eternaP94 and blissfuP 95 .  is something different from the 
sunyata of Nagarjuna. In fact it is the basis of this sunyatli 
as welJ l96. Thus Vijnanav ada gives not only clear and a 
detailed account of what was left more or less implicit by the 
Madhyamikas , it clears not only the misunderstand ings 
regarding consciousness and the scope of their future occur­
rence197• but also has established a theory which differs from 
Sunyavada 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 parini�panna. 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 consciousness198• In this sense it 
is�ues 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 duality19 9  which is imaginary 
and is also known as parikalpita20o• 

Like Asanga, Vasubandhu says that when the unreality of 
external objects is realised, the individual 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 established201• 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 

Vedantins have charged the Yogliclira idealists with the 
denial of the external reality of the world which is appre­
hended hy every person. Samkara says that the non­
existence (of external things) cannot be maintained, on 
account of our consciousness of them.aos 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 ?204 The Yogacara 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 rea1 .205 Vacaspati MiSra explaining the 
difference between the Yogacara idealism and Vedanta 
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 Vedanlin 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.206 Sadananda also follows 
the line of Vacaspati Misra and says that for the Yogacara 
idealist the world exists inside consciousness and is therefore 
unreal. But for the Vedantins it is 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 Vijiianavada.207 

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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Id ealists the objects are not illusory as it i s  for the Madhya. 
mikas. Nor there is an ullbridgable gulf between thE 
absolute and the phenomenal. The Vijfiana-vadins explained 
the relation between the Absolute and the phenomenal 
which was left by the Nihilists and thus they made an 
imFlortant improvement on the Madhyamika doctrine of 
Siinyavada . 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 appeal', i .e. it is always above those 
things which are the result of dependent origination . .  Thi� 
absolut e cannot be described as different from the pheno­
menal or identical with it. When the absolute itself appears 
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 as identical with it ? Hence the phenomenal is 
false owing to its indescribable transitory and causally 
d ependent character. 208 In the words of Sthirmati if we 
hold that the Absolute is something different from the 
phenomenal, there would be no difference between the 
inlaginary (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 like209 the 
latter or the latter i tself 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 Vedantins become meaningless. As 
Vedanta so in Yogacara Buddhism the reality of 
external world is indescribable and has its locus in 
Absolute. 

8. Is Vijnaptimatrata momentary ? 

in 
the 
the 

Regarding the nature of Vijnaptimatrata whether it is 
eternal or transitory there are two different views. Accord­
ing to the first view it is momentary210 and flowing211 and 
is not eternal and permanent.212 According to the second 
view it is permanent.213 Both views do not comprehend 
the real nature of the Vijnaptimatrata . They are partially 
true. The first view is applicable to the Vijnaptimatrata 
of Dinnaga, DharmakIrti, Santarak�ita and Kamalasila for 
whom the criterion of the reality of an object consists in  its • 
capacity to produce the e ffect. The second view is applica­

ble to the Vijnaptimatrata of the Lamkavatara-siitra, Asanga 
and Vasubandhu for whom the test of reality is its unsubla­
tive character i.e. its eternity . 

The Cittamatra of the Larl1kavatara, the Mahatman of 
Asanga or the Vijiiaptimatrata of Vasubandhu is an et ernal 
Absolute which shines with its own lustre. The Lamkava­
tara-sutra says that the Tathagatagarbha (which is another 
name for the Cittamatra) is eternal, permanent, auspicious 
and unchanged.214 The same thing is reiterated by Asaz'lga 
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.217 Sthirmati says that 
the Vijnaptimatrata 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 char"ac­
ter . . The doctrine of momentariness appears once more 
with all i ts vigour and covers cons ciousness also within its 
sway. The eternal and permanent Tathagata of the Larhka­
vatara, the unbo rn and und ying Maha tman of Asanga and 
the non-out flowing219 and permanent Absolute of Vasu­
bandhu becomes fleeting idea in  the hands of Dinnaga and 
his followers . Dirinaga 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 A bso­
lute Idealism of Vasubandhu by trying to fuse it somehow 
with Critical Realism.2.2.0 On logical plane Dinnaga 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 them. 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 knowledgevspect222 or the 
o bject- condition223 of consciousness. It is i nternally cognised 
by introspection and appears as external object.224 The 
ultimate reality is an 'Idea' .225 Thus the 'external point­
instant' of logic becomes an <internal idea' in metaphysics . 
Subject and o bject are both internal . The internal world 
is double. For instance t here 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 i nseparable.226 It may be asked as to how a 
thing which in itself is not differentiated appears as differen­
tiated, Dinnaga would answer that we are blinded by the 

glamol.lr of transcendental illusion and therefore 'the Absolute 
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knowledge is reflected in the double form of subject and 
object.!27 In Dharmakirti the empirical idealism of D ifmliga 
turns towards Critical 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.22'> 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 ca nnot 
produce any thing, for it remains the same. On metaphysical 
plane Dharmakirti follows the line of Asailga, Vasubandhu, 
and Dilinag� and maintains that consciousness is the only 
reality. Its manifestation as subject and object is only an 
appearance.229 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 .230 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 ignoPance that the non-dual pure conscious­
ness appears in the form of subject and obj ect.232 The 
critical philosophy does not stop here but goes further and 
declares that like the external object the internal subj ect 
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 
Asailga, Vasubandhu and Dinnaga. Slintarak�ita and 
Kamala�lla who call themselves the upholders of formless 
consciousness maintaiu that the Vijiiaptimatrata is the only 
reality as has been upheld by the great teachers of the 
past.2S4 They call themselves as the upholder of the formless 
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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 nec essarily conscious 
character of consciousness . Santarak �ita says it matters 
Httl e 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. 2s5 

Consciousn ess is essentially self-luminous and free from 
all impositions. I t really transcends the subject- object 
duality. Neither the subject nor the object is ultimately 
real. That is 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.236 This pure conscious­
ness is in fact the pure self. True knowledge consists in 
t he (realization of this pure self.237) It a rises when it is 
known that ulti mate reality is pure consci ousness and is 
devoid of all adventitious impurities.23s The moment it is 
realized, the empirical world constructed by our mind 
vanishes. Thus we find that the consciousness of the 
Svat? n tra Vijfian avadins is ide n tical with that of the 
Y ogacara I d ealists . The dis tinction between the two is 
that one is eternal and the other is moqn tary . The des­
cription of cons ciousness of Advaita Vedanta. Santarak�ita 
is conscious of this fact that is the reasoQ why he says that 
Vedantins commit only a small mistake When they take self 
to be eterna1.239 SrIhaqa 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-lumin�us.24o We may conclude the 
discussion with the emphasis on the original teaching of the 
S�kya 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 i t s  variety comes to an end.  We find in the sutra 
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.2U 

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 ahle 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 i tself into three forms244 which are ( 1 )  Alaya­
Vijiiana, (2) Manovijnana and (3) Vi�aya-ViJiiapti or 
Pravrtti-Vijnana. 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-
1'lte what these modifications are 
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( I )  Alaya-Vijfiana, it is the first manifestation245 of the 
Mind- Only in the process of evolution. It is 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. It is called Ilaya because all the 
defiled activities247 are stored up here in the form of 
impressions .248 It is called VijiHina because of its ideal 
form.249 It is known as Vipaka because all the worlds,250 
an the ways,251 all the species252 and all good and bad 
deeds253 are stored up here. I t  is also called as sarva­
bfjaka254 because it contains the germs of all activities. 
They ensue from it as effects. It always contains touch,255 
impressions,256 feelings of pleasure. and pain,257 idea25h 
and consciousness.2 59 It is '-:':1t eternal like the Mind-Only 
hut is incessantly changing stream " � r:onscio usness which 
flows like a stream of water.260 Hence it .1s regarded as 

