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PREFACE

The accredited authority on Madhva Logic
1s Jayatirtha, and his celebrated work, the
Pramanapaddhati, is the authoritative logical text
of the Madhvas. The Praménacandrika 1s a
shorter work and follows the Pramdnapaddhat:
closely, reproducing the language of the Paddhat:
in many places and acknowledging the Paddhati
as its authority at the end of every section.
The Candrika however has the ment of being
a clear presentation both of Madhva and other
rival views. The present translation, 1t is hoped,
will give a clear idea of Madhva logical theory
and its points of agreement and disagreement
with the theories of other schools. The Intro-
duction which gives an outline of Madhva Phi-
losophy will also be of use in understanding and
correctly appraising the Madhva viewpoint.

Jayafirtha is supposed to have flourised to-
wards the middle of fhe fourteenfh century.
According fo one estimate he must be placed
between 1317 A.D. and 1380 A.D. Since’the
author of the Candrikd refers throughout to
Jayatirtha's Paddhalt as his source-book, and
always with profound respect, he may be taken
to be one of Jayatirtha's younger contemporaries.
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He must therefore have flourished either at the
lafter half of the 14th or the beginning of the
15th century.

My sincerest thanks are due to my colleague,
Dr. Satcowrie Mookerjee, for seeing the Sanskrit
text through the Press. He has however departed
from the onginal Madhva Vilasa edition (now
out of print) in two respects. In the first place,
he bhas divided the work 1into chapters—an
evident improvement in form. Secondly, he has
changed the text itself in some places. As I am
unable to accept the correctness of all the changes
he has made, some of the passages as they occur
in the orginal Madhva Vilasa edition appearing
to me to be quite in order, I leave the whole

matter to the judgment of my readers.
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INTRODUCTION

Madhva philosophy 1s the conceptual formula-
tion of the religious attitude of devotion or
Bhakti and rests on the idea of an essential
distinction between the devotee and the object
of his worship. As the plilosophic interpretation
of the Vedanta teachings 1t 1s therefore not merely
revolutionary but also beretical. Its dualistic
metaphysics and 1ts conception of the liord as
the efficient and not the material cause of the
world are a direct negation of the monism of the
Upanishadic teachings. It has thus been repu-
diated by Vedantists themselves as a gross car-
cature of the Vedanta doctrines, particularly
by the Sankarite Advaitins who reject even
qualified non-dualism as mconsistent with Vedantic
Absolutism. Madhvaism thus stands to orthodox
Vedantism as Sufism does to Islamic Monotheism.
If pantheistic Sufism 1s the worst heresy of
Islamism, no less 18 Madhva Theism as an
interpretation of Vedanta monism.

The central conception in the Madhva meta-
physics is the idea of an eternal and unsur-
mountable gap between the Lord and the world
of inanimate objects and sentient souls. The
Lord is the Inghest reality and has independent
being. The world and the individual souls are

B
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all dependent on the Liord, but are not existent-
ially one with Him. The Lord thus is the
efficient and not the material cause of the world
(¢f. Nydya). The world depends on the ILord,
but also has bkeing outside Him. So also have
the jivas or individual souls who are subservient
to the Lord and are his eternal servants. Thus
the distinctions between the Lord and the world
and between the Lord and sentient souls are
not merely essential but also eternal.

The main points of the Madhva Philosophy
are summarised in a Sansknt sloka the purport
of which we give here in Enghsh :——

The Liord (Hari) is the highest reality (para-
tatlva). The world 1s real. Difference 1s real.
Individual souls are the servants of the Lord
(Hareranucarah). They are distinguished by
superior and inferior excellences. Liberation is
the experience of untainted innate bliss. Bhakti
or devotion together with the Liord’s grace is the
means to hiberation.  Perception, Inference and
Verbal Testimony are the sources of knowledge.
In regard to the Lord the Vedas are the sole
evidence. 'The Vedas are eternal and impersonal.

