ELI FRANCO

STUDIES IN THE TATTVOPAPLAVASIMHA
II. THE THEORY OF ERROR*

In a previous paper I tried to present Jayarasi’s critique of the criterion of
truth.! I would now like to proceed with the different, but related problem
of the theory of error. 2 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 Mimamsaka 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.® 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 (dlambana), if it has one at all, cannot correspond to the
cognition’s content, i.e., to the object which appears in the cognition
(pratibhdta-visaya).

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 niralambandnumdna:

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
Acirya and the Vyakhyatr. 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)*
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 Nydyamatfijarigranthibharnga. Commenting on NM, 62.15
Cakradhara says that the name decdryah applies to a group of commentators
on Uddyotakara’s Nydyavdrttika, the first of which (prabhrti) is the Rucikara,
whereas the name vydkhydtarah applies to a group of commentators on the
Nydyabhdsya the first of which is Pravara’® The Rucikara was identified by
E. Steinkellner with Adhyayana[pada].® 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.”’

The basic principle of the Acirya 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
Acirya theories, the first of which runs as follows (MM, 226. 14-15):

kaiscid glambanam tasmin uktam surya-maricayah/
nigtihita-nijakardh salilikara-dharinah//
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“By some [Acaryas] 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 $loka, 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 $loka as if error consists in a transformation of the object
(parinama). (Note that the word occurs neither in the $loka, 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 mitk. 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 (vvabhicdrin), 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
(NVonNS,1.1.4 pp.113-114):

kim punar atra vyabhicari kim artha dho jiidnam iti. eke tavad
varnayanti — arthasya vyabhicdrah arthas tu tathd na bhavat(ti,
tad-vyabhicdrat tad-visayam jiidnam api vyabhicdrity ucyate iti.

“In the case [of error], what deviates [from reality], is it the object (artha)
or the cognition? Some [Naiyayikas] ® are of the opinion that the object
deviates, it is the object which is not so (tatha) [as it really is] ; because
it deviates, the cognition which has it for object (visaya) 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 badhya-badhaka-bhdva, 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 bddhd is usually used in the
strict sense of ‘assertion of falsity’ (mithyéti badhakam jfianam), 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 Paficapddikd two models for the trans-
formation of the object. The first is the simple transformation of milk into
curds (ksirasya dadhi-parindmah), 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 pirvapaksin
gives another example, which can account for the transformation in both direc-
tions: the lotus bud (kamala-mukula) which bursts into bloom (vikdsa). The sun
glow (tejas) is the cause of the lotus bursting into bloom, because when the sun
disappears the flower turns into a bud again (mukultbhdva). In the same manner,
as long as the defect (dosa) 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 Jayarasi’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 Jayarasi 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 badhyate? kim svayam eva
atmdnam badhyate, @ho arthdntarena, jfidnena vd? yadi svayam eva
dtmanam bddhyate, tadd badhd tena kriyate jiidpyate va? yadi
kriyate, avyatiriktd vyatiriktd va? yady avyatiriktd, tadd badhd
kriyate ity dtmdnendtpddyate. tac ca na jaghatiti svitmani
kriyd-virodhat. atha vyatiriktd kriyate, tathdpi vidyamdnasya
kartrtvam na pratiyamdnasydpaldpah. atha bidhd jfidgpyate,

sdpy abhinnag bhinnd va? yady abhinnd, tadd badhd tena jiidpyate,
kim uktam bhavati? udakam jiigpyate. atha bhinnd, tadd vidya-
manasya jridpakatvam siddham pratiyamanasya cdstitvam.
athdrthdntarena bddhyate, tathdpi vidyamanayor badhya-
bddhaka-bhdvo bhtipdlayor iva, na caikasya badhya-badhaka-
bhava upapadyate. badhdpi tena pratiyamdnasya kim kriyate
jrdpyate va? yadi kriyate, avyatiriktd vyatiriktd va? yady
avyatiriktd taddvyatiriktd badha utpddyate, kim uktam bhavet?
udakam utpddyate. tad-utpdadane ca tat-samvido ‘mithydtvam.
atha vyatiriktotpddyate, tathdpi toyasambandhitaycpalabdher
ambhasa upapattir, na jatu devadattasydsattve tan-nayana-
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vyavahdra-siddhih. atha jfiapyate sdvyatirikta vyatiriktd va?