. changing eternity.2S1 The stream of Alaya c�'1tinues up to 
the moment a man has not attained ArhathClod . The 
moment he attains it, the stream of Alaya dries up and the 
phenomenal world comes to an end.262 

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 second)y it gives rise to n 'w 
ideas by bringing the accumulated ideas to the stage \. f 
maturity.268 The first is called hetupariQama on account" 
of its being cause of the subsequent ideas and the second is "\ ­

called phala-pariJ;lama on account of its being the effect of 
the antecedent ideas. The Itaya performs this difficult job 
of evolving the external world with its inherent power viz 
the transcendental illusion264 which performs the double 
role. As a Vip�ka vasana it continues the cycle of birth 
going on and as the ni�yanda vasana it develops the impress-
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ions latent in the A.laya and consequently the manas and 
other pravrtti vijfHinas arise. In other words it may be 
�aid that the Vipaka vas ana maintains the cycle of birth and 

the -ni�yanda vasana supplies the content of each birth.265 

(2) Manas-It is the second evolute266 of the Mind-Only. 

It is the process of intellection by which the homogeneous 

and undifferentiated citta ( Alaya ) is differentiated into 

s ubject and object, the perceiver and the perceived.  It is not 

an independent agent which acts on the .iUaya from outside, 
but has its base in the Alaya.267 Its content is also that of 

the Alaya. 

According to Vasubandhu mind is the seventh268 mano­
vijnana which is a lways accompanied by four mental 
notions which are ( I )  the faIlle notion of an ego , (2 ) igno­
rance about the ego (5) elevation over it and (4) attach­
ment to it.269 Though it is known as the Vijfiana, yet it  
should not be confused with manovijfUina which is merely 
intellectual wher e manas is conative, affective and intellec. 
tive270 and is the very locus of the manovijnana2'll. Eye 
consciousness and ear consciousness etc have eye and ear 
sense-organs <t';;" their locus but the manovijfiana has no locus 
because it has its locus in the manas itself. It is also known 
as ' mind in defilement'272 because the spir itual defilement 
starts nowhere except in t he 'manas' the principle of int ellec­
tion.  As long as  the understanding has not begun to play 
its role, the immaculate wisdom is not categorised into t he 
duality of the subject and the object and so no question of 
defilement arises. It discharges two functions ( I )  it reflects 
0'1 the Alaya and brings its contents-the impressions of 
mental and physical activities into order273 and (2) it 
disturbs the dormant Alaya and causes the evolution of 
phenomenal world. Explaining the x'elation between Alaya 
and the mana� Dr. Suzuki says that 'manas depends on 
A.la ya  for its existence and in  the same time i t  i s  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.274 The process of intellection goes on without 
interruption until a devotee brings it to a hal t by his Yogic 
practices a nd deep meditation on reality as such or he 
attain arhatship where the very basis of the Alaya comes to 
an end. It is absent in some o t her transic conditions as 
well.275 
Pravrttivijnana 

The pravrttivijn_ana is the third evolute of the Mi nd-Only 
It is a distinct awareness of the eternal objects, their bases 
and the psychic faculty or manovijnana. It is of six kinds 
each of which represents a group of similar cogn itions 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 tong ue. (5) Tactile consciousness apprehends 
tou c h  through the body and (6) N onsensuous consciousness 
apprehends id eas through the mind. The earl ier five cons­
ciousness may be comprised under the group of external 
consciousness and the latter under internal conscil)Usness . 
All these kinds of consciousness have their origin in the 
Alaya which contains their respective seeds.276 They may 
arise either singly or simultaneously.277 They s tand in the 
same relation to Alaya as the waves to the o cean.278 " 'T'hese 
consciousnesses should not be confused with the manas � J1.ich 
is a transcendental consciousness while thes e are empJ�-;al 
ones . The manas d epends for its exis tence on the Alaylt 
and comes into being just after it, while these consciousnesses 
arise with the help of the A.laya and the manas together.279 

The author of the Larhka.vaUira-sutra explair.s the evolu­
tion of the world with the help of a beautiful si miles 

The Citta dances like the danc er, 
Manas rese mbles the jester, 
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The Vijnana in company with the five imagines what is 
presented (that is an external world) to be the s tage.�90 

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 Vijnanas and the whole world 
comE)s 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 Vijnanas 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 Vijnanas .282 

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 Maya itself is a manifestation of the Mind-Only 
or consciousness. Hence it is established that the Mi nd­
Only is the only reality,2RS which is to be apprehended and 
by apprehending which every thing will be apprehended 
aut(lmatically. 

(1. , 
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lines 22-24. 

82. Stho.l9.kara grahakarh vijii.linarh nahi alarhbet suk�amli­
kararh vi�ayam. Anylilambana-vijii.�nam anyalambana­
nupagraht. Vijii.apti-matratasiddhi ( ]BORS ) XIX 
p. 24 quoted in the Yogacara Idealism p. 92 n 2. Also 
Alambana-par'ik�a verse 1 .  

83. Na tavat paramaQunam a klira\:.l prativedyate. Nirarh­
saneka- murtabha (narh ?) pratyayaprativedanat. Vyape­
tabhaga bheda hi bha�eran paramaQavaQ.. Nlinyatha' 
dhyak�ata te�am atmaka.ra samarpaQat. Tattva-sarh­
graha verses 1868- 1 869. 

84. Alambana-par'ik�a verse 4. Translated in the Yoglicara 
Idealism p. 93. 

85. Sarhkara-bha�ya 2. 2. 1 6. Thibaut English translation 
vol. 1 p. 394. 

86. KirQavali p. 52. Critique of Indian Realism p. 1 59. 

87. Tulyapara k�aJ)otpadad yatha nityatva vibhrama\:.l. 
Avicchinna sajat'iya grahe cet sthula vibhrama\:.l. 
Samana jvala sarhbhuter yatha d'ipena vibhrama\:.l. 
Nairantarya sthitaneka suk�ma-vittau tathaikadha. 
Tattva-sarhgraha verses 1972 and 589 respectively. 

88. The Yogac!1ra Idealism 95. 
89. Alambana-par'ik�a verse 6. 

90. Svabhava-sampanna. 
9 1 .  Naikarh svabhavarh citrarh hi maI).irfIparh yathaiva tat. 

PramaQa-vartika 3. 20 1 .  

92. Paratantryath hi sambandha\:.l. Sarhbandha-parlk�li 
verse I .  

93 Max MUller in the Introduction to Vajracchedika con. 
tained in the sacred Books of the East vol. XLIX. 
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94. Samvedanena bahyatvam atro'rthasya na siddhyati. 
Samvedanad bahir bhave sa eva na tu siddhyati. 
PramaQa-vlirtika.larhka.ra) quoted in the Yogacara 
Idealism p. 62 n1. 

95 . No eet so'sat katharh tebhyal;t pradurbhavarh samasnute. 
Tattva-sarhgraha verse 20, also verses 2030-2031 and 
Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika pp. 567-568. 