The above cleatly brings out the wide diver-
gence of the Miadhva and the Sankarite views.
For the Sankante the world 1s a false appearence
in the Absolute and 1s devoid of strict reality.
For the Madhvas the world has reality, though
pob the self-dependent reality of the Lord. For



INTRODUCTION X1

the Sankarites, distinction is an indescribable false
appearance in the undifferenced reality of the
Absolute. Hence the distinctive reality of the
world is an eternally cancelled appearance In
Brahman. For the Madhvas, distinction is not
only real but also eternal. Hence the five dis-
tinctions between the Liord and the I1nanimate
world, between the Liord and the individual souls,
between one individual soul and another, between
one inanimate object and another and between
an individual soul and an inanimate object are
both real and eternal.

This brings us to the Madhva wiew of the
nature and consutution of the world and its
scheme of the padirthas or knowables. Unlike
the Nyaya-Vaisesikas who recognise seven kinds
of knowables, the Bhittas who recognise five
(the seven of the Nyidya-vaisesikas minus visesa
and samavdya) and the Pribhikaras who recognise
eight [five of the Nyaya-vaisesikas barring
abhdva and wvidesa, plus samkhyd (number),
“ddréya (sumilarity) and Sakt: (potency)], the
Madhvas recogmse ten kinds of padarthas, wiz.,
(1) substance, (2) quahty, (3) action, (4) gene-
rality, (5) individuality, (6) the qualified sub-
stantive (risista), (7) the composite whole
(amsi), (8) Power or Sakti, (9) Similarity and
(10) Absence or Negation.

Of these, substances are of twenty different
kinds and comprise (1) The Supreme Soul or,the
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Lord, (2) Laksmi, the Lord’s consort, (3) In-
dividual Souls, (4) Unchanging Akésa which 1s
thé same thing as space, (5) Primordial Nature
(Prakrti), (6) The Three Gunas, (V) Mahat or the
Great Principle, (8) Ahemkdara or The Principle
of Egoity, (9) Understanding (Buddhi), (10)
Mind, (11) The Senses, (12) The Infra-sensibles
(matra), (13) The Elements, (11) The Universe,
(15) Nescience (Avidya), (16) The Alphabetical
Sounds, (17) Darkness, (i8) Residual Traces
and Dispositions, (19) Time, (20) Reflection
(Pratibimba).

Qualities again are of 41 different kinds
including the qualitics of the Nyaya-Vaidesikas
as well ag such other excellences and deficiencies
as serenity, steadfasiness, gravily of mind, fear,
shame, strength, self-restraint, endurance, valour,
magnanimity, ete.

Actions again are either moral or non-moral.
Moral actions are objects of approval or disapproval.
Non-morul action 1s physical motion.

Generality is either eternal or non-eternal.

Individualities are innumerable and are the
bases of all differentiation and distinction.

By a qualified substance is meant a substantive
spegified by an adjective.

Composite wholes are again either limited in
size or of unlimited extent.

Sakti or power is of four kinds, viz., inherent
power, adventitious power, the power that is
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unthinkable, and a word’s power of meaning or
referring to an object. i

Similarities are innumerable and are functions
of single objects as determined by their relations
to other objects. Thus though a similarity holds
between one object and another, 1t is a function
only of one and not of both.

Absence is of four kinds, viz., Antecedent
Absence, Emergent Absence, Absolute Absence
and Reciprocal Absence. Of these the first are
other than the locations they characterise. Not
so reciprocal negation. It is the same as its locus,
the negation being non-dilferent from the entities
which negate each other. Further it is either
eternal or non-eternal. As negation of eternal
entities 1t 1s eternal, as negation of non-eternal
entities 1t 1s non-eternal  This follows from such
negation being non-different from the entities
which so negate each other. Absolute negation
is the negation of what never, nowhere exists. It
is thus the negation of the unreal or the imaginary.
Though the entity which 1t negates 1s unreal, the
negation itself as the absolute absence of the unreal
1s real. Thus absolute negation 1s the real absence
of the absolutely unreal.

