
ELI FRANC0 

STUDIES IN THE TATTVOPAPLAVASIMHA 

II. THE THEORY OF ERROR* 

In a previous paper I tried to present JayarC’s critique of the criterion of 
truth.’ I would now like to proceed with the different, but related problem 
of the theory of error. ’ At first sight, it would seem that a theory of error 
does not have much to do with a criterion of truth. The function of the 
criterion is to tell us when and where a true cognition occurs, and, by the 
same token, when it does not occur. If we take, for instance, the efficiency 
of the activity as a criterion of truth, we can conclude by its presence that 
a cognition is right, and by its absence that a cognition is wrong. The criterion 
does not have to tell us anything about the way in which a true or false 
cognition is produced. Apparently, therefore, a theory of error has nothing 
to do with the question as to whether this or that particular cognition is 
true or false. It should simply tell us, after we have determined with a 
criterion of truth that a cognition is wrong, what went wrong. 

However, Indian philosophers did not formulate their theories of error 
innocently, for they saw clearly that a theory of error can have a limiting 
function: an explanation of errors in a particular way determines when and 
where errors are at all possible. Thus, a MimmHmsaka will formulate his theory 
of error in such a way that it could never be applied to the Veda, and a 
Naiyayika will formulate his theory in such a way that at some stage of the 
analysis the existence of an external real object will have to be assumed. 

The conflict with the Buddhists obliged the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas 
to defend the reality of the object.3 Every cognition had to have its counter- 
part in reality to which the cognition was not allowed to add any modification. 
The cognition was supposed to be absolutely transparent, passive as a mirror, 
and not in any way responsible for its content. That is why errors presented 
an embarrassing problem, for errors are one clear case in which the cognition’s 
external object (&zmbana), if it has one at all, cannot correspond to the 
cognition’s content, i.e., to the object which appears in the cognition 
@ratibh@fa-kqwz). 

Now, if errors were to be made an exception in which the cognition 
has an ideal object, or no object at all, then this would constitute a dangerous 
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precedent and a marvelous example for the Buddhist niriilamban&umEna: 

All cognitions are without external object, 
because they are cognitions, 
just like an illusion. 

This kind of inference will prove the unreality of the world. Therefore, the 
‘realist’ philosophers had to account for errors in such a way that one would 
not be able to use erroneous cognitions as an example for the above inference. 

With regard to this problem, the two most important Naiyayikas are the 
Acarya and the Vy%khyatr. They laid down the basic principles which all 
Nyaya, Vaisesika and Mimamsa philosophers up to the 9th century used in 
their theories of error, and they all (with the possible exception of Kumarila)4 
can be affiliated to the schools of the one or the other. 

The problem of the identity of these two Naiyayikas, which occupied 
Indologists for several decades, was more or less solved with the publication 
of Cakradhara’s Ny&yamafijarigranthibhariga. Commenting on NM, 62.15 

- - 
Cakradhara says that the name acarycb applies to a group of commentators 
on Uddyotakara’s Nylyawirttika. the first of which (prabhyti) is the Rucikara, 
whereas the name vyikhystarah applies to a group of commentators on the 
Ny&yabh&!ya the first of which is Pravara .s The Rucikara was identified by 
E. Steinkellner with Adhyayana[pada] .6 As for the name Pravara, it appears 
in no other text except the NM, which is perhaps a bit strange for such an 
important figure who was a founder of a school. For this reason, A. Wezler has 
suggested that Pravara is perhaps not a proper name, and that it may be used 
here to designate a Naiyayika already known to us by a different name. 7 

The basic principle of the Acarya theory of knowledge is that the object 
is not alone responsible for the cognition’s content!’ There are other causal 
factors which play a role in determining the way in which the object is 
presented to consciousness. In other words, the cognition’s content and 
the cognition’s (external) object are not equivalent terms. For instance. 
the same object appears differently when perceived from different points in 
space. The difference in the cognition is not due to the object, for it remains 
the same; it is due to the difference in the causal complex. This general 
principle was naturally applied to the theory of error. Jayanta presents three 
Acarya theories, the first of which runs as follows (NM, 226. 14- 15): 

kaiScid lilambanae tasmin uktam sGrJra-maricayabf 
nip-hita-n&ik#rtib saliLik5ra-dhCri@// 
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“By some [&aryas] the external object in the [case of a mirage of water] is 
taught to be the sun-rays, which are made to hide their own form, and 
carry the form of water.” 

It is clear that according to this Soka, whatever happens when there is 
an error, happens outside. It states that the sun-rays carry the form of water, 
and not that the sun-rays are cognized as water. Schmithausen (p. 167) 
interprets the S/O/L-O as if error consists in a transformation of the object 
(patinama). (Note that the word occurs neither in the iloka, nor in Jayanta’s 
commentary upon it.) This may be true to some extent, but the word trans- 
formation cannot be used here without modifications. When we talk of 
a transformation of one thing into another, we usually mean that after the 
transformation takes place, the thing is no longer there in its original form. 
To use Padmapada’s examples, when the lotus bud is transformed into a 
flower, or the milk into curds, the bud or the milk no longer exist as bud 
or milk. But here we have a different case. The form of the sun-rays is hidden 
when they carry the form of water, but nevertheless it exists. The theory 
of error described by Padmapada (cf. below) involves a real transformation 
of the object, but it cannot be identical with the one referred to by Jayanta. 
Following Schmithausen, I shall use the word transformation to designate 
this theory, but the above modification should be borne in mind. 

Logically, the next step in this theory is to say that when we have an 
erroneous cognition, it is not the cognition which is at fault (for it apprehends 
the object as it is at the moment the cognition arises), but the object, for it is 
not the cognition which deviates from reality (v.vabhicririn), but the object. 
The cognition is completely passive, therefore the object is wrong. 

From Uddyotakara’s criticism we learn that this step was actually taken 
(NYotl NS, 1 .1.4, pp. 113-l 14): 

kie punar atra vyabhiciri kim artha gho iii&am iti. eke t&vad 
varyyanti - arthasya vyabhicarah arthas tu tatha na bhavatfti, 
tad-vyabhictinit tad-visayam jfiZnam api vyabhicarity ucyate iti. 

“In the case [of error], what deviates [from reality], is it the object (artha) 
or the cognition? Some [Naiyayikas] 9 are of the opinion that the object 
deviates, it is the object which is not so (tathii) [as it really is] ; because 
it deviates, the cognition which has it for object (vi!aya) is also called 
‘deviating’.” 

No matter how shocking this theory may sound to us (for we say that a 
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wrong, false, invalid and so on object is a categorical mistake like a singing 
number; only cognitions can be right or wrong, objects can exist or not 
exist), its historical authenticity cannot be denied, for it was repeatedly 
attacked by Indian philosophers, Buddhists, Vedantins and, as we have 
seen, by Naiyayikas as well. 

From JayaraSi’s criticism we learn that the followers of this theory accepted 
a further logical consequence and applied the b~~~~a-b~~~aka-bh~~u, the 
sublated-sublating relation, to the different states of the object. Here again, 
one usually talks of sublation as a relation between two cognitions: the 
cognition of the sun-rays sublates the previous cognition of water, the 
cognition of the conch-shell sublates the cognition of silver etc. None of 
these cognitions affects the external object in any way. The conch-shell was 
exactly the same when we took it erroneously for silver, and it does not change 
now when we recognize it as a conch-shell. However, this Acarya theory 
implies the opposite view. Indeed, once the object was recognized to be 
wrong, there is no reason why it should not be sublated. But perhaps the 
theory is less strange than it appears. The word bti&d is usually used in the 
strict sense of ‘assertion of falsity’ (mithJGti bidhakuy jricrzam), but it can also be 
used in a more general sense of ‘obstruction’. In this second meaning it is 
certainly not restricted to the epistemological level, and it can be used as 
an ontological term. For instance, the subtlety (sauksmya) of an object may 
prevent its being rightly apprehended. 

Sublation is the exact opposite of error, i.e. a corrective process. Now, 
if the object undergoes an abnormal transformation in the case of error, then 
by sublation there should be a back-to-normal transformation: the object 
gives up the form which did not really belong to it, and takes its own form 
back. Padmapada brings up in his Paficup&k~ two models for the trans- 
formation of the object. The first is the simple transformation of milk into 
curds (ksirasya dadhi-pari~mah), but the analogy soon breaks down, because 
the curd is not transformed back into milk, whereas the silver is transformed back 
into a conch-shell when the sublating cognition arises. Therefore, the ptirvupak;in 
gives another example, which can account for the transformation in both direc- 
tions: the lotus bud (kamala-mukulu) which bursts into bloom (vik&a). The sun 
glow (tejczs) is the cause of the lotus bursting into bloom, because when the sun 
disappears the flower turns into a bud again (mukulibhdua). In the same manner, 
as long as the defect (do:&) is present, the abnormal transformation persists, 
but when the defect disappears, the obJect takes its own form again.” 
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We can turn now to Jayarabi’s criticism of the transformation theory. 
His refutation contains three vikalpas: (1) the object sublates itself, (2) the 
object is sublated by another thing, (3) the object is sublated by a cognition. 
If a rapprochement is to be made between these vikalpas and the examples 
given by Padmapada, it seems that the first vikalpa fits the example of the 
milk, and the second the example of the lotus bud. As for the third vikalpa, 
it is no longer specific to the transformation theory and in the last set of 
arguments the difference between the object-sublation theory and the 
cognition-sublation theory seems to disappear. The arguments are equally 
applicable to the sublation of cognition, and they are in fact, repeated by 
Jayarasi in this connection (cf. TUS p. 16.8--9). 