96. Dhiyo niladirupatve bahyo'rthal;t kirh pramaQakal;t. 
Dhiyo'nila.di-rnpatve sa tasyanubhaval;t katham. Pra­
maQa-vartika. Quoted in the Yogaclira Idealism p. 65 n 2. 
(Yat) yasmad aprthak sarhvedanam eva tat tasma.d 
abhinnarh, yatha nrIadhil;t svasvabhavat. Diilllaga. 
Quoted in the Tattva-sarhgraha-pafijika p. 567 lines 1 2- 1 3 . 

97. Sva-bija-paripa.kad rnpadyabhasarh vijfianarh pravar­
tate na tu riipa-diko'rtho'sti. Madhya.nta.vibhaga sutra­
bhli�ya.tlka p. 20. Quoted in the Yogaeara Idealism 
p. 63 n 3. Vikalpavasanabaddham vicitraIh cit ta-sarh­
bhavam. Larhkavatara-sutra, anityatll-parivarta verse32. 

98. Sahopalambha-niyamad abhedo nilataddhiyol;t. Quoted 
in the Yogacara Idealism p. 59 n 3. Sakrd samvedya­
manasya niyamena dhiyasal;t. vi�ayasya tato'nyatvam 
kenakareQa siddhyati. PramaQa·vartika 3 .  388 see verse 
335 also. 

99. jfianajneyayol;t parasparam eka evopalambha na prtha­
giti. Ya eva hi jfianopalambhal;t sa eva jfieyasya. Ya 
eva jfieyasya sa evajiUinasya iti yavat. Tat tva-sarhgraha­
pafijika p. 568 lines 8- 10. Nartho'sarhvedaQal;t kascid 
anarthasyapi vedanam dntarh' samvedyamanantat tayor 
nasti-vivekita. Tasma.d arthasya durvaram jfianakala 
vabhlisinal;t. jiianad avyatirekitvarh hetu-bhedllnuma 
bhavet. PramaQa-vartika 3. 390-39 1 .  

1 00. jiianarh eva kevalarh drsyate narthal;t (tasyapi darSane 
nillidyakara-dvaya sarhvedanarh tasy1ipi jfiana-kalavab­
hasane punar arthasya-darSanam. PramaQa-vartikalarh­
kara p. 41 1 lines 1 -2. 
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10 1 .  Yadi vijfiaptir anartha niyamo desa kalayob.. 
Santanasyaniyamasca yukta krtya kriya na ca. 
Vimsatika verse 2. 

102 .  Madhyamikavatara 6. 55. 

103. Sarhkara-bha�ya 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-bhutam ekarh vastu sadharan.arh tat 
khalu naikacitta-parikalpitam . . . . . . . . . . . .  kintu svaprati-
�tham. Yoga-sutra-bha*ya IV Quoted in the Yogacara 
Idealism p. 106 n 1 .  

1 (, 7 .  Ddadi niyamal;l siddhal;l svapnavat. Virhsatika verse 3. 
Svapne vinapyarthena kvacideva desa kirhcid bhramara.­
rama strl-puru*adikarh drsyate na sarvatra. Tatraiva 
ca dese kadacit drsyate na sarva-kalam iti siddh o vina­
pyarthena dda-kala-niyamal;l. Virhsatlka-vrtti p. 7 
lines 1 -4. 

1 08. Sapi tadrupanirbhasas tatha niyat-sam gamab.. Buddhi­
rasritya kalpyet yadi kirh va viruddhyate. Praman.a­
vartika 3. 394. 

109.  Evam vitatha-vikalpabhyasa-vasana-nidraya prasupto 
lokab. svapna ivabhutam a rtharh pasyan na prabuddhas 
tad abhavarh yathavan navagacchati. Yada tu tatpra­
tipak�a-locottara nirvikalpa jfiana-labhat prabuddho 
bhavati tada tatpr�tha labdha suddha-Iaukiki jnana­
sammukhl bhavad vi�ayabhavarh yathavad avagaccha­
mi, samanametat. Vimsatikavrtti p. 1 4  lines 14 - 19. 
Yavad advaya lak�an.e vijfiaptimatre yoginas cittarh na 
prati��hitarh bhavati tavad grahya-grahakanusayo na 
vinivartate, na prahlyate ityarthal;l. Trimsika. vijfiapti­
bha�ya p. 54 lines 14- 16. 

1 10. Madhyanta.vibhaga-sutra-bha�ya-trka pp. 16- 1 7. 
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1 1 1 . The Yogaclira Idealism pp. 1 06- 1 0 7. 
1 1 2 .  Santanantara-siddhi. Verses 6, 5. Translated in 

Buddhist logic vol pp. 523-524. 
1 1 3. Arthakriya-samarthalak�anatvad vastunal,l. Nyaya-

vartika-tatparya-trka p. 1 2  line 20. 
1 1 4. Sioka-vartika. Niralambana-vada. verses 88-9 1 
1 1 5. Athabhimatartha kriyavabhasi jiilinam eva artha-kriya­

sarhvadas tada'yamanyatha'pi bahyarthalambanam­
antare�api sarhbhavyat i ti Tattva-sarhgraha-panjika 
p. 553 lines 23-24. 

1 1 6 .  Virhsatika verse 4 and its vrtti p. 7 lines 1 5- 1 7. 
1 1 7 . Alambana-par'ik�a verse 6. 
1 1 8. Sa rvatralambanarh bahyarh dda-kala'nyathatmakarh. 

Janmanyekatra bhinne va tatha kalantare'pi va. 
Sloka-vartika niralambana-vada verse 108 .  
Asat-khyatirapi nasti ekantasatal,l kha-pu�padel,l prati­
bhasayogat. 
DeSa-kala-vyavahitanubhuta purva-padartha vi �aya eva 
bh ranto'pi pratyayal,l pra�abhrtarh bhavati na tvatyanta­
sadarthci vi�ayal,l. Nyaya-manj arI part 2 p. 545 lines 
1 -4. Pratibha-nidradi manodo�a-janmani svapne'pi 
dr�\a purva�yaiva tasyakasyollekhal,l. Jvalajjvala gal ad 
vahni drava dadryadi dadane. Rupam anyastham­
anyatra vetti na tvasadeva tat. Tadevarh bhranta 
bodhe�u nastyatyantasatarh pratha. DeSa-kalanyatha­
tvarh tu kevalarh bhiiti vastunal,l. Ibid part 2 p. 545 

lines 20-25. 
1 1 9. Vijnaptimatrata-siddhi p.  1 7  and Madhyanta-vibhaga­

sutra-bha�yatika p. 1 5  referred in the Yogacara Idealism 
p, 100 n 1 .  

1 20. Prama�a-vartika-3 361 -363. 
1 2 1 .  Alambana-par'ik�a verse 6. 
1 22 .  Athava satyarpa�at krame�api so'rthavabhasal,l svanu­

rupa-karyot-pattaye saktirh vijnlinacararh Karot'ityavi-
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rodha'iti. AnenantarajiHine svanurupa-karyotpatti 
nimitta-sakti-samarpaI)at karaI)atvam ca tasya pratibha­
sasya samarthitam. TaHva-samgraha-pafij ika p. 582 
lines 1 3 - 1 6  and p. 553 lines 23-2 4. 

1 2 3. Alambana-parlk�a. verse 6-7. 
1 24. The Yogacara Idealism p. 66. 
1 25 .  Narthakara smrtil). PramaI)a-vartikalamkara p. 404. 

Smrti's ceddrgvidham jfianam tasyaScanubhavadbhaval). 
Sa carthakara-rahital) sedanlntadvati katham. 
PramaI)a-vartika 3. 374. 