The Madhva view of the Lord and the indivi-
dual soul presents many points of contact with,
as well as of divergence from, the Nydya view. As
with the Naiyayikas, the Lord, according to the
Madhvas, is the efficient and not the material cguse
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‘of the world. The Lord further is independent,
all-pervading and is the subject of such qualities
as omniscience, etc. Laksmi is the power of the
Lord. The jiva or individual soul, on the other
hand, 1s atomic (contrast Nydya), is existentrally
separate from, though dependent on, the Lord, is
ignorant, in bondage, cte. Further the j7va stands
to the Tord as reflection (prafibimba) 1o the
original. Through the knowledge of the I.ord the
karmic potencies of the jiva wear away, and this
prepares the way to hberation. Bhakti together
with the Lord’s grace 1s the cause of Liberation
which consists in the experience of pure, inherent
'bliss. Prakrt1 or primordial naturc is the cause
of bondage and 1~ the root of beginningless
nescience. Nescience 1tsell 15 a positive category
and 18 the source of the two kinds of ignorance,
viz., ignorance as regards one’s own nature and
1gnorance as regards the nature of the Lord.

The Madhva view ol the twenty kinds of
substance ncludes, 1t will be noled, not merely
the mine different kinds of the Nyaya-Vaisesikas
but also those of the Sankhya Philosophers.
Elementary Akasa of the Madlhvas, e.g., is the
same as the Akasa of the Nydya-Vaisesikas, while
unchanging Akasa 18 only the space or dvik of the
latter reintroduced under a different name. Thus
we have all the nine of the latter, viz., the five
elements, besides space, time, mind and self. But
in «addition to these we have also some of the



INTRODUCTION XV

Sankhya metaphysics. For example, Prakrt:, the
Gunas, Buddhi, Ahamkdra, mind, the senses
(indriya), the infrasensibles (mdird corresponding
to tanmatra), ete., are all Sinkhya padarthas. To
these of the Nyaya-Vaiesika substances and the
Sankhya padarthas, the Midhvas add some of their
own such as Avidya (Nescience), Pratibimba (Reflec-
tion), the Alphabetical Sounds and Darkness.

As regards gumas as qualities, it will be noted
that they are not thc same as the three gunas
which are substances. The gunas as qualities are
attributes while the three gunas are substantive
reals. The gunas as qualities, it will be further
noted, include not only the Nyiya-Vaidesika
qualities but also many moral attributes of the soul
such as serenity, mental gravity, magnanmmity, etc.
The Nyaya-Vaidesikas will regard these latter as
compounds of certain primary qualities of the self
such as pleasure, pain, attraction, aversion, etec.

The Miadhva classification of actions into moral
and the morally indifferent or neutral also shows a
clear departure from the Nyaya-VaiSesika view.
For the Nyaya-VaiSesikas willing is a quality of the
soul and not an action—-a quality presupposing
attraction or aveggion as 1ts condition and as such
being the object of moral judgment In Madhva-
18m however willing is regarded as a kind of acting
and therefore as a species of the genus <which
includes physical motion as well.

The Nyaya-Vaidegika view of generality is also
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similarly modified by the Madhvas. The Naiya-
yikas consider nityatra or eternality {o be part of
the defimtion of ‘gencrality,” so that a ‘generality’
which is not nitya is no generality The Madhvas
reject this view and subscribe to the conception of
nitya and anitya generalities. Thus Brahminhood,
manhood, etc., are non-eternal generalities, since
their individual substrates are non-eternal. A man
may become a Brahmin through the practice of
penance and self-mortification just as contrariwise
one may lose Brahminhood through misdeeds. So
also manhood may be lost in a subsequent birth,
it being possible for a man fo be reborn as an
animal in a subsequent rebirth. Thus we must
suppose non-eternal generalities in such eases.
But a generality like that of mdividual self-hood
(jivatva) is eternal, for no jiva cver ceases to be.

And what is true of generality also holds of
particularity. Here also we must recognise,
according to Maidhvas, both eternal and non-
eternal particularities. Thus the particulanty of
an eternal spirit like the l.ord 1s itself eternal,
while the particularity of a non-elernal thing like
a jar is non-eternal. 'The Nyadya-VasSesikas will
say that the particularity of a non-cternal thing
bein.g due to the particularities of their eternal
constituents, no separate particularity for the
whole as a compound need be assumed. But this
view does not appeal to the Madhvas.

Tn place of the samavdya relation of the Nyaya-
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VaiSesi kas, again, the Madhvas will have the two
padarthas of the vidigta or qualified substantive and
the ams$? or composite whole. These two between
themselves comprise, according to the Madhvas,
every case of the so-called constitutive relation of
samavaya.