The basic idea behind the arguments against the first two vikalpas is that 
if the object undergoes a real transformation, its apprehension, viz. the 
sublated cognition, cannot be false. The third vikalpa is a bit surprising. One 
could expect Jayara’si to argue that a cognition cannot sublate an existent 
object, instead he simply states that each cognition affirms the reality of its 
own object, and cannot be related to the object of another cognition. TUS 
pp. 14.25-16.2: 

yady arthasya badha, sa kena b&ihyate? kim svayam eva 
atm&sam brldhyate, aho arthdn tarena, ji%inena va? yadi svayam eva 
titmanam badhyate, tadti badha tena kriyate jhapyate va? yadi 
kriyate, avyatiriktti vyatiriktd vti? yady avyatiriktci, tada badha 
kriyate ity atmcineno’tptidyate. tat ca na jaghafiti svdtmani 
kriya-virodhat. atha vyatiriktti kriyate, tathlipi vidyamanasya 
kartrtvam na pratiyamanasytipalapah. atha badha jridpyate, 
sdpy abhinnd bhinnd va? yady abhinn4 tada badha tena jridpyate, 
kim uktam bhavati? udakam jfiapyate. atha bhinluf, tada vidya- 
nuinasya jiiapakatvam siddham pratiyamanasya ctistitvam. 
athrirthcintarena badhyate, tathapi vidyamanayor badhya- 
bddhaka-bhavo bhtipdlayor iva, na caikasya badhya-badhaka- 
bhava upapadyate. badhapi tena pratiyamrinasya kim kriyate 
jri@yate vti? yadi kriyate, avyatirikta vyatirikta va? yady 
avyatirikta tadavyatirikta badha utpadyate, kim uktam bhavet? 
udakam utpadyate. tad-utpadane ca tat-samvido ‘mithyatvam. 
atha vyatiriktdtpadyate, tathlipi toyasambandhitayopalabdher 
ambhasa upapattir, na j&u devadattasylfsattve tan-nayana- 
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vyavahdra-siddhih. atha jtiiipyate sivyatiriktci vyatirikti vi? 
yady avyatirikti jiMpyate, tad6 biidhd tena jfiZpyate, kim uktam 
bhavati? udakam jfitipyate. atha vyatirikti sati jtidpyate, tathipv 
udakasyt?yam bridhe^ty anya-tantratayti pratibhdsandt nlityant6bh& 
vbpapattih. tasmdd arthdntare@pi na bidhbpapattih 
atha jii&enu badhyate, kie tad-visayena, anya-visayena, nirvisayena 
vi? yadi tad-visayeg tadi tat-svan7pam vidhatte na tu viparyrisa- 
yati tad-akara-paryavasita-tipatvit. atha^nya-visayam bidhakam, 
tad api na yujyate, yad yad-visaya? tat tasyaiva sattgy vidhatte na 
tv anyasya vidhriyakac pratisedhakay VU. svavi;aya-paryavasiyinyo 
hi buddhayah. atha nirvi;ayena bgdhyate, na kiticid vidadhdti prati- 
sedhati vi nirvi~ayatvcid eva. 

“If the external object (artha) is sublated, is it sublated by itself, by another 
object, or by a cognition? If it sublates itself, is the sublation produced by 
it or is it made known? If [the sublation] is produced, is it [produced as 
something] different [from the object], or not? If it is [produced as] non- 
different, then [to say:] the sublation is produced [means the object] itself 
is produced by it (i.e., by the object). And this is totally impossible, because 
action upon oneself is contradictory (svdtmani kriy&virodhCt).L1 If [the 
sublation] is produced as different [from the object], even so, [only] an 
existent thing [can function as] an agent [of production] (kartr), [and 
therefore,] there is no denial of what is perceived. 

If the sublation is made known [by the object itself], once again [we 
ask:] is it different [from the object] or not? If it is [made known as] non- 
different, then [to say] the sublation is made known by it (i.e., by the object), 
what does it mean? [It would mean that] the water is made known! If [the 
sublation is made known as ] different [from the object] , then [only] an 
existent thing can make [something] known, and [,therefore,] the perceived 
[water] exists. 

If [the object] is sublated by another object, even so, [both objects will 
exist, for] the sublated-sublating relation [obtains] between two existent 
things, just like between two kings, for the sublated-sublating relation is 
not possible with reference to one thing alone. 

The sublation of the perceived [object] , in its turn, is it produced by it 
(i.e., by the other object) or is it made known? If it is produced, is it 
[produced as] different [from the perceived object] or not? If it is not 
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different, then [to say] the sublation is produced as non-different [from 
the object], what would it mean? The water is produced! And if it is 
produced, its cognition is not false. If [the sublation] is produced as 
different [from the object], even so [the existence of] the water is established, 
because [the sublation] is apprehended as related to the water, [for] when 
Devadatta does not exist, one cannot taIk about his eyes. If [the sublation 
of the perceived object] is made known [by the other object], is it [made 
known as] different [from the perceived object] or not? If [the sublation] 
is made known as non-different [from the perceived object] , then [to say] the 
sublation is made known by it (i.e. by the other object), what does it mean? 
The water is made known! If [the sublation] is made known as different 
[from the perceived object], even so, the absolute inexistence [of water] is 
not established, because [the cognition] ‘this is the sublation of water’, 
appears as dependent on/in relation to something else (i.e. water). That is 
why the sublation is not established by another object either. 

If [the object] is sublated by a cognition, is it [sublated] by [the cognition] 
which has it for its object, by [a cognition] which has another object, or by 
[a cognition] which has no object? If [the object is sublated] by [the cognition] 
which has it for its object, then this [cognition] affirms [the reality of] its form 
(i.e., the form of the object), it does not overthrow [it] , because [the cognition] 
has a form which terminates in (i.e., conveys no other information than) the 
form of its [object]. If [a cognition] which has another object is the sublating 
[cognition], this is also not correct: whatever [a cognition] has for its object, 
it affirms the existence of that very [object], but it neither affirms nor negates 
[the existence of] another object. For cognitions terminate in their own objects. 
If [the object] is sublated by [a cognition] which has no object, [this is not 
correct. for a cognition without an object] neither affirms nor negates any- 
thing, precisely because it has no object!” 

This ultra-realistic Acarya theory referred to by Uddyotakara and Jayanta 
and criticized by JayaraHi looks archaic, and Schmithausen (p. 168-9) 
already raised some doubts whether, in spite of Jayanta’s testimony, it should 
be attributed to the Acarya. I am inclined to believe that it was not originally 
developed by the Acarya, because the basic principle of the Acarya school 
is that the object is not the only causal factor which determines the 
cognition’s content, whereas this theory implies the opposite view, and, in 
so far, it is much closer to the Vyakhyatr theory (cf. below). Therefore. 
what suggests itself is the assumption that it was only adopted by one of 
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the Acaryas, who found in the above Sloka a ready-made formula and inter- 
preted it according to his own theory. The reason for such a supposition is 
that the explanation of the iloka given by Jayanta presents a completely 
different picture (NM p. 227.1-5): 

tatra taratigbdi-s@mtinya-dharma-grahace sati na sth@u-purusavad 
ubhaya-vis’esdh smaraqpatham avataranti. na ca sannihita- . . 
marici-viSe@b smaray-patham avataranti. kim tu pPnGpalabdha- 
viruddha-salila-vartino viie@. tat-smara@c ca sthagite!u 
svaviSe;esu maricayah svanipam upadarSayitum ahknuvantah 
toya-nipentivabhsante. 

“There (i.e., in the case of a mirage) when common properties [of sun-rays 
and water like] waves etc. are apprehended, unlike [in the case of doubtful 
cognition in the form] ‘[Is it] a trunk or a man?’ the particular properties 
of both objects are not remembered. For ‘* the particular properties of the 
sun-rays [which are found] in proximity are not remembered, but [only] 
the particular properties which occur in water which was previously perceived 
and which stands in contradiction [with the sun-rays]. And the sun-rays, 
unable to reveal their nature when their own particular properties are 
concealed because of the remembrance of these (i.e. the particular properties 
of water), appear in the form of water.” 

It is clear that in this theory the explanation of error is based on the model 
of doubt. In both cases one perceives properties common to two (or more) 
objects, but in the case of doubt one is aware that the information at hand 
does not permit the determination which of the two objects is present, 
because one remembers that the perceived common properties apply equally 
to both objects. In the case of a wrong cognition, on the other hand, the 
cognitive process is disturbed: one remembers the particular properties of 
only one of the two objects, and jumps into the wrong conclusion. The 
resulting content of the erroneous cognition seems to be a mixture of general 
properties accurately perceived which are produced by the external object 
(&zmbana), and particular properties produced by traces or impressions 
(saysklra) left by past experience. 

This is where the theory ran into trouble. It could not explain how in 
one and the same cognition elements produced by both sense organ and 
memory intermingled, and, nevertheless, claim that the form of the sun-rays 
remains hidden. Moreover, the Naiyayikas considered the mind (manas) an 
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atomic entity, and, therefore, it could not be in contact with both impression 
and sense organ at the same time. [Prabhskara, faced with somewhat the 
same problem, had to split the erroneous cognition into two different 
cognitions, the one produced by perception, the other by memory.] I3 

The arguments of Jaya& against this modified Aclrya-theory are quite 
clear, and do not need any further explanation. His main point is that since 
in the case of a mirage there is no awareness of the sun-rays, there is no 
justification for the assumption that they appear in the cognition. TUS p. 
12.17L26: 

atha udakdktiratayd maricaya eva pratiyante, sa udakdkdro 
maricibhyo vyatirikto ‘vyatirikto vi? tad yady avyatirikto, sa tdttviko 
Wtviko v#? yadi tlirtviko, kathae tad-avagater mithydtvam? 
ath&ittrdko, tad6 maricindm ap]! atcittvikatvae prasajyate. 
at@ttvikGdaka-t&d&mye sati tad udaka-jiicinam atathyam, kim 
ukta? bhavati? marici-vijiirnam atathyam. ekasmief cGdakdk#re 
prat[yamdne kenaitad &khy&am, maricayah pratibhlnti dev&&- 
pr@asya. atha arthcintara-bhtitah, tarhi na vaktavya? maricaya 
udakdkciratayl pratcvante, udakdkcirdntaritti marica.vah 

“If the sun-rays are cognized as having the form of water, is the form of 
water different from the sun-rays or not? If it is not different, is it real or 
not? If it is real, why is its apprehension false? If it is not real, then the sun- 
rays too would not be real. When [the sun-rays are] identical with unreal 
water, then [to say] this cognition of water is false, what does it mean? 
The cognition of sun-rays is false! And when the form of water alone is 
perceived. who told [you], the beloved of the Gods (i.e., the fool), that the 
sun-rays appear [in the cognition of water]? If [the form of water] is different 
[from the sun-rays], then [you] should not say that the sun-rays are cognized 
as having the form of water, [because in this case] the sun-rays are made to 
disappear (or perhaps: are excluded) by the form of water.” 