yady avyatiriktd jiidpyate, tadd badhd tena jiidpyate, kim uktam
bhavati? udakam jfidpyate. atha vyatiriktd sati jAdpyate, tathipy
udakasyéyam bddhéty anya-tantratayd pratibhdsandt ndtyantdbha-
vOpapattih. tasmadd arthdntarendpi na badhépapattih

atha jfidnena badhyate, kim tad-visayena, anya-visayena, nirvisayena
va? yadi tad-visayena, tadd tat-svarapam vidhatte na tu viparydsa-
yati tad-dkdra-paryavasita-rapatvat. athdnya-visayam badhakam,
tad api na yujyate, yad yad-visayam tat tasyaiva sattam vidhatte na
tv anyasya vidhdyakam pratisedhakam vd. svavisaya-paryavasdyinyo
hi buddhayah. atha nirvisayena badhyate, na kificid vidadhadti prati-
sedhati va nirvisayatvad 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 kriyd-virodhat).'! If [the
sublation] is produced as different [from the object], even so, [only] an
existent thing [can function as] an agent [of production] (karzr), [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 talk 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 Jayarasi 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 Acirya 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 §loka 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 §loka given by Jayanta presents a completely
different picture (VM p. 227.1-5):

tatra tarangddi-saimdnya-dharma-grahane sati na sthanu-purusavad
ubhaya-visesdh smarana-patham avataranti. na ca sannihita-
marici-viSesdh smarana-patham avataranti. kim tu parvépalabdha-
viruddha-salila-vartino visesah. tat-smarandc ca sthagitesu
svaviSesesu maricayah svarapam upadarSayitum asaknuvantah
toya-ripendvabhdsante.

“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 12 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
(@lambana), and particular properties produced by traces or impressions
(samskdra) 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 (rnanas) 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. [Prabhakara, 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.] !?

The arguments of Jayarasi against this modified Acﬁrya-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.
12.17--26:

atha udakékdratayd maricaya eva pratiyante, sa udakdkdro
maricibhyo vyatirikto ‘vyatirikto va? tad yady avyatirikto, sa tattviko
‘tattviko va? yadi tattviko, katham tad-avagater mithydtvam?
athdtattviko, tadd maricingm apy atattvikatvam prasajyate.
atdttvikédaka-taddatmye sati tad udaka-jfidnam atathyam, kim

uktam bhavati? marici-vijidnam atathyam. ekasmims$ codakdkdre
pratiyamadne kenaitad dkhyatam, maricayah pratibhdanti devandm-
privasya. atha arthdntara-bhiitah, tarhi na vaktavyam maricaya
udakdkdratayd pratiyante, udakdkdrdntaritd maricayah.

“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 Acirya 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 nirdlambandnumadna.

Its disadvantage, for which it was severely criticised by the Vyakhyatrs.
is that it can explain only errors with an external object. It has no explanatory



114 ELI FRANCO

power for errors without an external object such as the keSonduka cognition.
Jayara$i does not fail to criticise this point (T7US pp. 12.26—-13.5, cf.
below), and argues that if falsity is defined as the appearance or the appre-
hension of an object (avabhata- or pratiyamdna-|visaya)) different from the
cognition’s external object (@dlambana), then errors like the kesonduka
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 Acirya 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 (TUS p. 16.3-9):

atha jfidnam badhyate, tasydpi badhd kd? kim svaripa-vyavrtti-
rapd, svarupdpahnava-ripd, visaydpahdra-laksanad va’®

tad yadi svaripa-vyavrtti-ripd badhd, tadd sarvam badhitam
sydt, vijiidnasya vijiidndntarena nivartyamadnatvdt. atha
svarupdpahnava-ripd, tad ayuktam, mithyodaka-vijiidnasydpy
anubhiiyamdnatvat. atha visaydpahdara-laksand badhd ucyate,
sdpi na yuktd. yathd ca visaydpaharo na $akyate kartum
tathdnantaram 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.'* 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 Jayarasi. (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.
NM p.476.4—15:

visaydpahdras tavad astu bddhah. visayasya ca na pratibhdtatvam
apahniyate, kim tu pratibhdtasydsattvam khydpyata ity apahdrdrthah.
asattvam api nédanim upanatasya khydpyate, yena purva-drsta-
drughana-bhagna-kumbhdbhdva-pratibhdsavad abadhah syat.