1 26. Narthad bhavas tadabhavat. Ibid 3. 375. 

1 2 7. Nyaya-kaI)ika p. 258 line 2 3. Translated in Buddhist 
logic vol 2 p. 367. 

1 28. Samkara-bha�ya. 

1 29. Vise�aI)a'prasiddhatva vikalpenai\'a bodhite. 
Svapnadipratyaye bahyam sarvatha nahi ne�yate. 
Sloka-vartika niralambana-vada. verse 107. 

1 30. Madhyanta-vibhaga-sutra-bha�ya-tlka p. 22 see The 
Yogacara Idealism p. 80 n 1 .  

1 3 1 .  Na ca yad yasya karaI)2.ti1 tad abhave tasyotpattir yuj­
yate. Tasmanniralambanam eva svapnadavivanyatrapi 
svab1ja paripa kad arthabhasam vijfianam utpadyate 
ityeva jneyam. Ibid p. 10 quoted in the Yogacara 
Idealism p. 79 n 1 .  

1 32 .  Tasmad dvirupamastyekam yadevam anubhuyate. 
Smaryate cobhayakarasyasya samvedanam pha1am. 
PramaI)a-vartika 3. 338. 

1 33. Santanantara-siddhi verse 1 Buddhist logic vol 1 p. 52 1 .  
1 34. Ibid verse 1 1  Ibid. 

1 3 5. Ibid verse 12 Ibid. 

1 36. Ibid verse 53 Ibid p. 523. 

1 37. Ibid verse 55 Ibid. 

1 38. Ibid verse 84 Ibid. 
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1 39. Ibid verse 72 Ibid p. 524. 

140. Yadi jfianatirekel)a n�sti bhuta catu�tayam. 
Tat kimetan na vicchinnarh vispa�tam avabhasate. 
Tasyaivarh pratibhase'pi nastitopagame sati. 
Cittasyapi kimasti tve pramal)a bhavatarh bhavet. 
Tattva-sarhgraha verses 1 965- 1 976, 

1 4 1 .  Visuddha-nirvikalpa-vijfiaptimatra. 
142. Kalpita-jIvatma. 

143. Yo balair.dharmlil)arh svabhavo grahya-grahakadil,J. pari . 
kalpitas tena kalpitenatmana te�arh nair�tmyarh na t\ 
anabhilapyenatmana yo buddhanarh vi�aya iti. Evart 
vijfiaptimatrasyapi vijfiaptyanantara parikalpitena t· 
mana nair�tmya-pravesat vijiiaptimatra-vyavastha· 
panaya sarvadharmal)arh nairatmya-pravesl bhavati na 
tu tadastitvapavadat. Virh:btika-vrtti pp. 1 0 - 1 1 linef 
20-23 and 1 .  

1 44. Studies in the Larilkavatara-sutra p. 254. 

1 45. Pratyatmagati-gamyasca atmavai suddhi-lak�al)am. 
Garbhas tathagatasyasau tarkikanam agocaral,l. 
Larhkavatara-sutra Gatha verse 747. 

146. Agantukair anadyaiSca kldairatma prabhasvaral,l. 
Sarhklisyate upeta sca vastravat parisuddhyate. Ibid 
verse755. 

147. Ibid verses 76 1 -762. 
1 48. Bhumayo vaSit�bhijiia abhi�ekarh ca uttaram. 

Samadhayo viSe�asca asatyatmani na�ti vai. Ibid 
verse 763. 

1 49. Vain�siko yada gatvli bruylid yadyasti ddyatam. 
Sa vaktavyo bhaved vijfial,J. sva-vikalparh pradadaya. 
Nairatmya-vadino' bha�ya bhik�u karmlil)i varjaya. 
Badhaka Buddha-dharmal)lirh sadasatpak�a-dntayal,J.. 
Tirtha-do�air vinirmuktarh nairatmya-vana-dahakam. 
Jajvalatyatmlivado'Ylh yuglintagnirivotthital,J.. Ibid 
verses 764-766. 
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1 50. Ibid verse 746. 

1 5 1 .  Na vasanair bhidyate cittarh na cittarh vasanai\:l sa\:l. 
Abhinnalak�al)arh cittarh vasanai\:l parive�titarn. 
Ibid verse 236 see also verses 237-239. 

1 52. Sa (Tathagatagarbha\:l) ca kila tvaya 'prakrti-prabhasv­
ara viSuddhyati-visuddha eva varl)yate. Dvatrirhsallak�-
al)a-dhara\:l sarva-sattva-dehlintaragato . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  nityo 
dhruva\:l siva\:l sasvatasca bhagavata varJ:.lita\:l . . . . . . . . . 

Larhkavaiara-siitra p 77. 

1 53. Tlrthakara api bhagavan nityal}. karta, nirgul)o, 
vibhur avyaya ityatma-vadopaddarh kurvanti. Ibid p. 77. 

1 54. Pararnarthastu Mahamate aryajfHina-pratylitma-gati­
garnyo na vagvikalpa-buddhigocaral}.. Ibid p. 87. 

1 55. Avarhmanasgocara. 

1 56. Adana-vijiiana gabhlr siik�mo ogho yatha vartati sarvabljo. 
Balli na e�o mayi na prakasi rnohaiva litma parikalpayeyu\:l. 
Sandhi-nirmocana-siitra 5. 5. Quoted in the Trirhsika­
vijiiaptibha�ya p. 43 lines 5-6. 

1 57. Na catma·dr�Vi\:l svayarnatma-Jak�al)a. Na clipi duQ.­
sarhsthitatavilak�al)a. Dvayan na canyad bhrarua e�a 
uccyate. TataSca rnok�o bhrama-rnatra sarhk�ayaQ.. 
Mahayana-siitralarhkara 6. 2.  

1 58. PratHyabhava-prabhave katharh janal}. . Samak�avrttiQ. 
srayate'nya kari tam. TarnaQ. prakaral}. katamo'yamldrso. 
Yato'vipasyansadasannirlk�yate. Ibid 6. 4. 

1 59. Yatha toyais tfptirh vrajati na mahasagara iva. Na 
vrddhirh va yati-pratata. visadarnbu pravisal)aiQ.. Tatha 
Banddho dhatuQ. satata samitaiQ. suddhi viSanair na 
trptirh vrddhim va vrajati param�scaryamih tat. Ibid 9, 55. 

1 60. Matam ca cittalu prakrti-prabhasvaram, Sada tadagan­
taka do�a dii�itam. Na dharmatii cittamrte'nya cetasal}., 
prabhasvaratvarh prakrtau vidhlyate. Ibid 1 3, 19. 
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16 1 .  Tattvam yat satatarn dvayena rahitam bhrlintesca sam­
nisrayal). 

Sakyarh naiva ca sarvathabhilapitum yaccaprapaficat­
makam. 

jfieyarh heyamatho visodd hyamamalarh yacca prakrtya 
matam. 

Yasyaklisa-suvarQa-vari sadrs'i kleslid viSuddhir mata. 
Ibid 1 1 . 1 3. 

1 62. Vijiiaptimatrata-siddhil) sva-saktil) sadrh maya. 
Krteyarh sarvatha sli tu na cintya Buddha gocaral). 
Vimsatika. Verse 22. 
Sa evanasravo dhatur acintyal) kusalo dhruval). 
Sukho vimukti kayo'sau dharmakhyo'yam mahamune!). 
Trimsika-vijiiapti, verse 30. 