The advantage of the .&.%ya theory, both in what we called its archaic 
and modified forms, is that it renders the external object a necessary causal 
factor for every cognition, even an erroneous one. By that it achieves its 
purpose of destroying the example of the nir&mbandnum~na. 

Its disadvantage, for which it was severely criticised by the Vy%khyBtrs. 
is that it can explain only errors with an external object. It has no explanatory 
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power for errors without an external object such as the keSon&ka cognition. 
Jayarasi does not fail to criticise this point (TUS pp. 12.26-13.5, cf. 

below), and argues that if falsity is defined as the appearance or the appre- 
hension of an object (avabhlta- or pratiyanzina- [visaya] ) different from the 
cognition’s external object (rilambana), then errors like the keion&ka 
cognition will not be false, because they do not have any external object to 
be different from. This argument can be applied to both the archaic and 
the modified forms of the Acarya theory. However, the most important 
difference between the two is that the modified theory brings back both 
validity and falsity from the realm of external objects to the realm of 
cognitions. Jayarasi who. as we saw (TUS p. 15.24-26) does not allow 
any cognition to affect the object of another cognition, argues further as 
follows (TCJS p. 16.3-9): 

atha j&inam badh)jate, tasyripi b@dhd M? kie svartipa-vy@tti- 
rzip@, svarzipdpahnava-tip@, vi!ay2pahUra-iaksami ~2 
tad yadi svatipa-vydvrtti-nip6 badhi, tad& sarva? bidhitam 
sylic, v@inasya vijti&Gntarena nivartyam&natv&. atha 
svart.ipdpahnava-Rip& tad ayuktam, mithyGdaka-v@Masycipy 
anubhziyam&atv&. atha visay&pah&a-laksa@ b#dha ucyate, 
s&pi na yuktl. yathci ca vi!aycipahlro na Sakyate kartum 
tathrinantaram eva niveditam. 

“If the cognition is sublated, what is its sublation? Does it consist in the 
secession of [the sublated cognition] itself, or does it consist in denying 
[the sublated cognition] itself, or is it characterised by removing the object 
[of the sublated cognition] ? Among these [alternatives] , if the sublation 
consists in the destruction of [the sublated cognition] itself, then every 
[cognition] would be sublated. because [every] cognition is brought to an 
end by another cognition. r4 If it consists in denying [the existence of 
the sublated cognition] itself, this is not correct, because false cognition 
of water too is experienced. If sublation is said to be characterised by 
removing the object, this is also not correct. It was just shown (cf. 15.22- 
16.2 translated above) that/why the removing of the object cannot be done.” 

Jayanta is aware of the arguments raised by Jayarlsi. (It is difficult to 
determine whether he has the TUS in mind or another work in which similar 
objections were raised.) However, he does not really explain how the removing 
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of the object is done. All he says is that this is the way the cognition is 
produced, i.e., he refers to the empirical fact that the cognition of a conch- 
shell sublates the previous cognition of silver. This amounts, of course, to 
the acknowledgement that he could not propose any satisfying explanation. 
NMp. 476.4-15: 

vi!aydpahriras tivad astu bgdhah. visayasya ca na pratibh&atvam 
apahniyate, kiy tu pratibh&a@sattvay khvap-vata ity apah&rthah. 
asattvam api nc?drfnim upanatasya khwipyate, yena parva-dysfa- 
drughatja-bhagna-kumbhtibhlva-pratibhasavad abgdhah sy@t. 
na ca tad&zim apy abhgva-grahane vastuno dvy-6tmakatvam 
ciiatikaniyam; ptirvdvagatdk&Gpamarda-dv3eFa bldhaka- 
pratyaybtp#dCt: yan may& tadci rajatam iti flhitavz tad rajatavz 
na bhavati, anyad eva tad vastv iti. nanu sva-kdla-niyatatvtit 
jti&&i~ katham uttarasya jFi&nasya p3va-j&PujtpCda- 
~-ld~~acchinna-tad-l~i~ay~bh~~la-graha~a-s~~rthyam? ki? 

_ - kurmah? tathd pratyaytitpadat. na bhagna-ghatavad id&i? 
tan-ncistit&glh?late. api tu tadaiva tad asad iti pratitih. 

“Let the removing of the object, to begin with, be the sublation. And it is not 
the fact that the object appeared [in the sublated cognition] which is denied, 
but the inexistence of the object which appeared [in it] is proclaimed; this 
is what is meant by removing. Nor is it asserted that the experienced [object] 
does not exist now (i.e. at the time of the sublating cognition), for this would 
not be a sublation. just like the appearance of the inexistence of a previously 
perceived not which was destroyed by a wooden mace. And it should not be 
suspected that when the inexistence [of the object] is apprehended even in 
respect to that time (i.e. at the time of the sublated cognition), the object 
has a double nature (i.e. existent and inexistent),15 because the production of 
the sublating cognition involves the destruction of the previously perceived 
form: ‘what was perceived by me at that time as silver. that is (was) not silver, 
it is something else’. 

- Since cognitions are restricted to their own time, how can a later 
cognition apprehend the inexistence of the object of a [previous cognition] 
which is delimited by the time of production of [that] previous cognition? 

- What [can] we do since the cognition is thus produced? Unlike [the case 
of] the destroyed pot. the inexistence of that [silver] is not apprehended 
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now (i.e., with reference to the present), on the contrary, the cognition [arises 
with the form] ‘at that time it did not exist’.“16 

We can turn now to the third Aclrya theory (for the second, cf. below) 
which may be considered as a modified version of the modified version of 
the first. Schmithausen (p. 249) considers it to be a post-Mandana theory, but 

the fact that it was already criticised by Jayara’si, who could not have lived 
much later than Mandana and may even be assigned to an earlier date, indicates 
the possibility of the opposite assumption. This theory was probably the most 
up-to-date of Jayarafi’s time. In trying to follow the probable historical 
order, I was obliged to break the structure of Jayarasi’s arguments. In fact, 
he starts his refutation of falsity with this third Acarya-theory which is 
formulated by Jayanta as follows (NM p. 228.2-3): 

anyad cilambanarp cdnyat pratibhlititi kecanaj 
&mbanae didhitayas toyam ca pratibh&sate// 

“Some [Aciiryas say:] ‘one thing is the external object, and another thing 
appears [in the cognition] ; the sun-rays are the external object and the 
water appears’.” 

In this definition the limited role played by the object in determining the 
cognition’s content becomes even clearer: an erroneous cognition is no 
longer attributing the right (general) properties to the wrong property- 
possessor. The object of cognition, viz. what appears in the cognition, is 
completely different from its external object. To illustrate the difference 
between the two theories, we can take the example of the conch-shell mistaken 
for silver. According to the modified form of the first Acarya theory, the general 
properties of conch-shell appear in the cognition of silver: but according to 
the third theory, what appears in the cognition is simply silver - the properties 
and the property-possessor. 

Note, however, that the role of the external object as a necessary causal 
factor of erroneous cognition has been retained, because it is the conch- 
shell that causes the recollection of silver (due to a similarity (sr?driya) to 
silver, or to a disturbance (doss) of the sense organ). The fact that the conch- 
shell was considered the external object of the cognition, although it does not 
appear in it at all, compelled the Naiyayikas to redefine the concept of 
tilambana. We shall deal with one of these new definitions later on, but 
first, in order to keep in pace with JayaraSi, let us reproduce his arguments 
against the third AcZrya theory (TUS p. 12.6-16): 
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ko ‘yam aktmbanartho nama ye&dam udghusyate anyad 
akzmbanam canyat pratibhcititi? kim vijritina-janakatvam, 
- -1 akararpakatvam, vij&incidhikaranatwm, vijriandvabhasitata 
va? tad yadi v~riana-janakatvan alambanarthah, tada nayanrilokdder 
apy akzmbanatvant prasajyate. athakcirarpakatvam alambanatvam, 
tad ayuktam, naiyayika-samaye ‘nabhyupagamat. yatha ca 
visaydkciro vijriane na yujyate tathbparistat pratipcidayisyamah. 
atha vijridnddhikaranatvam alambanatvam, [na,] na marici- 
cakrotkalitam udiyate jiianam, api tv atma-samavetam titmanam 
cisadayate. atha vijriandvabhcisitata akxmbanatvam, tada udaka- 
v&&ine udakam pratiyate na maricayah. 

“What does it mean [to be] what one calls external object, by virtue of which 
it is proclaimed: ‘one thing is the external object, and another thing appears’? 
Is it the fact that [the external object] produces the cognition, or the fact 
that it provides the form [of the cognition], or the fact that it is the locus of 
the cognition, or the fact that it appears in the cognition? 

Among these [possibilities], if what is meant by external object is the 
fact that it produces the cognition, then the eye, the light etc., too would 
be external object. If to be external object consists in providing the form 
[of the cognition], this is not correct, because it is not accepted in the 
established doctrine (samaya) of the Naiyayikas, and we shall show later on 
(cf. TUS pp. 52.15-53.3) that the form of the object cannot [appear] in a 
cognition. If being external object consists in being the locus of cognition, 
[this is not correct, for] the cognition does not arise as appearing in a 
multitude of sun-rays, but [on the contrary] it arises as inhering the soul. 
If being external object consists in appearing in the cognition, then [this 
is not correct, for] in the cognition of water, water is perceived, not the 
sun-rays.” 

It is clear from the above arguments that none of these definitions could 
apply to the third Acarya theory which maintains that the external object 
does not appear in the cognition at all. The only characteristic which was 
retained from the older definitions of alambana, viz. a causal factor of 
cognition, was too general to be used as the only definiens. Therefore, a 
new definition was required which had to fullfil the following three conditions: 
(1) the object does not have to appear in the cognition, (2) it has to be a 
causal factor of the cognition, (3) it has to be differentiated from other 
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causal factors. Several definitions were porposed,” and I do not know 
whether the Naiyayikas ever reached an agreement on any of them. 
These definitions however, represent a later stage of development, and 
were unknown to Jayara’si. The definition of cilambana referred to in the 
TUS (p. 13.6-7), in which the object is defined as the thing found in 
proximity, probably represents an intermediary stage of development, i.e., 
one after the formulation of the third Acarya theory, but before the 
definitions of &zmbana that appear in the NM. 