na ca taddnim apy abhava-grahane vastuno dvy-dtmakatvam
dsankaniyam; purvdvagatikdrépamarda-dvdrena badhaka-
pratyayOtpddat: yan mayd tadd rajatam iti grhitam tad rajatam
na bhavati, anyad eva tad vastv iti. nanu sva-kdla-niyatatvat
jAdnandm katham uttarasya jfidnasya purva-jfianotpdada-
kaldvacchinna-tad-visaydbhdva-grahana-saimarthyam? kim
kurmah? tathd pratyayotpdddt. na bhagna-ghatavad iddnim
tan-ndstitd grhyate, 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),'s 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’.” 6

We can turn now to the third Acirya 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 Jayarasi, 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 Jayarasi’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 Acirya-theory which is
formulated by Jayanta as follows (VM p. 228.2-3):

anyad dlambanam cdnyat pratibhatiti kecana/
dlambanam didhitayas toyam ca pratibhdsate//

“Some [Acaryas say:] ‘one thing is the external object, anid 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 Acirya 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 (sadr§ya) to
silver, or to a disturbance (dosa) 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
dlambana. 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 Acarya theory (TUS p. 12.6—-16):
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ko ‘yam alambandrtho ndma yenédam udghusyate anyad
dlambanam cdnyat pratibhdtiti? kim vijiidna-janakatvam,
akardrpakatvam, vijidnddhikaranatvam, vijfiandvabhdsitatd

vd? tad yadi vijidna-janakatvan dlambandrthah, tadd nayandlokdder
apy dlambanatvam prasajyate. athdkardrpakatvam dlambanatvam,
tad ayuktam, naiydyika-samaye ‘nabhyupagamat. yathd ca
visaydkdro vijfidne na yujyate tathoparistdt pratipddayisyamah.
atha vijiidnddhikaranatvam dlambanatvam, [na,] na marici-
cakrotkalitam udiyate jidnam, api tv dtma-samavetam dtmdnam
dsddayate. atha vijiidndvabhdsitatd dlambanatvam, tadd udaka-
vijiiane 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 /_\cﬁrya 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 dlambana, 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 differenciated 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 Jayarasi. The definition of alambana 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 Acirya theory, but before the
definitions of dlambana 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 (ativydpti), for it can include anything found in proximity.

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

yad apy uktam: marici-deSam prati gamandt maricinam
dlambanatvam, yady evam desasydpy alambanatvam anayd
rityd upapadyate. na cdvabhdtédaka-bhinndrtha-sannikarsa-
jatvam udaka-vijiidgnasya upapadyate, satyodaka-jfidne ‘drstatvdt,
anyathdnumeya-dahana-jiidnasydpy indriydrtha-sannikarsa-
jatvam dapanipadyeta atma-manah-sannikarsa-jatvdt. atha
pratiyamana-dahanena saha manaso ndsti sambandhah tad ihdpi
pratiyamanendmbhasd saha ndsti sambandhah caksusah.

“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 (indriva).]
There is a striking similarity between the arguments in T7US pp. 12.8—
10 and 13.7. and those reported by Jayanta as a justification for the new
definitions of glambana. 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—-21:

yas tu trtiyah paksah (p. 458) ‘anyad dlambanam, anyac ca
pratibhati’ iti kaiScid aSritah — tatrdpi na sannihitasydlambanatvam
ucyate, yena bhi-pradesasydpi tathdtvam dsankyeta. ndpi janakasyd-
lambanatvam, yac caksur<iddv api prasajyeta. kintu idam ity
angulyd nirdiSyamdnam karmatayd yaj jiidnasya janakam, tad
dlambanam ity ucyamdne na kascid 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 Jayarasi, and
this would take us too far from our subject matter.

I would like to turn now to the rival Nyaya school of the Vyakhyatr.