1 63 . Prab hasvaram idarh cittarh Prakrtya. gantavomalaQ.. 
PramaQa-vartika 2. 209. 

1 64. Avibhago'pi buddhyatma viparyasita darSanaiQ.. 
Grahyagrahaka-sarhvitti bhedavaniva lak�yate. 

Ibid 3. 354. 

1 65. Yadantara-jiieya-ruparh tu bahirvadavabhasate. 
Alambana-par'ik�a verse 6. 

1 66. Vijiiaptimatrata siddhil) dhimadbhir vimalikrta. 
Asmabhis tad diSa yatarh paramartha-viniscaye. 
Ta ttva-samgraha verse 2084. 

1 67. Yadatma-tattvena tu brahma-tattvarh , d'ipopamenel) 
yuktal) prapasyet. Aj arh dhruvarh sarvatattvair viSud­
dharh, jiiatva devarh mucyate sarva· pliSai!). Svetasvetara­
upani�ad 2 .  I S. 

1 68. Tile�u tailarh dadhni�u sarpirapaQ. srota!) svaraJ,.1'isu 
cligniQ.. 

Evamatmatmani grhyat e'sau satyenainam tapas a yo nu 
pasyati. 

Ibid 1 .  1 5. 



362 The Problem of knowledge in Yogacara Buddhism 

1 69. Nantal) prajiiam na bahisprajiiath nobhayatal) prajiiath 
na prajflanaghanam na prajnam n�prajnam. Adrl?tam 
avyavaharyam, agrahyam, alak�aJ)am, acintyam, 
avyapadesyam, ekatma-pratyayasaratit, prapancopasa­
math santam, sivam, advaitath, caturthath manyante 

sa atma sa vijneyal). MaJ)c;lukya Upani�ad mantra 7. 

1 7 0. Yatha nadyal) syandamaoa� samudre'staril gacchanti 
n�marupe vihaya. 

Tatha vidvan namarnpal) vimuktal) paratparam puru­

�amupaiti divyam. 
MUJ)Qaka-upani�ad 3, khaJ)Qa 2 ,  B. 
Asabdam, aspadam arupam avyayath tatharasam 
nit yam agandhavacca yat. Anadyanantam, mahatal) 
pararil dhruvarh nicaya tan mrtyumukhat pramucyate. 
Kathopaoi�ad 1 .  3. 1 5. 
Van manasa oa manute yenahur manomatam. 
Tadeva bhrama tvath viddhi nedarh upasate, 
Kenopani$ad 1 .  4 .  

1 7 1 .  Na san na casan na tatha na canyatha, Na jayate vyeti 
na cavah'iyate. Na vardhate napi visuddhyate punar, 

viSuddhyate tat paramartha-Iak�aQam.  Mahayana. 
Sntralarhkara 6. 1 .  

1 72. Na  sat nasat sadasanna nobhayatmakam. 

vioirmuktath tattvazh madhyamika vidul). 

mika-sutra 1 . 1 .  

Catu�ko�i. 

Madhya. 

1 73. Na cantaram kincana vidyate'nayo�, Sadartha-vrttya 

sama-janma.norH,I. Tathapi janrna-k�ayato vidhiya te, 

Samasya-Iabhal) subha-karma-kariI,lam. Mahayat;""a­
sfttralarhkara 6.5. 
Tathagato yat svabhavas tat svabhavarh idarh jagat. 
Tathagato nil)svabhavo nil].svabhavam idajh jagat. 

Madhyamika-karika 22. 1 6. 
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1 74. Siinyatayarh visuddhayam nair�tmyan-marga-Iabhatal;l.. 
Buddha� suddhatma-labhitvad gata atma-mahatmatam. 
Mahayana-siitralarhkara 9. 3 L See also I I . 47. 

1 75. Mahayana-siitralarhkara 9. 55. 

l 76. Bhinnasraya bhinna-jalasca nadyaQ, skalpodaka krtya 
prthakatvakarya. Samudra.vi�tasca bhavanti sarva, 
eklisraya eka mahajalasca. Ibid 9. 33. 

1 77. Upalabdhimatra. 

1 78. Arthan sa vijnaya ca jalpamatran, santi�thate tannibha­
citta matre. Pratyak�atameti ca dharmadhatus, tasmad 
viyukto dvayalak!?aI;,lena Ibid 6. 7. Nastlti cittat para­
metya buddhya cittasya-nastitvamupai ti tasmat. Dvayasya 
nastitvamupaiti dhiman, santi�thate'tad gati-dharma­
dha,tu. Ibid 6. 8. 

1 79. YataQ svabljad vijnaptir yadabhasa pravartate. 
Dvi-vidhayatanatvena te tasya munirabravit. 
Tatha pudgala-nairatmyam praveso hyanyatha punal;l.. 
Desana dharma nairatmya pravesal:l kalpitatmana. 
VirhSatika. verses 9- 10.  

1 80. Madhyamika.karika 22.  16. 
1 8 1 .  Vadatovyaghat. 

1 82. DharaI;,lli. 

183. KhaI;,lc;lana. 

1 84. Ma:Q.Qana. 

1 85. Ni$edha, 

186. VidMna. 
1 87. Nirakara:Q.a. 

1 88. Svikara:Q.a. 
189. Virhsatika., verse 22. 
1 90. A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy p.  1 1 6. 
1 9 1. Athava vijnanavad vijneyam api dravyat eveti kecin 
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many ante, vijiievad vijiianam api samvrtit eva na para· 
marthat ityasya dviprakarasyapyekanta- vadasya prati­
�edharthal} prakaral).arambhal}. Tri1hsika-vijfiaptibha�­

yam p. 1 7  lines 1 3- 1 5. 
1 92. Anasravo dhatul.l. 
1 93. Kusala. 
1 94. Dhruva. 
1 95. Sukha. Trirhsika vijfiapti verse 30. 
1 9 6. Su nyata vidyate lVatra tasyam api sa vidyate. 

Madhyanta-vibhaga-sutra bha�yaFka verse 1 .  2. 
1 97. Abhutasya-parikalpo yasmin sal}. 
1 98. Abhutasya parikalpo yasmat sa}.l.. 
199. Abhutas casau parikalpital). 
2(;0. Abhuta-parikalpastu citta-caittas tri-dhatukal;1. Ibid 

l .  9. 
20 1 .  Yavad vijiiaptimatratve vijiianam navati�thati. 

Graha-dvayasyanusayas tavan na vinivartate. 
Vijfiaptimatramevedam ityapi hyanupala rhbhata�. 
Sthapayan nagratal} kificit tanmatre navati�thati. 
Trirh:Hka-vijiiapti. verses 26-27. 

202. Citta-matropalaffi bhena jiieyarthanllpalam bhata. 
Jiieyarthanupalaru bhena syaccittanupalambhata. 
Trisvabhava-Nirdesa. verse 36. 

203 . Nabhava upalabdhe�. Samkara-bha�ya 2 . 2 .  28. 
( Thibaut's English translation vol I p .  420 .  ) 

204. Ibid 2 .2 .28 pp. 420-42 1 .  
205. Bl'ahma sat yam jagan mithya. 
206. Nahi brahma-vadino niladyakararh vittim abhyupa­

gacchanti kintu anirvacaniyarh nIladiti. Bhamati 
2 . 2 .  28. Quoted in 'A Critical Survey of Indian 
Philosophy' p. 3 1 3. 