This definition must have been formulated rather hastily, immediately 
after the definition of falsity as ‘one thing is the object and another thing 
appears in the cognition’, for it is so ‘busy’ defining an object which does 
not appear in the cognition, that it ‘forgets’ to mention that the object 
has to be a causal factor of the cognition. As it stands, it is certainly too 
broad (ativ.y&pti), for it can include anything found in proximity. 

Jayanta rejects this definition, possibly because of the following criticism 
made by Jayarasi (TCJS p. 13.6- 12): 

yad spy uktam: marici-deiay prati gamamit maricin&m 
tiiambanatvam, yady eva? deSasytipy Ulambanatvam anayd 
rity& upapadyate. na cdvabhcitcjdaka-bhinndrtha-sannikar~a- 
jatvam udaka-vij&inasya zcpapadyate, saty6daka+i#ne ‘dr;latv#t, 
anyathdnumeya-dahana+iBuzsydpy indriycirtha-sannikarsa- 
jatvam cipanipadyeta citma-man&sannikarsa-jatvdt. atha 
pratiyanzf.ina-dahanena saha manaso ndsti sambandhah tad ih&pi 
pratiyanz&nena^mbhasti saha nlisti sambandhah cak;u;ah. 

“It is said: the sun-rays are the external object [of the cognition of water], 
because one goes towards the place of the sun-rays. If [this is] so, by the 
same way (i.e., by the same reasoning) the place too is (i.e. can be)established 
as the external object. And the production by contact with a thing different 
from the water which appeared [in the cognition] is not established for 
[the false] cognition of water, because this is not observed [in the case of ] 
a true cognition of water. Otherwise, the cognition of the inferred fire too 
will have to arise from contact between sense organ and object, because 
it arises from a contact between the soul and the mind. If [you object that] 
there is no contact between the mind and the cognized fire, then here too 
(i.e., in the case of erroneous cognition) there is no contact between the eye 
and the perceived water.” 
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[The above analogy between error and inference is possible because 
the Naiyayikas consider the mind (manas) to be a sense organ (indrzya). ] 

There is a striking similarity between the arguments in TCJS pp. 12.8- 
10 and 13.7. and those reported by Jayanta as a justification for the new 
definitions of cilambana. Again, as there is no direct quotation, it is difficult 
to determine whether Jayanta had the TUS in mind, or a different work 
in which the same objections were raised. If the first possibility is true, then 
this would be a nice example of how a sceptic, even though he does not 
have any thesis of his own, can stimulate a dogmatic philosopher to re-examine 
his position, make his definitions more precise, and inspire him to new 
solutions. NM p. 474.16-2 1: 

yas tu trtiyah pa&!z (p. 458) ‘anyad &Szmbanam, anyac ca 
pratibh&ti’ iti kaiScid Gritah - tatrcipi na sannihitasydlambanatvam 
ucyate, yena bhzi-pradeiasylipi tath&vam Gahkyeta. ndpi janakasy& 
lambanatvam, yac cak+r<-dlv api prasajyeta. kintu idam ity 
atigulyd nirdi~yam&uq karmatayi yaj jriZnasya janakay, tad 
tilambanam ity ucyama-ne na kaicid dosah. . . 

“Some [Acaryas] advocate the third theory, (viz.) ‘one thing is the external 
object, and another thing appears [in the cognition] ‘. As for this [definition] 
too, it is not claimed that [whatever] is found in proximity is the external 
object, because one might suspect that the [corresponding] place is 
such [an external object]. Nor [is it claimed that whatever] produces the 
cognition is external object, because this would apply to the eye etc. too, 
but [it is claimed that] that which is pointed at by the finger [to indicate] 
‘this [is the external object]‘, [and] which produces the cognition by being 
its direct object, this is the external object. If it is formulated so, there is 
no fault whatsoever.” 

The basic difficulties of the Acarya theory, i.e., the explanation of errors 
which were traditionally assumed to have no external object and the process 
of sublation, remained problematic, but I shall not dwell on these problems 
any further here, for the later developments were unknown to Jayara’si, and 
this would take us too far from our subject matter. 

I would like to turn now to the rival Nyaya school of the VyHkhyitr. 
The basic principle of the Vyakhyatr school is that a cognition’s content 

is determined exclusively by its object. l* When this principle is applied to 
the theory of error, it follows that the object of a mirage of water is nothing 
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but water. As there is no such water at the present, it must necessarily come 
from the past. Thus, the external object is not the sun-rays but a previously 
perceived water. NM p. 227.7-8: 

anye tv aktmbanam prahuh puro’vasthita-dharminah/ 
stidryadarsan6dbhtita-smrty-upasthapitam payah// 

“Others, however, say that the external object [of a mirage of water] is 
water presented [to the mind] by recollection which is brought about by 
seeing a similarity between water and a property-possessor which stands 
before the eyes.” l9 

We saw that the Acaryas tried to refute the nirafambandnumana by claiming 
that every cognition, even an erroneous one, has an object in reality. The 
Vyakhyatr position is, in a way, more moderate. They admit that the external 
object of cognition does not exist at the time of its apprehension. Nevertheless, 
they secure the reality of the world by relying on the absolute transparence 
of the cognition and the nature of memory: a recollection of water could 
not have been possible without there being sometime in the past a real water 
which left the impression (samskara) necessary for the production of recollec- 
tion. That is why errors whose object never existed, for instance, a flower in 
the sky, do not occur. Thus; a cognition with no present real object pre- 
supposes a past real object. Therefore, the Buddhist cannot infer from the 
fact that some cognitions have no present corresponding object that no 
cognition ever has one. True cognitions with real objects have a logical 
primacy over error. This is clearly implied in Jayanta’s explanation of the 
above Sfoka NM p. 227.9-14: 

yatra kila jiiane yad rtipam upaplavate, tat tasya rilambanam 
ucyate, na sannihitam; bhl-pradesasya tad-drambhaktintim ca 

- - paramanuntim tad-cilambanatva-prasarigat. idam ca saliiavabhasi 
vijrianam. atas tad evdsyrilambanam. tat ca neha sannihitam. 
na caiktintdsatah kha-puspddeh khyatir avakalpata iti desintarddau 
vidyamcinam eva salilam sadrsadarsana-prabuddha-samskaroparudham 
ihavalambanibhavati. 

“There (i.e., in the above quoted Sloka), obviously, whatever form appears 
in the cognition, that [alone] is called its object, [and] not what is found in 
proximity, because [otherwise] the place [where the object seems to appear] 
and its constituent atoms would be the external object. And this (i.e. the 
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mirage) is a cognition where water appears, therefore, its external object is 
nothing but that [water], but that [water] is not found here in proximity. 
Nor is the appearance of an absolutely inexistent [thing], like a flower in 
the sky possible; thus, water which must (eva) exist at another place [and 
another time] etc. [and] which is brought to consciousness by remembrance 
produced by impressions awakened by seeing [something] similar [to water], 
becomes the object here (i.e. in the case of a mirage).“‘O 

We saw that the Acaryas based their theory of error on the model of 
doubt. The Vy&hyatrs on the other hand, used the model of recollection: 
the sun-rays simply remind the cognizer of similar object. This is also the 
case with a normal, a non-erroneous recollection, when one thing reminds us 
of another. Consequently, errors which were traditionally accepted as having 
a present external object had to reinterpreted as having one in the past. 
Thus the Vyakhyatrs found themselves in a position diametrically opposed 
to but as equally awkward as that of the Acaryas. Both theories lacked 
explanatory power for the broad division of errors into errors with and 
without external objects, or substratum (adhi~+rra), and both theories 
made the same false step in trying to reduce errors to one type only. Just 
as the Acaryas were not very convincing in claiming that particles of light 
(sti@@u, cf. NMp. 475.2-3) are the external object of the ke+z(iuka 
cognition, the Vyakhyatrs were no more convincing in denying that the 
sun-rays are the external object of the mirage of water (the most common 
designation of which is mar~cy-uduku-jCxz). Another related, but different 
problem which the Vyakhyatrs had trouble with was how to account for the 
cognition’s content. They could not explain how the recollection of water 
was produced without its space-time determinants. A recollection of water 
is usually produced with the awareness that the water was seen at a particular 
place in the past, whereas in the illusion the water is apprehended as ‘here and 
now’. No solution to this problem seemed possible without giving up, or at 
least seriously endangering, the basic principle. according to which the 
object alone is responsible for the cognition’s content. 

The theory needed, therefore, some modifications. It was Prabhakara 
who further developed the Vyakhyatr theory by deducing the extreme 
logical consequences from the Vyakhyatr principle, According to Prabhakara, 
cognitions cannot bring about changes in the properties of the object, not 
even in the space-time determinants as was explicitly accepted by the 
Vyakhyatrs. What the cognition could do, at most, would be not to 
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apprehend some of the object’s properties, but it could not exchange one 
property for another (e.g. apprehend past water as present water). According 
to Prabhakara, therefore, error cannot be something positively new. The fact 
that the object appears as if it were present is nothing but the non-apprehen- 
sion of the (past) space-time determinants (cf. Brhatl p, 52.6: k&u+ turhi 
viparyayah? agraha@-d ev&ti vad&ah .). 

However, it was not enough to say that errors are nothing but recollections. 
Prabhakara had to account for the fact that the object of error was experienced 
as present before the eyes. In order to do this he claimed that the experience 
of the object as present is a mere absence, viz. absence of the part ‘I remember’ 
(ibid. p. 55.6: smanimiti @ina-ftinycini smrti-jii&uini etcini.). Because of this 
failure, one mistakes a recollection for perception @ratyak@bhim&a. 
pratyaksa-sa?mita). To describe this failure Prabhakara coined the term 
smrti-pramog,21 “loss of recollection” (cf. Brhati p. 53.8-9: iuktikziiyln 
mjata+i&n~ smanimiti pramo,@ smyti-jii&am uktam. p. 56.5 : smartimiti 
sm+pramo@ pratyak+avmitaT tat.), or, more precisely, the loss of 
awareness (Vy&mOhQ) of the fact that the cognition is a recollection (Byhati 
p. 5 5.3 : vytimoha-hetavo mithy&pratyay@ .). 