The basic principle of the Vyakhyatr school is that a cognition’s content
is determined exclusively by its object.!® 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 adlambanam prahuh puro vasthita-dharminah/
sadrsya-darsanédbhiita-smrty-upasthdpitam 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.” 1

We saw that the Acaryas tried to refute the nirdlambandinumdna by claiming
that every cognition, even an erroneous one, has an object in reality. The
Vyakhyitr 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 (samskdra) 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 Sloka NM p. 227.9-14:

yatra kila jfidne yad ridpam upaplavate, tat tasya dlambanam

ucyate, na sannihitam; bhi-pradesasya tad-drambhakdndm ca
paramdnundm tad-dlambanatva-prasangdt. idam ca salildvabhdsi
vijiidnam. atas tad evdsydlambanam. tac ca néha sannihitam.

na caikantdsatah kha-puspddeh khydtir avakalpata iti deSdintarddau
vidyamanam eva salilam sadrSa-darsana-prabuddha-samskdrépdaridham
ihdvalambanibhavati.

“There (i.e., in the above quoted $loka), 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).” %

We saw that the Acaryas based their theory of error on the model of
doubt. The Vyakhyatrs 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 (adhisthdna), 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
(surydmsu, cf. NM p. 475.2--3) are the external object of the keSonduka
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 maricy-udaka-jidna). 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. [t was Prabhakara
who further developed the Vyakhyatr theory by deducing the extreme
logical consequences from the Vyiakhyatr 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. Brhati p. 52.6: katham tarhi
viparyayah? agrahandd evéti vadamah.).

However, it was not enough to say that errors are nothing but recollections.
Prabhikara 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: smardmiti jfidna-siinydni smrtijidndni etdni.). Because of this
failure, one mistakes a recollection for perception (pratyaksibhimana,
pratyaksa-sammita). To describe this failure Prabhakara coined the term
smrti-pramosa,** “loss of recollection” (cf. Brhati p. 53.8—9: Suktikdyam
rajata-jiidnam smaramiti pramosdt smrti-jidnam uktam. p. 56.5: smaramiti
smrti-pramosdt pratyaksa-sammitam tat.), or, more precisely, the loss of
awareness (vydmoha) of the fact that the cognition is a recollection (Brhat?

p. 55.3: vyamoha-hetavo mithyd-pratyaydh.).

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 Prabhakara 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. Jayarasi’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 Vyakhyatr 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 Jayarasi 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: ajfidsisam aham amum artham. . .
JjAdtavan aham amum artham, asav artho mayd jAiatah, asminn arthe mama
jfidnam abhiid iti caturvidham™® . . .). Thus, each recollection contains three
different factors: the cognizer, the cognized object and its cognition (ibid.:
sarvatra khalu jiiata jiidnam jiieyam ca grhyate.). 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 (VBh ibid.: etasya [smrter] jadtr-jfidna-visistah pirva-jiiato ‘rtho
visayo, ndrthamdtram). 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 maricy-udaka-vijfidnasya smrtitvam pratipadyante, na
bhranti-ripatam. tasya katham smrtitvam? kim udaka-grhititvena,
grhitodaka-grhititvena va, udaka-grahandnantara-kala-bhdvitvena
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vd, nirvisayatvena vd, ‘vam aham adrdksam’ ity anendkdrendpa-
Jdyamdnatvena vi?

tad yady udaka-grhititvena, tadd sarvédaka-vijidninam
smrtitva-prasangah. atha grhitodaka-grhititvena smrtitvam,
tadddyasydpi grhitodaka-grhititvena smrtitvam prasajvate,
grhitodaka-grahitvivisesat. adyasya grhitodaka-grahitvam

ndsti, tadanim bhinna-visayatvam, bhinna-visayatve

ca dvitiyasydpi grhita-grahitvam vihiyate. atha eka-visayatvam
dydtam tarhi prathamasvdpi grhita-grahitvam, avisistartha-grhiti-
rapatvdt, prathamottara-vifidnavat. yathaika-nila-svalaksana-
grihaka-yugapad-utpanndneka-vijidnat *® nila-jfiana-ripatd

na bhidyate tathéhdpi. tatha dhardvahi-vijidnanam smrti-rupatd
prapnoti. tathd pratyabhijiidnasya ca grhita-grdhitvena smrtitvam
prasajyate. atha pratyabhijfianasya grhita-grahitvam na vidyate,
tadd pratyabhijfignatvam nivartate, na hy ddyam darsanam