207. Vedanta-siddhantasya tvayam saugata matad bheda}.l. 
na jiianakaro'rtha}.l. kintu bahyanirvacaniyattvan 
mayamayal). Advaita-Brahamasiddhi pp. 1 00- 1 04. 
Quoted in 'A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy 
p. 3 1 6. 
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208. Paratantra svabhavastu vika1pal;t pratyayodbhavaq. 
Ni�pannas tasya piirveQa sadarahitta tu ya. 
Atayeva sa naivanyo nananyaJ;! paratantrataJ;!. 
Anityadi-vad vacyo nadnte'smin sa drSyate. 
Tririlsika-vijiiapti verses 2 1 -22. 

209. Yadi hi parini�panna� paratantrad anya� syad evarh 
na parikalpitena paratantral). silnya!:]. syat. Athananya 
evamapi parIll1�panno na vi�uddhyalarhbanal;t syat 
paratantravat sarhk1esatmakatvat. Evarh paratantra�ca 
na k1eJatmakal;t syat parini�pannad ananyatvat pari­
ni�panna-vat. Trirhsika-vijiiapti-bha�yam p. 5 1  lines 
1 3- 1 7. 

2 1 0. K�aQika. 
2 1 1 .  Pra vaha-rupa. 
2 1 2 . Kiitastha-nitya. 
2 1 3 . Dhruva. 
2 1 4. Tathagata-garbho nit yo dhruval;t sivaJ;! sasvatasca. 

Larhkavatara-sutra-p. 77. 
2 1 5. Na jayate vyeti na divahryate. Mahayana-siitralarh­

kara. 60 1 .  
2 1 6. DharmaQarh paramarthasca sa yatas tathatapi sal} . 

Sarva-kalarh tatha bhavat saiva vijnaptimatrata. 
TrirhSika-vijnapti . Verse 25. 

2 1 7 . Tasya vyavrttir arhatve. Ibid verse 5. 
2 1 8 . Dhruvo nityatvat ak�ataya. Sukho nityatvad eva 

yadanityarh tad dubkham, ayam ca nitya iti asmat 
sukhal;t. Tl'imsika-vijiiaptibha�ya p. 56 l ines 24-25. 

2 1 9. Anasrava. 
220. A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy pp. 1 25- 1 26. 
22 1 .  Sva1ak�aQa. 
222. Grahyabhaga. 
223. Alambana-pratyaya. 
224. Alambana-parlk �a. verse 6 .  
225. Vijiiaptimatrata or  vijuapti . Tattva-sarhgraha verse 

2024. 
Sarvarh vijnaptiml1trakam. Trirhsika vijnapti. verse 1 7. 
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226. Buddhist Logic vol. I p. 520 note 3 .  
'abhedo nlla taddhiyoJ:!. See also PramaQa-vartika. 3 .  
229.  

227.  Avidyaya hi ye antha�tathii vedya-vedakakara-rahita 
jnanam api pasyanti. Buddhist Logic vol. 2 p. 399 
n. 5 .  

228 .  Nyaya-bindu· I .  1 5 .  
229. Tasm::1nnarthe�u na jnane sthiilabhasas tadatmanal). 

Ekatra-prati�iddhatvad bahu�vapi na sarhbhaval}. 
PramaQa-vartika 3 .  2 1 2 . 

230. Paricchedontaranyonyarh bhago bahiriva
·
sthita�. 

Jnanasyabhedino bheda pratibhaso hyupaplavab. 
Ibid 3. 2 1 3. 

23 I .  TadbhedasrayaQI ceyarh bhavanarh bheda sarhsthitib. 
Tadupaplvabhave ca te�arh bhedopyupaplavab. 
Ibid 3. 2 1 5 . 

232. Ibid 3 .  354. 
233. Ibid 2. 209. 
234. Tattva-sarhgraha verse 20. 

235. Anirbhasarh sa nirbhasam anyanirbhasameva ca. 
Vijaniiti na ca jnanarh bahyamal'tharh kathancana. 
Ibid verse 1 999. 

236. Avedya-vedakakara buddhil;t purvarh prasadhita. 
Dvayopaplava-siinya ca sa sarhbuddhai1;l prakaSita. 
Ibid verse 35-36. 
Prakrtya bhasvare citte dvayakarakalarhkite. 
Dvayakaravimur;lhatma kal} kuryad anyatha-matib 
(tim) ? Ibid verse 35-38. 

237. ViSuddhatma-dadana. 

238. Etadeva hi tajjnanarh yad visuddhatma-dadanam. 
i\gantukamalopeta citta-matratva-vedana t. 
Ibid verse 3535. 

239. Te�am alpaparadharh tu dadanarh nityatoktita1;l. 
Ibid verse 330. 

240 . A Critical Survey of Indian Philoso phy 3 1 5 . 
24 1 .  Kevattha-sutta-Dialogues of Buddha part 1 p. 284. 
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242. Gahakaraka Ditthosi pun geharh na kahasi. 
Sabbate fasuka bhagga gahakutaril visalhkhitam. 
Visarhkhara·gatarh cittarh taQhiinarh khayamajjhagli. 
Dhammapadam. Verse 1 54. 

2 43. Vijiilina-parinamoyarh vikalpo yad vikalpyate. Tena 
tannlisti tenedarh sarvarh vijnaptimatrakam. Trirhsika­
vijnapti-verse 1 7 . 

244. Atma-dharmopacliro hi vividho yab pravartate. Vijna­
na-pariQamo'sau pariQamal) sa ca tridha. Ibid verse 
I .  Vipako mananakhyasca vijnaptir vj�ayasya ca . 
Ibid verse 2 .  

245. The Alaya in the LarhkavaHira-siitra IS not the mani­
festation of the Mind-Only. It is identical with it. 
Here the first manifestation is 'manas' . I n 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 Trirhsika-vijnapti quoted above. 
The following verse clears the position of the 
Larilkavatara sutra. Alayarh hi samasritya mano vai 
sarhpravartate. Cittarh manasca sarhsritya vijnanarh 
sarh pravartate. La (bkavatara-sutra-sagathakam verse 
269. 

246. A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy p. 1 1 9. 
247. TrirhSika-vijIiapti-bha�ya p. l line 23, p .  222  lines 1 -2.  
248. Vasana. 
249. ]nana- rupa. 
250. Loka. 
25 1 .  Gati. 
252. Yoni. 
253. SUbhasubha karma-sarva-dhatu-gati-yoni-jati�u kusala­

kusala-karma-vipakatvad vipakal). Ibid p. 2 2  lines 3-4 . 
254. Sarva dharma hi alina vijIiane te�u tattatha. 

Anyonya-phala-bhavena hetu-bhavena sarvada. 
Abhidharma-sutra. Quoted in the Madhyanta-vibhaga· 
sutra-bha�ya-tIka p. 28. Quoted in the Yogacara 

, Idealism p. I l 5 note 2.  
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255. Spada. 
256. Manaskara. 
257. Adu�kha-sukha-vedana. 
258. Sariljna .  
259 .  Cetana. Sada spada-manaskaravitsarhjnacetananvitam. 

Trirh :Hka-vijnapti verse 3. 
SparSa-manaskara- vedana-samjnii cetanakhyaiQ. 
PaiicabhiQ sarvatragair dharmairanvitam. 
Trirh�ika-vijfiapti-bha�ya p. 23 lines 1 1 -1 2 . 