By equating error with recollection, Prabhakara tried to secure the absolute 
validity of the Veda. The object of the Vedic sentences - which were reduced 
by PrabhSkara to injunctions - always lies in the future. It is something not 
yet done, for it remains to be done (kartavya). As an error presupposes a 
past experience, i.e., has a past object, it cannot creep into the Veda, because 
there is no way for a past object to appear as a future one. 

Back to the TUS. Jayara’si’s arguments (pp. 17.8-18.4) are not directed 
at the difference between error and recollection, but rather at the difference 
between the first apprehension of an object and its recollection. From this 
shift of perspective, together with the fact that some of the prasarigas involve 
sacrifices and Vedic injunctions, we can safely conclude that he has in mind 
the more radical form of the Vy%khyatr theory as propounded by Prabhakara. 
The contradiction between Prabhakara’s claim that nothing new appears in 
an erroneous cognition, and that it is, nevertheless, characterized as recollec- 
tion led JayarSi to examine the nature of recollection. He made the point 
that if no new determinants are allowed to appear in the erroneous cognition 
characterized as recollection, or for that matter even in an ordinary recollec- 
tion, then this would destroy the difference between recollection and 
perception, because in a recollection there is always a new factor: the object 
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appears as a remembered object. The content of recollection is not a simple 
awareness of the object, for it takes the form ‘I had a cognition of that 
object’ (cf. NBh, 3.1.14 pp. 734.4-735.1: ajtisi~am aham amum artham. . . 
ji%itavcin aham amum artham. as& artho mayi jiGtab, asminn arthe mama 
jii&am abhiid iti caturvidham 22. . . ). Thus, each recollection contains three 
different factors: the cognizer, the cognized object and its cognition (ibid.: 
sarvatra khalu iii&i @inay jiieyay ca ghyate.). It cannot, therefore, be 
said that nothing new appears in a recollection. On the other hand, one 
cannot remember something which was not previously experienced. But 
the object appears in the recollection qualified by the cognizer and the 
cognition (NBh ibid.: etasya [smyter] jfi@+i8na-viG~fah piirva-@ito ‘rtho 
visayo. ntirthatitram). Now the question arises: are these properties, viz. 
being qualified by previous cognition and being qualified by the cognizer, 
remembered or not? 

If they are remembered, they should appear in a previous, i.e., the first, 
cognition of the object; but if they appeared in the first cognition of the 
object, then the first cognition of the object was already a recollection. 
On the other hand, if these properties are not remembered, i.e., if they are 
experienced for the first time, they cannot appear in a recollection, for, 
by definition, whatever appears in a recollection has to be previously 
experienced. In other words, is the remembered object of recollection 
identical with the object of a previous experience or not? If it is (absolutely) 
identical, then the first experience of the object would be a recollection, 
because the object which appears in it would be a remembered object. If, 
on the other hand, it is not identical, then experience and recollection would 
not have the same object, and, therefore, the object which appears in the 
recollection appears in it for the first time, that is to say it is not remembered. 

Thus if one claims, as Prabhakara does, that nothing positively new can 
appear in an erroneous cognition characterized as a recollection, then either 
what is usually called recollection would not be recollection, or the first 
cognition of an object would also have to be accepted as recollection, because 
there would be no way to account for any difference between them (TUS 
p. 17.8-18.14): 

anye tu muricy-udaka-vijtitinasya smytitva? pratipadyante, na 
bhninti-tipatdm. tasya katham smrtitvam? kim udaka-ghititvena, 
glhit&iaka-phititvena ~5, udakzz-grahag-nantara-k&z-bhtivitvena 
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va, nirvisayatvena va, ‘yam aham adraksam ’ ity anenakarenopa- 
jtiyamtinatvena vti? 

- - 
tad yady udaka-grhititvena, tad@ sarvodaka-v#i&anam 
smrtitva-prasarigah. atha grhitodaka-grhititvena smrtitvam, 
tadadyasydpi grhitodaka-glhititvena smrtitvant prasajvate. 
grhitodaka-grahitvavisesat. adyasya ghitodaka-grahitvam 
ndsti, tadanim bhinna-visayatvam, bhinna-visayatve 
ca dvitiyasycipigrhita-gnihitvam vihiyate. atha eka-visayatvam 
ayatam tarhi prathamasvapigrhita-grahitvam, avisistartha-grhiti- 
rtipatvcit, prathamdttara-v@inavat. yathaika-nila-svalaksana- 
gnihaka-ywgapad-utpann&teka-vijrianat 23 nila-@ina-rtipata 
na bhidyate taththdpi. tatha dharavcihi-vijriananam smrti-tipatci 
prapnoti. tatha pratyabhijiianasya ca grhita-gnihitvena smrtitvam 
prasajyate. atha pratyabhijrirnasya grhita-grahitvam na vidyate, 
tada pratyabhihianatvam nivartate, na hy adyam darsanam 
‘sa evayam ’ ity upajayate. tatha anumanikam api vihianam 
grhita-grahitvena smrtitvam apadyate. 
atha udaka-grahanottara-k&z-bhavitvena smrtitvam, tadci 
samskamsya smarana-rtipatciprapnoti, udaka-grahanottara- 
kala-bhavitvena, rawsamvedanasya ca. 
atha nirlisayatvena smrti-tipata ucyate, tad ayuktam, ptirvodita- 
nubhavriveditarthakaravedakatvena udiyamamiyah katham 
nirvisayatvam? atha piirv&ubh&irtha-pratyastamaye satisamana- 
k&%bh&vcin nirvisayata, tada codan&ianita-vijrianasya nirvisayatvena 
smrtitvam apanipadyate, kartavyata-ruparthasya taddbhavat. 
bhdve vci kartavya-tipata nbpapadyate. tad-anupapattau sapta- 
tantu-kriyaya vilopa-prasarigah. yadi ca nirvisayatvena smrtitvam, 
tada vidyamana-ghata-j&y-Meh smaranasyasmrtitva-prasatigah. 
atha ‘adraksam ’ ity anencikaren6pajlZyamanatvena smrtitvam, 
tad ayuktam, ‘ihodakam ’ ity anenakdrenopajayamantiyah katham 
‘adrrfksam ’ ity evam-rupatopapadyate? 

“But others consider the mirage of water as recollection, not as having 
the nature of false cognition. How is it a recollection? Is it by being an appre- 
hension of water, or by being an apprehension of apprehended water, or by 
arising after the apprehension of water, or by being without an object, or 
by being produced with the form ‘[this is the object] 24 which I saw’? 
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Among these [possibilities] , if it is by being an apprehension of water, 
then all cognitions of water would be recollections. If its being a recollection 
[of water] is due to its being an apprehension of apprehended water, then 
the first [apprehension of water] too would be recollection by being an 
apprehension of apprehended water, because there is no difference in the 
fact [that both cog&ions are] apprehensions of apprehended water. 

- The first [cognition] does not apprehend an apprehended water. 
- Then it has a different object, and having a different object, the second 

[cognition] too does not apprehend an apprehended [water]. If [the two 
cognitions have] the same object, then the fact of apprehending an 
apprehended water holds good for the first [cognition] too, because it 
has the form of apprehension of the same object, just like the cognition 
which is posterior to the first. Just as several cognitions which apprehend 
the same particular blue [object], and which arise at the same time, do 
not differ in having the form of a cognition of blue, so here too [the forms 
of the first and the second cognition of water do not differ]. In the same 
manner, continuous cognitions would have the nature of recollection. In 
the same manner, recognition too would be recollection, because it appre- 
hends an apprehended [object]. If a recognition does not apprehend an 
apprehended [object], then it is no longer a recognition, for a first 
cognition is not produced [with the form] ‘this is exactly that’. In the 
same manner, inferential cognition too would be recollection, because 
it apprehends an apprehended [object]. 

If [its] being a recollection is due to its arising after the apprehension 
of water, then a mental impression would have the form of recollection, 
because it arises after the apprehension of water, and the cognition of taste 
[of water] too [when it is drunk after being seen]. If it is maintained that 
[it] has the form of recollection, because it has no object, this is not correct. 
How [is it possible] that that which is produced as making known the form 
of an object which was made known by previous experience, is without an 
object? 

If it is without an object because the object does not exist at the same 
time [as the recollection] assuming that when a previously perceived object 
was destroyed [in the meantime], then a cognition produced by a Vedic 
injunction will necessarily be a recollection, because it is without a [con- 
temporaneous] object, since an object [of cognition] which consists in the 
fact that something has to be done does not exist at that time (i.e. at the 
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time of the cognition of the injunction). Or if it exists, the fact that it has the 
form of something to be done is not possible. When this is not possible, 
the sacrificial actions would disappear. And if being a recollection is due 
to being without an object, remembering a [still] existing pot, an universal 
etc. would not be a recollection. 

If its being a recollection is due to its being procued in the form ‘I saw’, 
this is not correct. How is it possible that that which is produced in the form 
‘there is water here’ has the form ‘I saw’?” 

In all vikalpas but the last, JayarGi argues against possible definitions of 
recollection. Although he never looses sight of the fact that what is at stake 
here is not recollection, but false cognition, his arguments apply to any kind 
of recollection, and not only to defective recollections characterized as 
smyti-pramog. In the last vikalpa, however, the perspective suddenly changes. 
JayarGi seems to find nothing wrong with the definition of recollection as 
such, but argues that it cannot apply to the false cognition of water. In a 
way, this last vikalpa can be considered as an introduction to the examination 
of smyti-pmmo$ which follows immediately upon it. The opponent introduces 
the smyti-pramosa in order to explain why the part ‘I remember’ does not 
appear in the cognition of water, and Jayarlsi proceeds to refute it by 
claiming that no matter how smyti-pramog is to be understood, it cannot 
account for the cognition of water. TUS p. 18.14-19.6: 

atha vipramusi [ ta] ti25 anayi bhatigyl upajtiyate, ko ‘yay 
vipramoso mima? kim anubhavtik&a-svikara!am, smaray%@a- 
pradhvanzso ~5, aptirvcirtha-glhititvam v@, indriyrirtha-sannikarg- 
jatvam va; indriy&th&annikar~-jatva? vci? 
tad yady anubhavdkdra-svikaran, tad& smyti-rtipatl n6papadyate. 
atha smyti-riipata, tadinubhavikgra-svikarage n@apadyate, 
smyty-anubhav&Srayor itaretam-parihdra-sthiti-lak~putwit. 
atha smaraeS-&a-pradhvalsah, tad ayuktam, vijti-nasya svayae 
smflitvendbhyupagaw-t. pradhvamso hy av@&&naka~ katha? 
smyti-@at#y vidhatte? athc?ptirv&tha-vi?aya-ghititva? smyti- 
pramog ucyate, taa%tyant6nanubhUta-kanaka-panasridi-saevittirui? 
smyti-vipramosatvam tipadyate. atha indriylirtha-sannikar.m- 
jatvay smyti-vipramosa ucyate, tad5 samvittin@ smyti- 
vipramosatva-prawigaigah. atha indriybrthcfsannikarsa-jatvam 
smyti-vipramo.ti ucyate, tadti codarui-janita-vij~~nasy&num~n&am&za- 
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vijfi&asya ca smyti-vipramogtvam tipadyate. tasm@d yathd 
yath@ victiryate smyti-vipramosah tath@ tathl nyiyav na visahata 
iti. tasmah! maricy-udaku-vijiianasya na smyti-vipramosa-m-pat@, 
api tu viparita-khyititvam samyag-jri&n&vam VU. 