‘sa evdyam’ ity upajdyate. tathd dnumdnikam api vijidnam
grhita-grdhitvena smrtitvam dpadyate.

atha udaka-grahandéttara-kdla-bhdvitvena smrtitvam, tadd
samskdrasya smarana-ripatd prapnoti, udaka-grahanottara-
kala-bhavitvena, rasa-samvedanasya ca.

atha nirvisgyatvena smrti-riipatd ucyate, tad ayuktam, purvéditd-
nubhavdveditdrthikdrivedakatvena udiyamdndydh katham
nirvisayatvam? atha parvinubhutdrtha-pratyastamaye sati samana-
kaldbhavan nirvisayatd, tadd codand-janita-vijiianasya nirvisayatvena
smrtitvam dpanipadyate, kartavyatd-ripdrthasya taddbhadvat.
bhdve vd kartavya-rapatd ndpapadyate. tad-anupapattau sapta-
tantu-kriydya vilopa-prasangah. yadi ca nirvisayatvena smrtitvam,
tadd vidyamdna-ghata-jaty-ddeh smaranasydsmrtitva-prasangah.
atha ‘adrdksam’ ity anendkdrendpajdyamdnatvena smrtitvam,

tad ayuktam, ‘ithddakam’ ity anendkdrendpajayamdndydh katham
‘adraksam’ 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] 2* 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 cognitions 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, Jayarasi 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
smrti-pramosa. In the last vikalpa, however, the perspective suddenly changes.
Jayarasi 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 smrti-pramosa which follows immediately upon it. The opponent introduces
the smrti-pramosa in order to explain why the part ‘I remember’ does not
appear in the cognition of water, and Jayara$i proceeds to refute it by
claiming that no matter how smrti-pramosa is to be understood, it cannot
account for the cognition of water. TUS p. 18.14-19.6:

atha vipramusi[ta)td®s anayd bhargyd upajdyate, ko ‘vam
vipramoso nama? kim anubhavdkdra-svikaranam, smarandkdra-
pradhvamso vd, apirvdrtha-grhititvam vd, indriydrtha-sannikarsa-
Jjatvam vd, indriydrthdsannikarsa-jatvam va?

tad yady anubhavdkara-svikaranam, tadd smrti-ripatd nopapadyate.
atha smrti-ripatd, taddnubhavdkara-svikaranam ndpapadyate,
smrty-anubhavikdrayor itaretara-parihdra-sthiti-laksanatvat.

atha smarandkdra-pradhvamsah, tad ayuktam, vijfidnasya svayam
smrtitvendbhyupagamadt. pradhvamso hy avijfidndtmakah katham
smrti-ripatam vidhatte? athdparvirtha-visaya-grhititvam smrti-
pramosa ucyate, taddtyantinanubhiita-kanaka-panasidi-samvittinam
smrti-vipramosatvam apadyate. atha indriydrtha-sannikarsa-

jatvam smrti-vipramosa ucyate, tada samvittindm smrti-
vipramosatva-prasangah. atha indriydrthdsannikarsa-jatvam
smrti-vipramosa ucyate, tadd codand-janita-vijiidnasydnumandépamdna-
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vijiidnasya ca smrti-vipramosatvam dpadyate. tasmdd yathd
yathd vicdryate smrti-vipramosah tathd tathd nydyam na visahata
iti. tasmad maricy-udaka-vijfianasya na smrti-vipramosa-rupatd,
api tu viparita-khydtitvam samyag-jfianatvam va.

“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
(aptirvdrtha). 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 exclusion.?

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-khydtitva),?" or a valid cognition.”

So far for Jayarasi’s arguments against the Acirya 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 Jayarasi, 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, Jayarasi says that a cognition of
water is either true, or viparita-khydti. Now, the term viparita-khydti or

its synonym anyathd-khydti is usually used to designate the Acarya 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 Jayarasi criticized
Prabhakara he had already forgotten what he had said when criticizing

the Acaryas. In fact, while criticizing the Acérya theory he affirms the

exact opposite (TUS p. 12.26—13.5):

atha kesonduka-vijiiane kim avabhadti? kim alambate? kesonduk-
asyaiva dlambanatvam pratiyamanatvam ca tathd udakasyaiva
dlambanatvam pratiyamdnatvam ca, ndlambandntaram parikalpyam.
na codaka-jiidnasya pratiyamanédakdnydlambanatyena mithydtvam,
api tu abhdvat tattvikatvena anyathd kesonduka-samvido 'pi
mithydtvam na prapnoti, anydlambana-vyatirekat.