260. Vartate srota-sraughavat. TrirhSika-vijiiapti. verse 4. 
26 1 .  PariI].aminitya. 
262 . Tasya vyavrttirarhatve. Ibid verse 5 .  
263 . DharmaQ iilaya-vijnane dharme�u ca vijnanath tatM. 

Pha]a-svabhavasca anyonyarh hetu-svabhava api sada. 
Mahayana-abhidharma-sutra. Quoted in the Yogacara 
Idealism p. 1 1 6 Note 1 .  Alaya-vijiianarh dvidha 
pr avartate-adhyatman upadana-vijilaptito bahirdha' 
paricchinnakara-bhajana vijiiaptiSca. 
Trirhsika vijiiapti-bha5yam p. 22 lines 8-9. 

264. Vasana. I�yate vasanavidbhi� sakti-rupa hi v3.sana .  
Quoted in the Yogacara Idealism p. 1 63.  Samarthyam. 
Tattva-sarhgraha-paiijika p. 367 line 2 1 .  

265.  Vijiiaptimatrata-siddhi p. 1 8 . 
266. In  the Larhkavatara-sutra, it is the first evolute of the 

Mind-Only. 
267.  Tadalambarh manonama vijiianath mananatmakam. 

Trirhsika-vijftapti verse 5. Larhkavatara-sutra. Saga­
thakam. Verse 102.  

268. SaI].l!amanantaratHath vijiianarh yaddhi tanmanaQ. 
Sa�t hasraya-prasiddhyartharh dhata vo' �t adasa smrtaQ. 
A bhidharma-kosa 1 .  1 7 . 

269. KleSaiScaturbhiQ sahitarh nivrtavyakrtaih sada. 
A tmadr�tyatma-mohatmanatma-sneha sarhjiiitail]. 
Trirhsika-vijnapti verse 6. 
Avidyaya catmadntya casmimanena tr�I].aya. 
Ebhis caturbhii). sarhkli�tarh mananalak�aQ.ath manal;t. 
Viparyasa-nimittarh tu mana\! kli�tarh sadaiva yat,. 
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Kusalavyakrte ci tte sadaharh kara-karal}am. Quoted in 
the Tri lh sika-v�jfiapti-bha�yam p. 28 lines 2-S. 

270. Vaikaly�d vi�ayaI)llm hi kramavrttya pravartate. 
Vijfianena vijanati manasa many ate punal;l. 
Lamklivatara-siitra 2. 1 1 6 . 

271 . Ibid 2 .  1 1 7 .  
272.  Kli�ta-manas. 
273. Cittena ciyate karma jfianena ca vidhJyate. 

Prajflaya ca nirabMsarh prabhavarh didhigacchati .  
I bid anityata parivarta. Verse 39 .  

274. Studies i n  the Lamkavatara .  S utra p.  250. 
27S. Vijflapti-matrat�-siddhi pp. 24, 34, 3S . 
276. Vijfiaptimlltrata -siddhi p. 33. See the Yogacara 

Id ealism p. 1 4 1  H. 1 .  
277.  Alaya-vijfianiH pravrtti-vijfilinllnarh yugapad ayuga-

pa cc otpattau dr��a nta1}. Trimsika-vijfiapt i-bha�yam 
p. 42 lines 1 7- 1 8 . 

278. A layat sarva citta�i pravartanti taramgavat. 
Vasana hetuka sarve yatha pratyaya sarhbhaval;t. 
Lam kavatara-sutra-sagathakam. Verse 8 7 1 .  
Paficanam mula-vijnane yatha pratyayamudbhaval;l. 
VijiHinlinarh saha na va taramgaI)am yatha jale.  
Trimsika-vijfia pti verse 1 5 .  

279. Lamkavatara.sutra-sagathakam verse 269. 
280. Natavannrtyate cittarh mano-vidu�a sadrsam. 

Vijfianam pancabhil;l sardham drsyam kalpeti rarhgavat. 
Ibid . k�a(l.ika-parivarta. Verse 4.  

281 .  S tudies in  the Lamkavatara-sutra p. 249. 
282. Systems of Buddhistic thought p. 2 1 S . 
283.  Vijafina-pariI)amo' yam vikalpoyad vikalpyate. 

Tena tannasti tenedarh sarvarh vijfiaptimatrakam. 
Trim sika.vijfiapti verse 1 7 . 



G L O S S A R Y  

Abhava 
" (Ayu�m�m) 
" (Bhinnamurtil;!.) 
., (Vlistaval;!.) 
" (VigrahavM) 

Abhedagraha 
Abhinna 
Abhdlnta 
Abhutaparikalpita 

Abhyasa 

Adhigati 
Adhi�thlina 
Adhyavasaya 
Adhevaseya 
Adnta 

Agnihotra 
Aitihya 
Amitabha 

Amurtatva 
Anabhilapya 
Antarvyapti 

Anumana 
Anupalabdhi 
Anuvyavas�ya 

Non Ens ; non existence 
Right Honourable Non Ens 
Separately shaped Non Ens 
Real Non Ens, 
Bodily or Hypostasized Non 
Ens. 
Non-catching the identity 
identical 
non-illusive 
Store house consciousness ; it 
also denotes . fictitious, de­
pendent and Absolute realities 
A term used for vlisana or 
maya 
fetching 
locus 
perceptual judgment 
conceivable 
A word used for maya or 
vlisana in the vaise�ika system. 
oblation to fire 
tradition 
One of the mythological 
Buddhas 
incorporeali ty 
unutterable 
internal invariable concomi­
tance 
inference 
negation 
conceptual judgement in 
introspective consciousn�,ss 



AnuvrttipratHi 

Anyavylivrtti 
Apoha 

Apratyak�a 
Apurva 

Ap)! 
ArQfpotakal;t 
Arthakriyasamarthatva 
Arthakriyasamarth ya 
Arthll patti 
Arthaprakasa 
Artha pratHi 
Arthatman 

Arya 
Asamartha 
Asat · 
Asiddhi 
Asli�ta 
Asoka 
Asraya 
Atadvyavrtti 

Atma khyati 
Atman 
A tma-sa rh vedana 
Atyanta parok�a 
AvaraQa 
Avidya 
Avinlibhliva 

Glossary 

inclusion of the common 
objects 
exclusion of others 

3 7 1  

negative reasoning; exclusion 
of all things not coming under 
the category in point 
indirect 
A word used for maya or 
vasana in the Pflrva Mimarh. 
sa. 
fires t ick 
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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Avisamvadi 
Avyakrta 
Avyapadesya 
Ayatana 
Bahirvyapti 

Bhavana 
Bhava padartha 
Bhedagraha 
Bhrama 
Bhranti 

" (citta) 
" (dnti) 
" (Karma) 
" (samjM) 
" (sankhya) 
" (sans thana) 
" (varJ;la) 

Bhutala 
Bhiitartha 

Bodha 
Bodhi 
Bodhicitta 

Bodhisattva 

Brahman 

Buddhi (Kalpika) 
BuddhyaruQha 
Buddhyatman 

Candrapi9a 
Citrangada 
Citt� 

non-incongruous 
indescribable 
unutterable 
base 
external invariable concomi­
tance 
biotia force 
positive enti ty 
catching the . non.difference 
illusion 
illusion 

" (coQoeptual) 
" (perceptual) 
" of motion 
" of substance 
" " number 

" order " 

" " colour 
ground 
substance of all things; reality 
as such. 
comprehension 
perfect wisdom, enlightenment 
the Absolute reality of 
'Santideva. 
an elightenned saint of 
Mahayana 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. 
mind 