“If [the recollection of water] arises in that manner (i.e., as a direct cognition 
of water) by being deprived [of the part ‘I saw’], what is this [thing] called 
deprivation? Is it the adaptation of the form of experience, or the destruction 
of the form of recollection, or the apprehension of an unprecedented object 
(aptirvbrtha). or the production by contact between sense organ and object, 
or the production without a contact between sense organ and object? 

Among these [possibilities], if it is the adaptation of the form of experience, 
then the fact of having the form of recollection is impossible. If [the cognition] 
has the form of recollection, then the adaptation of the form of experience is 
impossible, because the form of recollection and of experience are characterized 
by mutual exclusionX 

If it is the destruction of the form of experience, this is not correct, because 
the cognition is accepted by yourself as recollection. Since destruction does 
not have the character of cognition, how does it affirm the fact of having 
the form of recollection? If being an apprehension of an unprecedented 
object is called deprivation of recollection, then cognitions of absolutely 
inexperienced [objects like] a golden jack fruit etc. would be [cases of] 
deprivation of recollection. If production by contact between sense organ 
and object is called deprivation of recollection, then immediate cognitions 
(samvitti) would be [cases of] deprivation of recollection. If the production 
without a contact between sense organ and object is called deprication of 
recollection, then the cognition produced by Vedic injunctions and the 
cognitions of inference and comparison would be [cases of] deprication of 
recollection. That is why in whichever way the deprivation of recollection 
is examined, it does not stand to reason. Therefore the mirage of water 
does not consist in deprivation of recollection, but is either ‘the appearance 
of a different/wrong [object] (viparita-khy@fitva),*’ or a valid cognition.” 

So far for Jayadsi’s arguments against the Acarya and the Vyakhyatr 
schools. NOW the question may arise whether he had his own theory of 
error. This seems to be a contradiction in terms for a sceptic like Jaya&i, for 

if one does not recognize any means of valid cognition, one cannot establish 
any theory at all. The TUS, however, is full of affirmative sentences. In the 
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last sentence of the above quoted passage, Jaya% says that a cognition of 
water is either true, or viparitu-khyiti. Now, the term uipuritu-khydti or 
its synonym anyuth&khy&ti is usually used to designate the AcZrya position. 
If we took the sentence as a simple affirmation, we would have to conclude 
that the TUS is full of contradictions, and that by the time Jayarl’si criticized 
Prabhakara he had already forgotten what he had said when criticizing 
the Aciiryas. In fact, while criticizing the Acarya theory he affirms the 
exact opposite (TUS p. 12.26-13.5): 

uthu keionduku-vijficine kim uvubhciti? kim ilumbute? keio@uk- 
usyuivu Azmbunutvu~ prutiyumCnutvu~ cu tutha udukusyuiva 
cilambunutvu~ prutiyum&utvum cu, ndlumbun&tura~ purikulpyum. 
nu cbduka-jfiunusyu prutiyum~nn6duktinydlumbanatvena mith-witvam, 
upi tu ubhgvcit Mttvikatvenu unyuthd keSo&uku-sumvido ‘pi 
mithycitvq nu pnipnoti, anydlambuna-vyutireka% 

“What appears in the hair-net (keio&uku) cognition? What is [its] external 
object? The hair-net itself is the external object, and it is perceived; in the 
same manner water itself is the external object and it is perceived, no other/ 
different external object should be postulated. The cognition of water is 
not false because [its] external object is something different from the 
perceived water, but because [the water] does not exist as a real thing. 
Otherwise, the hair-net cognition too would not be false because there is no 
other/different external object [for it] .” 

How should JayarGi’s contradictory statements be understood? Unless 
we want to affirm that they are simple contradictions and that the man is 
a fool, something like the following explanation has to be accepted: JayarGi 
affirms statements incompatible with his opponent’s view, and which he 
thinks the opponent cannot refute without getting himself into trouble 
(mostly uvyapti, utivytipti and internal contradictions). While dealing with 
different theories, Jaya& makes different statements in the different 
corresponding contexts. Consequently, when two theories are contradictory, 
Jayariiii will make contradictory statements; he will say black when one 
opponent says white, and white when another opponent says black. Thus 
he refutes the Nyaya theory of universals (p. 4.5 f.) as well as the Buddhist 
refutation of the Nyaya theory of universals (p. 49.19 f.). Here we have 
very much the same case. We saw that the &ryas claim that in the case 
of error the external object of the cognition is different from its internal 
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object. wtie for the VyZkhyatys, on the other hand, whatever appears 
in the cognition is its external object. Therefore, after refuting the &%ya 
theory, Jaya& concludes that the cognition’s external and internal object 
are not different, and after refuting the Vy%khy%tr theory, that they are. 
Thus all affirmations of JayarZi’s, whether they are expressed in a positive 
or in a negative form, should be understood as negations of their opposite, 
which do not affirm anything at all. 

If this interpretation of JayarGi is accepted, it follows that two seemingly 
contradictory propositions are not actually contradictory, because of their 
different intentions. I think most readers will accept this statement intuitively, 
but probably without being aware of its implications, for it goes against almost 
every current theory of propositional logic. If, as is usually accepted, truth 
and falsehood belong to propositions as such, whether they are defined as 
properties of propositions, or as a relation between a proposition and a ‘state 
of affairs’, or as coherence among propositions, or as utility (or inutility) of 
a proposition etc., it is obvious that my interpretation of JayarGi cannot be 
accepted, and one is bound to conclude that he simply and stupidly contradicts 
himself. If, on the other hand. one follows Collingwood.*s and more recently 
Manor,29 in considering that the meaning of a propostion depends on the 
question it tries to answer, it follows that truth and falsehood do not belong 
to the proposition as such, but are relative to that question. It also follows 
that two propositions cannot be contradictory, unless they are meant as 
answers to the same question. 

The interpretation of JayarBCi’s statements as conveying no positive 
affirmations does not differentiate him from other sceptic philosophers 
such as Sextus Empiricus. or even from a religious philosopher like Nagarjuna 
when he says he has no pukgz or pratijrici. There are, of course, important 
differences in form,30 for sceptics are terminological parasites; just as Sextus 
criticizes the Platonic, Aristotelian and Stoic philosophers of his time by 
using their own terms, JayarGi does the same by using NyBya, Mim@s% 
and Buddhist terms. But the phenomenon of scepticism is certainly common 
to the three philosophical traditions of India, China and Europe. 

Nevertheless, there is I think, something unique in Jayariiii. The basic 
device of Western scepticism is to draw a sharp distinction between true and 
false cognitions and then make such extreme requirements for true cognitions, 
that no cognition will ever be able to meet. This device, which is seen at 
its best in discussions of the criterion of truth. presupposes, of course, that 
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there is a distinction between true and false cognitions. As far as I know, 
none of the Western sceptics questioned this presupposition.31 They all 
seem to accept that there is a difference between true and false cognitions; 
the only trouble is we cannot tell which is which. Jayadii, however, seems 
to go a step further and deny that there is any difference at all between 
true and false cognitions; or, to be sure, if there is some difference between 
them, it does not surpass the difference between two valid cognitions, such 
as of sweet water and of salted water. TUS, p. 14.14-23: 

na ca bh&k&e pratiyamtine ‘bhlva-kalpanci nydyyti atiprasarig@t, 
anyathd rfitidau pratiyamdne rasddi-kalpanti kartavya: na ca 
kriyate. tathehhlipy udakay pratiyate. nanu pratiyate kintv 
atathyam; yady evam, udaka-prapafico ‘yaq dirghbdakam 
madhur6dakam iti yathd nanv atra sanxisv avasth&v udaka~ 
pratiyate, tena trfsv ambhah prakalpyate. yady evae tad ihripv 
avasth&dvaye ‘py udakq pratiyate satybdakam asatybdakam cu. 
satybdaka-jticine satybdakam avabhati nrisatybdakum anudakac vu. 
tathd asatyddaka-jtWne SatyBdakam pratibhgti na satyBdakam 
anudaka? vci, sva-vi!aya-paryavasciyinyo hi buddhayah. 32 

“And it is not correct to assume the inexistence [of water] when the form 
of the existence [of water] is perceived, because it is absurd,33 otherwise 
the assumption of taste etc. would have to be made when colour is perceived. 
But it is not made. In the same manner, here, too, water is perceived. 

- [True, water] is perceived, but it is unreal. 
- If so, it is a kind of water (udaka-prapafica), just like [in the case of 

cognitions such as ] ‘long [stretch of] water’, ‘sweet water’ [etc] . 
- There, in all [these] cases, water is perceived, that is why [the existence 

of] water is assumed there. 
- If this is so, then here too, in both cases, water is perceived: real water, 

and unreal water. In a cognition of real water, real water appears, not unreal 
water or something different from water (lit. non-water). In the same manner, 
in a cognition of unreal water, unreal water appears, not real water or some- 
thing different from water, for cognitions terminate in their own objects.” 