“What appears in the hair-net (keSonduka) 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 Jayarasi’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: Jayarasi
affirms statements incompatible with his opponent’s view, and which he
thinks the opponent cannot refute without getting himself into trouble
(mostly avydpti, ativydpti and internal contradictions). While dealing with
different theories, Jayarasi makes different statements in the different
corresponding contexts. Consequently, when two theories are contradictory,
Jayarasi will make contradictory statements; he will say black when one
opponent says white, and white when another opnonent 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 Acaryas claim that in the case
of error the external object of the cognition is different from its internal
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object, while for the Vyakhyatrs, on the other hand, whatever appears

in the cognition is its external object. Therefore, after refuting the Acarya
theory, Jayarasi concludes that the cognition’s external and internal object
are not different, and after refuting the Vyakhyatr theory, that they are.
Thus all affirmations of Jayarasi’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 Jayarasi is accepted, it follows that two seemingly
contradictory propositions are not actually contradictory, because of their
different intentions. 1 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 Jayarasi cannot be
accepted, and one is bound to conclude that he simply and stupidly contradicts
himself. If, on the other hand. one follows Collingwood.?® and more recently
Manor,?® 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 Jayarasi’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 paksa or pratijfia. There are, of course, important
differences in form,® for sceptics are terminological parasites; just as Sextus
criticizes the Platonic, Aristotelian and Stoic philosophers of his time by
using their own terms, Jayarasi does the same by using Nyaya, Mimamsa
and Buddhist terms. But the phenomenon of scepticism is certainly common
to the three philosophical traditions of India, China and Europe.

Nevertheless, there is 1 think, something unique in Jayarasi. 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 [ know,
none of the Western sceptics questioned this presupposition.3! 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. Jayarasi, 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 bhavikare pratiyamdne ‘bhava-kalpand nydyyd atiprasangdt,
anyathd rapddau pratiyamdne rasddi-kalpand kartavyd. na ca
kriyate. tathéhdpy udakam pratiyate. nanu pratiyate kintv
atathyam, yady evam, udaka-prapafico ‘yam, dirghddakam
madhurédakam iti yathd. nany atra sarvdsv avasthdsv udakam
pratiyate, tena tasv ambhah prakalpyate. yady evam tad ihdpy
avasthd-dvaye ‘py udakam pratiyate satyodakam asatyodakam ca.
satyodaka-jridne satybdakam avabhati ndsatyddakam anudakam vd.
tathd asatyodaka-jfidne ‘satyddakam pratibhdti na satyédakam
anudakam vd, sva-visaya-paryavasdyinyo hi buddhayah.>

“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,® 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-praparica), 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 udakae-praparica
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 bddhd, translated above)
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there comes a passage which leaves no doubt about it. The opponent throws
the burden of proof on Jayarasi: Suppose you convinced me that a false
cognition cannot be sublated, but how come its object does not produce

an efficient action (artha-kriyd)3*? 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 badhyate kim ity asdv artha-kriyam na karoti bhavah?
kéyam artha-kriya yd tena na sampadyate pumsam? kim vijfidna-
ripd, pravrtti-ripd, prapti-rapd, sukha-duhkhoétpada-bhoga-ripd va?
tad yadi vijiidna-laksandm na karoti, tad ayuktam, vijfidna-laksandm
artha-kriyam karoty eva toyam. atha pravrtti-ripim na karoti,

tad ayuktam, pravrttir hi purusécchdnuvidhdyini ndrtha-svaripa-
bhavibhdvav anugamayati. puruso hi kamatah pravartate va

na vd, na hy etdvatd tad-abhdva-siddhih. atha prapti-ripam artha-
kriyam na karoti tendsattvam, tad apy ayuktam, candrdrka-
graha-naksatra-tarakddeh prapty-abhdve 'pi sattva-sambhavat.

atha sukha-duhkha-ripam artha-kriydm na karoti, kim darsana-
jam sukham na karoty dho deha-sambandha-jam? tad yadi
darsana-jam na karoti, tad ayuktam, karoty eva. atha deha-
sambandha-jam na karoti, tadd candrdrka-graha-naksatridau
vyabhicdrah; tesim deha-sambandha-ja-sukha-janakatvam ndsti,
atha ca sattvam. na cdrtha-kriydkartrtvena vastindm asattvam
sva-hetor eva vijfidna-jananamatrasyotpatteh sahakdri-virahdd

vd na karoti.