Sakti, power, and Sadrsya, similarity, are not
admitted as distinet padarthas by the Nyaya-
Vaisesikas. They are however recognised as such
by the Prabhakara Mimamsakas and the Madhvas
agree with the Pribhiakaras in this respect. Salt,
however, according to Madhvas, 1ncludes, besides
the power 1n words to refer to their meanings or
objects, the unthinkable power which exists in
the Liord alone in its completeness and only
partially and 1n different degree< in other beings,
the adventitious power which 1s generated in an
1dol or image through the 1nspiring 1nfluence of
the worshipper’s devotion and the inherent or
innate powers of things. Similanty again is
eternal or non=eternal hke generality and parti-
culartty Thus the similarity of jiras or individual
souls and other eternal substances such as the Lord
15 eternal, but the similarity of non-eternal things
like jars, cloths, etc., 18 1tself non-eternal.

As regards Abhara or Absence, the Madha-
hold that 1t has reality though the prafiyog: or
counter-entity of the absence in some cases 1s
asat or unreal (e.¢., in absolute absence). For
the Naiyayikas however Abhdra has padarthgtea

C
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or objectivity but nol seftva oo reahty. Abhaca
prexupposes reality (bhdva) bemg adjectival to it,
but 15 not itself reality Thus reality (bharatra)
appertains to the six positives o1 bhdrca-padarthas,
the first three (substance, quality and action) being
real through the unmiversal of being inhering 1n
them (saltayoyena sat) while the second three
(generality, particularity and inherence) being real
through relation to that in which reality mheres
(ckirtha-<amardaya). For the Madhvas however,
‘absence’ or negation 15 a form of sattva or reahity
just as 1s ‘presence ' According to them, padaithas
include hoth the real and the unreal, the latter
being a padartha or knowable without reality (e.q ,
sky-flower, hare's horn, etc) Reality agamn
18 cither 1ndependent or dependent reality, the
former being the Lord Himself and the latter
including all positives (bhdvdh) and all negatives
(abhardh) other than the Liord. Thus negation,
nccording to the Madhvas, 13 a form of dependent
reality though the entity negated in the case of
absolute negation 1s the unreal o1 the imaginary.
The Madhva, the Sankara-Vedanta and the Naya-
Vaisesika views of absence thus present many in-
teresting points of agieement and difference  For
the Sankanitee ‘absence’ has objectivity hke its
opposite ‘presence’ and as such presupposes the
reality of the consciousness i which it appears. Tt
however does not affect the latter just as the snake-
appearance does not affect the nature of the rope
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which 1s 1ts substrate. Thus absence as objective
appearance presupposes a substrate of reality but
is not adjectival to the latter. Foi the Naiyayikas
however absence as objective not merely pre-
supposcs reality but also determines or characterises
1it. Hence absence though 1itself not a form of
positivity yet both presupposes and infects the
latter. For the Madhvas however ‘absence’ is
itself a kind of dependent reality to be distinguished
from the kinds which positively fill experience.

We <hall now close our survey of the Madhva
Philosophy with a brief statcment of the distinctive
features of the Madhva Logic

Pramana, according to the Madhvas, 1s either
kevalapramana or Anupramana Kewalapramdna s
the knowledge which has pramanya through 1tself
as valid knowlcedge of objects.  dAnupramana 1s
pramana as the conditioning process or activity
which gives rise to =self-ialidating knowledge
Thus keralapramiana s pram@ or valid knowledge
regarded as being its own pramana or evidence
(¢f Ramanu)a, Prabhiakara), while Anupramana 1s
cvidence through conditioning or causing the result-
1ing self-evidencing knowledge

Anupramanas are of three kinds, ¢iz., Percep-
tion, Inference and Verbal Testimony.

Of these, Perception 1s ol seven kinds, riz.,
the five kinds of external peirception by the external
scnses, internal  pereeption by the mind and
pereeption  through the Withessing Intelhigence
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whieh 1s the seventh kind of Perception. Smrfs,
Recollection, is a form of interral perception : 1l
is an immediate presentation of the past through
the instrumentality of the mind  The 1mpressions
or residual traces of the past experience are the
connecting link between the past experience and
the present mental function. The recollection is
the 1nsertion of the past into the present (cf.
Bergson).