Cittam�tra 
Darah 

J)avittha 
Desa 
DeSana 
Deslinanugata 
Dharmadharmibha:va 
Dharmadhatu 

Dharmakaya 

Dharma-nairatmya 
Dhatri 
Dha:tu 
Dhruva 
l;)ittha 
Dravya 
Dntanta 
Dr�timarga 
DvaidhikaraJ)a 
Dve�a 
Ekatva 
Ganga 
Gavaya 
Gotva 
Grlihya 
Grahya grli.hakak�ra 
GUJ)a 
Hantaki 
Hetu 

" (anupalabdhil» 
" (karya) 
" (svabhava) 

• 
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Mind-Only 
Woman-A Sanskrta term 
which is always used in plural 
number but denotes a single 
woman. 
Name of a person 
Space 
teachings 
beyond space 
substantive attributive relation. 
A term used for the highest 
reality 
The Absolute reality in 
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 



374 The Problkm of knowledge in Yogliclira Buddhism 

Hetvabhli.sa 
" (satpratipak�a) 

Hinayana 

IdamUi 
Jagat 

Janus 

Jati 
Jfilinam 

" (nirakaram) 
" (taimira) 

Jnatata 
Jnatat (jiHinam) 
Kadambari 

Kala 
Kalananugata 
Kalpana 

" (guJ}a) 
" (jati) 
" (nama) 

Kalpanapo«;lham 
Karma 
KaruJ}a 
Karya 
Klirya karaJ}a bhava 
Klrptir vyapadesa 
K�aJ}a 
LankavaUlrasiltr� 
Lokonatha 

.M aha bhini�kramaJ}a 

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 BaQa' s Kadam­
bari 
time 
beyond time 
j udgment, category 
category of quality 

" 

" 

" genus or universal 
" of name 

free from imagination 
motion 
benevolence 
causation, effect 
causality 
verbal ex.pression 
moment 
A Mahayana scripture 
Buddha ( the Lord of the 
world) 
The final departure of B uddha 
for salvation. • 



Miiha tman 

Mahayana 

.Manas 
Manovijnana 
Maya 
Meghaduta 
Meru 

Nirakara 
NirvaJ;la 
NiScaya 
Ni�edha 

Ni�panna 
Nityatva 
Ny'aya 

" (laghava) 
Padartha 
Pak�adharmata 
parapeksa 
paratantra 
paratantrya 
parikalpita 
Parinama (hetu) 

" (phala) 
Parini�panna 
Parsis 
Paryudasa 

Prakr�topakaraka 
PramaJ;la 

• 
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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 my tho· 
logy. 
irhageless 
salvation 
judgment 
absolute negation, a kind of 
apoha 
accomplished 
eternity 
One of the six systemsof the 

Vedic philosophy ; judgement 
low of parcimony 
category 
essential nature of a syllogism. 
relativity 
worldly objects 
dependence 
fic t itious 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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" (samplava) 
" (vyavastba) 

PramaQ.yam 
-apramaI;.lyam ubhayam paratal) 

coalescence theory of cognition 
limitation theory of cognitton 
Extrinsic validity and 
invalidity of truth 

PramaI;.lyam apramaI;.lyam 
ubhayam svatal;1 
PramaI;.lyam paratal) 
apramaI)yam svatal) 
PramaI)yarh svatal) 
apramaI;.lyam paratal} 
Pramudita 

Prapti 
Prasajya prati�edha 

Pratibha 
Pratibhasa 
PraUti 
PratHyasam u tpada 

Pratyak�a 
" (indriya) 
,I tmanasa) 
,I (nirvikalpa) 
" (savikalpa) 
" (yogi) 

Pratyak�abhasa 
Pratyaya 

" (adhipati) 
" (alambana) 
" (sahakari) 
" (samanantara) 

Pudgala 
Pudgala-nairatmya 
Raga 

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,h�a 
Raja harisa 
Rupa 
Rupaslesa 
Sabda 
Sadhya 
Saksatkaritva vyapara 
Shkya miun 

Samadhi 
Samanya 

" (apara) 
" (maha) 
., (para) 

Samanyalak�aJ;la 
Samavaya 

" (saIhyukta) 
Sambandha 

" (viSe�aQa viSe�ya) 
Sambhava 
saIhsara 
sa rhskiira 

Samudaya 
Sarhvit samarthya 
Sarhyoga 
Sandhinirmocana sutra 
Sanmatra 
SaQQaarl 

Sarupya 
Sarupya vlida 
Sarba bijka 

Sarvagatam 
" (Svasraya) 

one of the epics of Kalida�a 
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 
subject-attribute relation 
probability 
world 
impression, a name fOf vasana. 
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 vijnana 
ubiquitous 
ubiquitous within its own 
sphere 
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Sarvajiia parlk�a 

Sarvatovya vrtta 
Sarvoplidhivinirmukta 
Satta 
SaWimlitra 
Siddhi 
Sirbjsapli 
Sipra 

Skandha 
Sphuta 
Sphutahatva 
Sthliyitva 
Sukanasa 

Sunya 
Sunyatli 
Svalak�a1)a 

Svalak�a1)atva 
Svarupa matram 
Svasarbvedana 
Svayam prakasa 
Tadlikarata 
Tadevaidam 
Tathligata 
Tathligatagarbha 

Tathatli 

Trailokya vylivrtta 

Tatta 

a chapter in the Tattva Sam­
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 
CandraplQa in the Kadam bari 
of the Sanskrta poet Ba1)a 
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 Tathligata 

reality in its t rue nature, 

reality as such 

unique 

thatness 
• 
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Trirhsika 

Tu�italoka 

Upalabdhi 
Upamana 
Urvas! 

U tprek �a vya para 
Vasana 

" 

" 
" 

(anadi) 

(anubhava) 
(Ni�yanda) 

(vip aka) 

Vasana vada 
" (anubhava) 
, . (atyanta vikalpa) 

" (ekanta vikalpa) 
" (vikalpa) 

Vastavatva 
Vicara 
Vidhisvarupatva 
Vijfiana 

" (Alaya) 
II' (pravrtti) 

a work of Vasubandhu OIl 
Y ogacara Idealism 
ODe of the heavens men· 
tioned in Buddhist mytholog) 
comprehnsion 
analogy 
a heavenly damsel in Hindu 
mythology 
imaginative faculty of mind 
habit energy, inherent crea­
tive power of Alaya vijiiana 
biotic force, transcendental 
illusion 
reality of external world 
it is one of tbe functions of 
anadivasana which develops 
,the impressions latent in the 
Alaya and consequently gives 
rise to means and other 
vijiianas. 

"-
it is one of the two functions 
of anadi vasana which con­
tinues the cycle of birth 
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 
" (vi�aya) 

Vijiiaptimatrata 
Vikalpa 
Vik�epa 
Vilak�aJ;).a 
Virodha 
ViruddhavyabhicarI 

Vi�e�a 
Viseg1a 
Visuddha 
Vitarka 
Vitti 
Vyakti 
Vyapti 
Yukti 
Yogya 

ideation 

Mind.Only 
imagination 
projection 
dependent 
contradiction 
fallacioug reason which is 
both contradictory and non­
contradictory 
particular 
adjective, determination 
pure 
fanciful thinking, conjecture 
apprehension' 

individual 
invariable concomitance 
ratiocination 
competent 
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