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

— 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 cause [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 Jayarasi 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 TUS, the impression one gets of Jayarasi 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

* ] 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 resuit
of our discussions.
L Cf. JIPh, 11 (1983) pp. 147-166.
2 In presenting Jayarasi’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 Frauwaliner
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 Mimamsa theories of error, and I shall restrict myself only to those points which are
criticized by Jayarasi. )
3 According to Schmithausen (op. cit. p. 163), ever since Dignaga’s Alambanapariksd,
but in fact already in the Nyayasiatra; cf. NS, 4.2.4 ff., cf. also W. Ruben, Die Nyayasitra’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 Kumarila’s
“andersgeartete Ontologie™. If by that he means the rejection of samavdya, 1 do not see
how it affects the theory of error in any way. Schmithausen’s presentation of Kumarita
is a bit fragmentary, probably because he missed the important discussion in sv, S‘ﬁnyava'da
in which Kumarila explains (under Samkhya influence? Cf. A Wezler, Studien zum
Dvadasaranayacakra des Svetimbara Mallavadin: I. Der Sarvasarvatmakatvavida. 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.).
5 Cf. NMGBh p. 44.12-13: iha ca sarvatricirya-sabdena Uddyotakara-vivrti-krto
Rucikara-prabhrtayo vivaksitah, Vyakhydtr-Sabdena ca Bhdsya-vivarana-krtah Pravara-
prabhrtayo iti.
6 Cf. E. Steinkellner, Die Literatur des ilteren Nyaya, Wiener Zeitschrift fur die Kunde
Siud- und Ostasiens, Vol. 5, 1961 p. 160.
7 Cf. A. Wezler, Zur Identitit der “Aciryél_l“ und “Vyakhyatarah™ in Jayantabhatta’s
Nyayamaiijari, WZKS Vol. 19,1975 p. 141.
8 Cf. NM p. 218.11: tad etad acaryah pratisamddhate — na visaya-bhedad eva pratibhdsa-
bhedah, kin tu updya-bhedad bhavaty eva. Cf. also B. Gupta, Die Wahrnehmung in der
Nydyamarijari. Walldorf-Hessen 1963 p. 97 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 (V VTT ad loc. p. 114.14) glosses eke with eka-desa-mata.
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10 Cf. Paricapadika p. 49.7—50.1: kifica — rajata-ripena cet parinata $ukti ksiram iva
dadhi-ripena, tadd dosipagame 'pi tathaivivatisthate. nanu kamala-mukula-vikasa-
parindma-hetoh savitrasya tejasah sthiti-hetutvam api drstam tad-apagame punah
mukulibhava-darsandt. Cf. also P. Hacker, Vivarta. Wiesbaden 1953, pp. 36 -37.

LU Cf. J. May, Candrakirti, Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti. Paris 1959, p. 79 n. 135.
12 One often comes across ca, especially in negated sentences, where Ai, 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 yasmat). 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 ¢z 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: cz 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.

13 This theory is generally ascribed to Prabhakara, but it is not to be found in the
Brhatt. 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.

14 JayaraSi refers to the NS, 3.2.24: anityatva-grahandd buddher buddhy-antarid
vindsah Sabdavat. “*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 siitra,
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 sitra
he has to give up the absolute momentariness of cognitions. Cf. NV ad loc. p. 859.9-10:
atha manyase na dve buddhi saha bhavanto yatah paraya pirva nivartyate. tac ca na,
yugapad-utpatti-nisedhdt [cf. NS, 1.1.16] - yugapad-utpattih nisedhyati na sahabhdvah.
15 Jayanta probably refers to the TUS p. 14.3-4:

yadi ca abhava-jiidnena abhava-vyavastha kriyate, bhava-jiidnena ca bhava-
vyavastha, tada udakasya bhavibhdvau eka-kdlau syatam.