How is Jayarasi’s queer statement to be understood? Does he give the same 
ontological status to real and unreal water ? The expression udaka-prapatica 
is too elliptical to provide a definite answer to this question, but at the end 
of the next section (i.e. after the discussion of badhi, translated above) 
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there comes a passage which leaves no doubt about it. The opponent throws 
the burden of proof on JayarI’si: Suppose you convinced me that a false 
cognition cannot be sublated, but how come its object does not produce 
an efficient action (artha-kriyti) 34? Jayarasi’s answer is that whatever the 
efficient action produced by the object of a valid cognition may be, it can 
also be produced by the object of a false cognition; and the arguments, 
especially the first one, leave no doubt that it is the external object he is 
talking about. TUS p. 16.10-24: 

yadi na btidhyate kim ity as& artha-kriy@ na karoti bh$blaft? 
keyam artha-kriyti yd tenn na sampadyate pu@m? kiy vqii%na- 
m-pi, pravytti-m-pi, pniptiMp6, sukha-duhkhGtpabla-bhoga-rCp- vti? 
tad yadi v#%ina-laksan&F na karoti, tad ayuktam. vijii&za-laksaruim . . 
artha-kriyiy karoty eva toyam. atha pravytti-m-pie na karoti, 
tad ayuktam, pravrttir hi puru&ch&uvidh~yini ndrtha-svan-pa- 
bh&Gbh&iv anugamayati. punqo hi k&n&ah pravartate vti 
na wi, na hy etrivatti tad-abhEva-siddhih. atha prlpti-riip-m artha- 
kriy@z na karoti tencisattvam, tad apy ayuktam, candnirka- 
graha-naksatra-t#rahGdeb pnipty-abhive ‘pi sattva-sambhavlt. 
atha sukha-duhkha-rCpirn artha-kriyce na karoti, kiy dariana- 
jay sukhae na karoty iho deha-sambandha-jam? tad yadi 
datiana-jam na karoti, tad ayuktam, karoty eva. atha deha- 
sambandha-jam na karoti, tad5 candrdrka-graha-naksatridau 
vyabhiclrah; te?-m deha-sambandha-ja-sukha-janakatvay ndsti, 
atha ca sattvam. na c&tha-kriylikartrtvena vasttindm asattvam 
sva-hetor eva vijiidna-janaruzm@trasy6fpatteh sahakari-virahah! 
vti na karoti. 

“If [false cognition] is not sublated, why does not this thing (bhliva, i.e. 
the object of false cognition) produce an efficient action (artha-kriyd)? 

- What is this efficient action which is not accomplished for the people 
by that [object]? Does it have the form of cognition, the form of activity, 
[towards the object], the form of obtainment [of the object], or the form 
of experience which consists in the arising of pleasure and pain? 

Among these [possibilities], if it does not produce [an efficient action] 
which is characterised as cognition, this is not correct, [for even illusory] 
water does produce an efficient action characterised as cognition. If it does 
not produce [an efficient action] which has the form of activity, this is 
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not correct, for activity follows (i.e., is due to) the volition of men; it does 
not follow the existence or inexistence of the object itself, for a man acts 
or does not [act] according to his desire: the inexistence of that [object] is 
not established by that much. 

- [The object of false cognition] does not produce an efficient action 
which has the form of obtainment, that is why [it is said to be] inexistent. 

- This is also not correct, because existence is possible even if there is 
no obtainment, [as in the case of ] of sun, moon, planets, constellations, 
stars etc. 

If it does not produce an efficient action which has the form of pleasure 
or pain, does it not produce a pleasure which arises from seeing [the object], 
or [a pleasure] which arises from a relation to (i.e., contact with) the body? 

If it does not produce [a pleasure] which arises from seeing [the object], 
this is not correct, it does. 

If it does not produce [a pleasure] which arises from a relation to the 
body, then this does not hold good for the sun, moon, planets, constellations 
etc.; they do not produce a pleasure which arises from a relation to the body, 
but nevertheless they exist. 

And it is not by their not being agents of efficient action that things 
do not exist, because [a thing may be] produced by its own cause3’ [in such 
a way] that it produces nothing but [its own] cognition; or due to the 
absence of a coproducer [the thing] does not produce [anything at all] .” 

Strange arguments indeed. But according to my interpretation, this passage 
is not to be understood as affirming that ‘a false cognition of water is produced 
by unreal water’, but rather as answering in the negative the question ‘how 
can you prove that false cognition of water is not produced by some kind 
of water?‘. And the answer goes: not by the mere fact that the cognition 
is produced (the possibility that a cognition of water is produced by 
sun-rays has already been refuted, and Jayarasi does not have to repeat 
these arguments here); not by the absence or presence of activity on the 
part of the cognizer, for activity is not due to the existence of the object; 
not by the obtainment of the object, because certain objects cannot be 
obtained; and certainly not by the subjective experience of pleasure or 
pain. One can hardly see what other possibilities are left for the opponent 
in order to substantiate his claim that the object of a false cognition does 
not exist. 

Interpreted in this manner, the arguments start to make sense, but, 
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nevertheless, one has a quizzical feeling about them: Is Jayad’si pulling our leg? 
One can detect a certain irony in his arguments and, personally, I am never 
sure how serious he is. It is often the case with Jayarasi that he formulates 
arguments in which he does not believe, but which, he thinks (and usually 
with good reasons), his opponent cannot refute. 

Reading through the TCJS, the impression one gets of Jayadsi is of an 
excellent logician. confident of himself, intellectually independent and 
self-reliant, someone for whom philosophical reasoning is a playful activity. 
One can distinctly feel how he rejoices in the destructive force of his 
arguments; and one can almost see him smiling at his opponents, as if he 
was saying ‘Refute me. if you can’. He is certainly the most anarchical 
philosopher of ancient India to have come down to us. 
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NOTES 

* I am indebted to Professors A. Wezler, S. A. Srinivasan, L. Schmithausen, and Ms. K. 
Preisendanz from the Indological Institute of the University of Hamburg, as well as to 
Professor K. Bhattacharya from the CNRS Paris for their comments on an earlier version 
of this paper. Some of the better points presented here were developed as a direct result 
of our discussions. 
1 Cf. JIPh, 11 (1983) pp. 147-166. 
* In presenting Jayar&‘s opponents, I shall rely heavily on Schmithausen’s admirable 
study in Mandanamisra’s Vibhramaviveka, mit einer Studie zur Entwicklung der Indischen 
Irrtumslehre. Wien 1965. This study is one of the finest ‘flowers’ of the Frauwallner 
school, but for some reason it seems to be relatively unknown; perhaps because it is 
‘hidden’ as an appendix to the edition and translation of the Vibhramaviveka. It goes 
without saying that my purpose in this paper is not a systematic discussion of the Nyaya 
and Mimamsri theories of error, and I shall restrict myself only to those points which are 
criticized by Jayarlsi. 
3 According to Schmithausen (op. cit. p. 163). ever since Dignaga’s &ambanapariksa, 
but in fact already in the Nytiyastitra; cf. NS, 4.2.4 ff., cf. also W. Ruben, Die Nyayasutra’s, 
Leipzig 1928, p. 216 n. 278. Schmithausen’s conception of the historical development 
of the theory of error is probably influenced by Frauwallner’s statement that Dignaga’s 
work is the turning point, after which epistemological problems became the central 
preoccupation of Indian philosophers. I do not doubt the general validity of this state 
ment, but it seems to me that, in the particular case of the theory of error, the data 
cannot be ordered in such a clear-cut scheme. 
4 Schmithausen suggests (op. cit. p. 164) that this is perhaps due to Kumarlla’s 
“andersgeartete Ontologie”. If by that he means the rejection of samavaya, I do not see 
how it affects the theory of error in any way. Schmithausen’s presentation of Kumarila 
is a bit fragmentary, probably because he missed the important discussion in SV. Sunyavada 
in which Kumarila explains (under Samkhya influence? Cf. A Wezler, Studien zum 
DvadaS;Iranayacakra des Svetambara Mallavadin: I. Der Sarvasatvatmakatvavtida. in Studien 
zum Jainismus und Buddhismus, ed. K. Bruhn and A. Wezler. Wiesbaden 1981) errors in 
relative terms (212 f.) immediately after the expose of a basically Vyakhyatr theory (200 f.). 
s Cf. NMGBh p. 44,12 - 13 : iha ca sarva tracarya-sabdena Uddyo takara-vivrti-krto 
Rucikara-prabhrtayo vivaksitah, Vyakhyritr-sabdena ca Bh&ya-vivarana-krtah Pravara- 
prabhrtayo iti. 
6 Cf. E. Steinkellner, Die Literatur des alteren Nyaya, Wiener Zeitschrift fir die Kunde 
Sud- und Ostasiens, Vol. 5, 196 1 p. 160. 
7 Cf. A. Wezler, Zur Identitat der “Atiryah” und “Vylkhyatarah” in Jayantabhafta’s 
Nyayamaiijari WZKS Vol. 19, 1975 p. 141. 
8 Cf. NM p. 218.11: tad etad acnryah pratisamadhate - na v&ya-bheddd eva pmtibhasa- 
bhedah, kin tu uptiya-bhedad bhavaty eva. Cf. also B. Gupta, Die Wahrnehmung in der 
Nyayamarijari. Walldorf-Hessen 1963 p. 91 n. 222. 

Schmithausen (op. cit. p. 163) uses the terms limited transparence of cognition and 
absolute transparence of cognition to designate the basic principles of the Acarya and 
the Vyakhyatr respectively. There is no harm in that, of course, as long as one remembers 
the exact definitions he gives to these terms. Note, however, that the cognition is 
absolutely transparent for both the Acarya and the Vyakhyatr. 
9 Vacaspati (NV7Tad lot. p. 114.14) glosses eke with eka-d&a-mata. 
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10 cf. Paiicaptidika p. 49.1-50.1: koica - rajata-nipena cet parinatc Sukti ksiram iva 
dadhi-rape?, tadtido@pugame ‘pi tathaiva^vati!!hate. nanu kama’h-mukula-vikdsa- 
pat@dma-hetoh sCrvitrasya tejasah sthiti-hetutvam api drntam tad-apagame punah 
mukulibhrlva-dariana‘t. Cf. also P. Hacker, Vivarta. Wiesbaden 1953, pp. 36-37. 
11 Cf. J. May. Candrakirti, FrasannapadZMadhyamakavytti. Paris 1959, p. 19 n. 135. 
1 * One often comes across ca, especially in negated sentences, where hi, or something 
similar, would be expected. Indeed, both Buddhist and Hindu commentators tell us that 
ca is sometimes used to convey reason or explanation (co hetvarthah, co yastit). How- 
ever, none of the dictionaries available to me (PW, MW, Apte, Renou) glosses ca with any 
word which could even remotely suggest that ca may convey reason. Is it therefore a mere 
commentator’s trick, or an insufficiency of the dictionaries? I think the dictionaries 
are at fault on this point, but I do not care for arguing that co has an additional meaning 
of ‘for’ over and above its other more common meanings (it depends very much on 
what one understands by meaning). That much, however, is clear: ca is sometimes used 
to connect two sentences, the second of which provides the reason for the first. There- 
fore, there is no reason why it should not be translated with ‘for’ in such cases. 
’ 3 This theory is generally ascribed to Prabhakara, but it is not to be found in the 
Byhati. Schmithausen (op. cit. pp. 239-240) suggests that it either appeared in one of 
Prabhakara’s lost works, or that it was developed by one of his followers. 
l4 JayarZi refers to the NS, 3.2.24: anityatva-graha@d buddher buddhy-antardd 
vindiah hbdavat. “Cognition is destroyed by another cognition, since one apprehends 
that it is not eternal, just like sound.” 