The Madhva view of witnessing knowledge
(Saksyiiana) as a form of perception is peculiar.
The konower 1tself acting as an instrument ol
knowledge 1s the Sak<i or Witnessing Intelligence,
and the knowledge which results through tlc
instrumentality of the latter 1s perception. The
objects ol such perception 1nclude the intrin-ie
nature of the self, the self’s properties or attributes
such as pleasure, ete., uridya or nescience, the
functions of the mind such as the cogmifions of
the external sense (wlich aie also cognised by
the mind), pleasure, pain, et¢  Thus what other
schools will regard as objects of internal perception
are here regarded as bemy perceptions ol the
witnessing subject. But a5 perceptions such
witnessing cognitions will be generated cvents
and will thus lack the timclessness involved 1n
the witnessing consciousness of temporal mental
events as temporal. This is why Sankarites deny
that the witnessing consclousness is a kind of
pratyaksa or perception. According to Sankarites
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1t is prin. / (aﬂubkutirﬁ‘.m) but is not a generated
cognition [eing nitya or tlL‘JLeless. )

As regfds inference, lh‘:?' Madhvas hold that
the wyapti Yhich mediates lnff’:renmal reasoning
may be oneof four kinds, v'%-, samavyapti (a
symmetrical Variable relatjon ~—COrresponding to
Hamilton’s U propositions), , *$¢Mavyapis (ap
asymmetrical variable relgtiopn. —COrresponding
to 4 proposition. of the form of g, 'tual exclusion
or paresparapart)y (correbponding 1! & proposi-
tions), or Pa1ASEsamaresa, mutug] o verlapping,
along with parasaparihara, mytye; €Xclusion
[answering at o0to the thyee prop, *S1tons,
(¢) In some case least here A 15, B 1lso i,
(1) In some case att where A is, B is no; * 2nd
(111) In some cise ast, where R 15, A J< 1'101:.
The relation, ¢.g., bep "being a malw o 0d
‘heing a cook  1lus, 4. form.]  Furthe, °
according to the Mé.;’ co-presence of {}

probans (hetu) and the,, . (sddhya) erther

temporally or spatially Ot necessary for valid
inference  Hence the .. the probang

in the subject of the mfere,, not be always
msisied on. When, e.q., fers rain on the
top of the Inll from the perd of the fullness
of the rivers at the base, v hetu is the
“fullness of rivers,” and thy) . mferred
by means of tln::?: 1?’31'1;, o ~adhya or
probandum, is ‘‘rain.” DBul

locus
‘rain’ is inferred, 1.e., ti o
where ‘rain’ is ’ "h]ect



LOv

MADHYVA hill-top, o ° Lhe marl:
XX11 , : P, g |
of rivers,” 15 p» T ed no

of the' infercnce 1s the th¢ base of the j ill. Hence
or hetu, viz., ‘fullnossClude, what jg p ‘CCESSALY for
on the hill-top but at inference 15 pot the observed
the Madhvas corObans and proban. iumf nor the
producing  valid .ce of the probans ip the inferential
copresence of 1 observation of tp, m.ark in any
observed exists and time (stmucitad edadivrttr). The
bub]ect, bu*"' above lnfer(*nce e\] sts 1n the present

€y ?
sutable pls ¢ what 15 inferred there  Arom, viz., mlnd
0 the p: ) Iy L s obscrve

mark 1n t he past., St larly ! e mark 1

e w1 /35C While the ramn whyel 118 inferred belongs
relone” hall-top.
it may b r - that this 18 no
- Y be pointed oyt ! Wevel
10vatlon of the Madlya® 4, 1d cannot he regarded
S oue of the Madhya e ntributions to logical
theory. The point was ant icipated by the Mimim-
sa ks long hefore the M Addhvas.  Parthasirath
1N the ”.Nyﬁyaratnamﬁ]ﬁ " discussing the natwme
of vyapte rejects the v, ew that as a condition of
lufercnce 1t plies th ¢ copresence of the hefu
and the sddhya a4 4, 1 1ndispensable condition.
Smokc, €.9., which 18 rising up in the sky above
proves fire not in the sky above but on the ground
.below What 15 nec essary therefore for inference
Is not spatial op amporal copresence of hetu and
sddhyn buf Gime 1y ined relation or myama between
them. vay 1 which a thing s cognised
m

{o something else, 1 that way
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does 1t produce the cognition of its correlative
when cognised again (¢f. ‘' Nyiiyaratnamala’
p. 57, Chowkhamba edition, 1900). The so-called
Madhva contribution in this respect is therefore no-
thing but a re-statement of the Mimamsaka view.