“And if the inexistence fof 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.”

16 At this point Jayanta refers the reader to the Ksanabharigabharga where, he says,

it will be shown that the object of perception is not limited to the present. I suppose

he means the section on pratyabhijiia (NM, Prameyaprakarana 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? kasyaisa paryanuyogeh?
néndriyasydcetanatvat, purusas tv avispharitdkso nédrsim pratipattim
labhate visphdritdksas tu labhate iti so 'pi ninuyojyah.

* — 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. 34-5.

17 Cf. Schmithausen op. cit. p. 249.

18 Cf. NM p. 216.4, T: atra punah pravargh prahuh — . . . na hi visaydtisayam antarena
pratibhdsétisayo bhavitum arhati. Cf. also Gupta op. cit. p. 101 n. 229.

19 After some hesitation I decided to follow Schmithausen (op. cit. p. 175), who
attributes this §loka to the Vyakhyatr. Note, however, that for Jayanta this is the second
of the three Acarya theories. Perhaps the word dcarya 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 (sarvaira) in the NM the word acaryah 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.

20 Cf. also Brhatf pp. 54.6—7: svapnddisu bahir-avabhdsd samvit, si ca bahydrtham
antarena na sambhavati.

21 The formation of the term probably owes to the definition of recollection in the Y5,
1.11: anubhiita-visaydsampramosah smrtih.

22 yacaspati (N VTT 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-pradhdna), in another the object (karma-pradhdna) etc. He seems though to

have had a slightly different Bhdsya text before him than the one quoted above.

23 Read vifiidnandm instead of vijiidnat.

24 One could expect yad aham adraksam, since all the previous vikalpas contain the
neuter udaka. However, yam aham adraksam 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

25 Read vipramugitatayd instead of vipramusitata.

26 (f., however, Nydyabindu 3.75 (ed. D. Malvania, Kashiprasad Jayaswal Research
Institute, Patna 1955, p. 203): paraspara-parihdra-sthita-laksanataya va bhavibhdvavat.
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, NBhi p. 32.2-3:
anyathd-pratibhasandd viparita-khydtir evéti.

28 Cf. Collingwood, op. cit. pp. 21-33; An Autobiography. Oxford University Press
(reprint) 1978, Chapter 5.

Collingwood 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 mila-text is introduced as an answer.
29 Cf. R. Manor, Dialogues and the logic of questions and answers. Linguistische
Berichte (Vieweg), Heft 73, Juni 1981, pp. 1-28.

30 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 Jayarasi. 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, l am
not in a position to attempt any generalisation on Chinese philosophy.
32 Cf. NBhii p. 33.8-10: etena yad dhur eke — satyédakam asatybédakam céty udaka-
pranpafico 'yam madhurédakddivat. tatra yathd satyddaka-buddhau ndsatyédakam
pratibhati, anudakam vd, evam asatyédaka-jfidne 'pi na satyédakam pratibhaty anudakam
Véti. svavisaye paryavasdyinyo buddhayah. tasman na viparito stiti.
33 A friend criticized my translation of atiprasanga as ‘absurd’. Granted that it is not
a literal translation, I shall try to justify it shortly. There are some important differences
between prasanga and atiprasanga: prasanga 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.) Atiprasanga, on the other hand, involves only one proposition: not
‘p’, because atiprasanga. 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 atiprasanga in the TUS, I came to the conclusion that the
propositions connected with it are introduced by Jayarasi in order to fiil up purely
logical holes in the argumentation, but which no opponent in his right mind would
actually maintain.
34 The concept of artha-kriyd 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
avyabhicdrin of the NS 1.1.4, that the opponent is a Naiyayika. 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 pravrtti-simarthya. As
far as I can see, artha-kriya can be used more vaguely, and can have a larger semantic
field than pravrtti-samarthya, which is sometimes reduced to the strict artha-prapti,
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-kriyd and
pravrtti-samarthya. Pravrtti-samarthya 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 arthakriyd is used here in a narrower, more literal sense than the
above, for it cannot include vijfianariipa arthakriya.