Vatsyayana is not aware of the problems involved in the formulation of the stitra, 
but Uddyotakara has some trouble to explain how a cognition which has not yet been 
produced can destroy a cognition which is subsequent to it. In order to save the s&a 
he has to give up the absolute momentariness of cognitions. Cf. NVad Zoc. p. 859.9-10: 
atha manyase na due buddhi saha bhavanto yatah paray piitva nivartyate. tat ca M, 
yugapad-utpatti-nisedhaf!edhdt [cf: NS, 1.1.161 - yugapad-utpatte nisedhyati na sahabhdvuh. 
r 5 Jayanta probably refers to the 7’LrS p. 14.3-4: 

yadi ca abh-va-jridnena abhcva-vyavasthd kriyate, bhdva-j&Menu ca bhavo- 
vyavastha, tad6 udakasya bhdwibhdvau eka-k&u sy&im 

“And if the inexistence [of water] is established by the cognition of the inexistence [of 
water], and the existence [of water] is established by the cognition of the existence 
[of water], then the water would exist and not exist at the same time.” 
t6 At this point Jayanta refers the reader to the Ksanabharigabhariga where, he says, 
it wiB be shown that the object of perception is not I&ted to the present. I suppose 
he means the section on pratyabhijfk? (NM, Prameyaprakurav pp. 31.20-33.22). 
However, as far as I understand the arguments therein, they do not add anything new to 
what is already stated here, but simply multiply the examples; cf. for instance p. 33.1-3: 

nanu atite ‘rthe katham indriyam pravartate? kasyai? paryanuyogah? 
n&driyasydcetanatvcit, purusas iv avisphlrrirdk~o n&i~E~ pratipattip 
Inbhate visphdritdk?as tu labhate iti so ‘pi ndnuyojya& 

” - How can a sense organ act upon a past object? - Who is to be blamed? Not the 
sense organ, because it is not conscious. The man, however, whose eyes are closed, 
does not have such an apprehension (i.e. recognition), but [a man] whose eyes are open 
does. Thus he is not to be blamed either.” 
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Reading these arguments of Jayanta, I cannot help thinking that Collingwood was 
right in his analysis of realism; cf. Essay on Metaphysics. Chicago 1972 ed. pp. 34-S. 
l7 Cf. Schmithausen op. cit. p. 249. 
I8 Cf. NM p. 216.4, 7: atra punah pravanib prdhuh - . . . na hi visay&iiayam antarena 
pratibh&tiSayo bhavitum arhati.‘Cf. also Gupta op. cit. p. 101 n. 229. 
I9 After some hesitation I decided to follow Schmithausen (op. cit. p. 175), who 
attributes this Slokn to the Vyakhyatr. Note, however, that for Jayanta this is the second 
of the three Atirya theories. Perhaps the word icirya is used here in a more general 
meaning which can include any Naiyayika. This seems to go against the testimony of 
Cakradhara who says that everywhere (sarvatra) in the NM the word &fry@ refers to 
the school of the Rucikara (cf. n. 5 above). Perhaps the word sarvatra is to be understood 
as throughout the book and not in every single case, though this does not seem very 
likely. 
2o Cf. also Brhati pp. 54.6-7: svapnddi!u bahiravabhtim-samvit. sd cu bdhydrtham 
antare? na saqzbhavati. 
2 1 The formation of the term probably owes to the definition of recollection in the YS, 
1 .ll : anubhtita-viSnyrisa@prapramo~a~ smytih. 
22 Vlcaspati (IVVTT pp. 734.16-735.14) explains the difference between the four 
types of recollection as a difference in emphasis; in one case the agent is predominant 
(kartr-pmdhdna), in another the object (karma-pradhdna) etc. He seems though to 
have had a slightly different Bh&ya text before him than the one quoted above. 
2 3 Read vijii~mimim instead of vi~riindt. 
24 One could expect yadaham adrtiksam, since all the previous vikalpas contain the 
neuter udaka. However, yam aham adrtik?am is a stock phrase in which the yam refers 
to the masculin artha. The origin of the expression is probably to be traced to the NBh, 
3.1.14 
2 5 Read vipramusitatayd instead of vipramusitatti. 
26 Cf., however, hytiyabindu 3.75 (ed. D. Malvania, Kashiprasad Jayaswal Research 
Institute, Patna 1955, p. 203): paraspara-parihdm-sthita-lakFa@ayi va bhdwibhdvavat. 
27 The word viparita is not to be understood as ‘opposite’, but rather in the weaker 
sense of ‘different’. Indeed, it would be strange to say that water is the opposite of sun- 
rays, or that a man is the opposite of a trunk. Cf. for instance, NBhti p. 32.2-3: 
anyathd-pratibh vipurita-khyitir e&i. 
28 Cf. CoIlingwood, op. cit. pp. 21-33; An Autobiography. Oxford University Press 
(reprint) 1978, Chapter 5. 

CoIlingwood is, of course, not the first one to interpret meaning in terms of question 
and answer. As he points out, this goes back at least as far as Plato, who defined meaning 
as a dialogue of the Soul with itself, and, as we know from his writings, by dialogue he 
meant questions and answers. In India, the same view is clearly seen in the commentators’ 
literature. For instance, the most common procedure in the commentaries is to formulate 
a question (often in the form of doubt) to which the mda-text is introduced as an answer. 
29 Cf. R. Manor, Dialogues and the Iogic of questions and answers. Linguistische 
Berichte (Vieweg), Heft 73, Juni 1981, pp. l-28. 
JO To give one example: Western scepticism is intimately related with doubt (the 
Oxford dictionary, for instance, glosses scepsis with ‘philosophical doubt’). For Sextus, 
all cognitions are doubtful cognitions, and that is why one has to suspend judgement. 
For Jayaraii. on the other hand, there is no such thing as doubtful cognition, cf. TUS 
pp. 19.7-20.14. 
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31 This also holds for Taoist sceptics like Chuang Tzu and Lieh Tzu. However, I am 
not in a position to attempt any generalisation on Chinese philosophy. 
32 Cf. NBhti p. 33.8-10: etena yad ihhur eke - satybdakam asatybdakam c&y udaka- 
pranpaiico ‘yam madhur6dakddivat. tatra yathdsatyddaku-buddhau tiaty&.&Am 
pmtibh&i, anudaknm vci. evam asaty&iaka-jiiCne ‘pi na saty&fakam pratibhdty anudakam 
v&i. svavi?ye paryavastiyinyo buddhayah. tasmdn na viparito ‘s&i. 
33 A friend criticized my translation of atiprasariga as ‘absurd’. Granted that it is not 
a literal translation, I shall try to justify it shortly. There are some important differences 
between prasariga and atiprasariga: prasariga is used to indicate an undesired consequence 
(either because it is absurd, or because it is incompatible with the opponent’s premises), 
and it always involves two propositions. (It takes such forms as “if ‘p’ is accepted, the 
undesired consequence ‘q’ is inevitable” or “not ‘r’ because (otherwise) ‘q’ would be 
inevitable”, etc.) Atiprasariga, on the other hand, involves only one proposition: not 
p’, because atiprasariga. Thus, no undesired consequence needs to be specified, and 
this is so because ‘p’ itself is already inacceptable. Furthermore, after checking all 
occurences of the word atiprasatiga in the TUS, I came to the conclusion that the 
propositions connected with it are introduced by Jaya& in order to fill up purely 
logical holes in the argumentation, but which no opponent in his right mind would 
actually maintain. 
34 The concept of artha-kriy6 has strong Buddhist connotations, but it is not exclusively 
a Buddhist term, and it is clear from the context, i.e., the refutation of the word 
avyabhicirin of the NS 1.1.4, that the opponent is a NaiyHyika. The main difference 
between the Buddhist and the Nyaya concepts of artha-kriyd is that for the Buddhist 
an efficient action does not prove the reality of the object; an inferential cognition, 
for instance, may lead to an efficient action without its object, the universal, being 
considered real. For the Nyaya, however, the efficient action proves the reality of the 
object. It seems to me, therefore, that there is no essential difference between the 
Nyaya concept of artha-kriyd and the more common one of pravytti-srimarthya. As 
far as I can see, artha-kriyd can be used more vaguely, and can have a larger semantic 
field than pravrtti&marthya, which is sometimes reduced to the strict artha-prrfpti, 
the actual obtaining of the object. Thus the efficient action of an object may simply 
be the production of cognition, and this enables the Naiyayikas to consider the 
cognitions of sun, moon, and other such objects which cannot be obtained to be valid. 

It also seems that there is a difference of perspective between artha-kriyi and 
pravytti-simarthya. Pravytti-srfmarthya refers to an activity of the cognizer, i.e. it is a 
property of the subject, whereas artha-kriyd is mostly a property of the object. 
35 Cf. similar formulations in TUS pp. 40.19-20,47.16-17, 52.12-13 etc.;svahetor 
eva . is used when no further justification is given, and has always an undertone of 
arbitrariness: things are so, because they are produced in that manner by their causes. 
One could equally say things are so because they are so. 

Note also that arthakriyti is used here in a narrower, more literal sense than the 
above, for it cannot include vij?i~nanipE arthakriyz 