The Madhva rejection of ryatirelivyapt: as a
condition of inference 1s also no 1nnovation of
the Madhvas. The same siew is also taken hoth
by Mimamsakas and Sankarites long before the
Madhvas, and the Miadhva view 1n this respect
15 only a reproduction of earher views. The
Madhbvas however may legitimately claim their
classification of inference to be an improvement on
earhier logie.  Thus, according to them, 1nference
1s either from cause 1o effect or from effect to
cause or from one thing to another not related
to 1t as cause or effect. For the Duddhist such
non-causal 1elation 1s notlnng but the relation
of co-essentiality between genus and species
(fadatmyn). But Nayiiyikas hold that there are
other such relations besides co-essentiahty  The
Midhva view of non-causal inferences combines
in 1itself both the Buddiust and the Nydva view-
points and has thus the merit of being a simphfied
solution of the different 1s<ues

As regards Jgama,  r authoritative verbal tedt:-
mony, the Madhva< hold that 1t i< both personal
and 1mpersonal  Thus the Vedas are authorita-
tive evidence though devoid of a personal source.
But so also are the personal communications
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recorded in the Mahabharata and other sacred
works. In connection with Agama, the Madhvas
discuss the question whether words mean common
characters or denote 1ndividuals, and the Madhvas
decide for the dual character of the objective
reference with the reservation however that in
the case of nouns or substantives the primary
reference 1s to an mdividual or 1ndividuals, while
in the case of adjectives, verbs, etc., 1t is some
attiibute or character that is primarily meant.
The psychology of learning word-meanings 18 also
discussed by the Madhvas in this connection,
and the view wlich they advocate in this respect
18 that the process of learning word-meanings
consists 1n a course of parental guidance by means
of uttered words accompanied by gesture-indica-
tions ol the objects meant. The Madhvas reject
the Nyaya wview ol naming as a process of
upamdana based on the instruction of elders

In regard to validity and ils opposite invalidity,
the Madhvas hold independent wviews though
apparently agreeing with the Mimamsaka theory
of intrinsiec vahdity and extrinsic invalidity. Thus
intrinsic validity, the Madhvas argue, 1s intrin-
sicality 1n respect ol uipatit (origination) or intrin-
sicghty 1 respect of subjcctive acceptance or
recognition (jiapfy)  I[ntrinsicahty n respect of
origin means ithat the vahdity arises from the
same conditions as the cognition itself which 1t
characterises. And intrinsicality in respect of
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subjective recognition means that the agency that
cognises the cognition 1s also the agency ‘that
cognises the validity of the cogmition. Now as
regards intrinsicality in respect of origin, the
Madhvas agree with the Mimamsakas and reject
the Nyaya view of an additional efficiency in the
causal conditions as a condition of the validity
of the valid cognition. As regadrs subjective re-
cognition of the validity, the Madhvas hold how-
ever that intrinsicality here arises from the fact
that the witnessing Intelligence that cogmses the
cozmtion 1s also the agency that cognises the
validity., This is a clear departure from the
Mimamsa view, according to the Mimamsakas
(Bhattas) neither the cognition nor 1ts vahdity
being cogmsed by any witnessing Intelligence,
both being cognisel inferentially by the self from
the mark of knownness in the object. As regards
invalidity again, the extrinsicality in  respect
of origin consists, according to Madhvas, 1n 1ts
arising from the presence of certain defects in
addition to the conditions of cognition, while
extrinsicality 1n respect of invalidation or sub-
jective rejection consists in the cognition itself
being cognised by one agency, viz., the Witnessing
Intelligence, and 1ts invalidity being coghised
otherwige, i.e., inferentially from the mark of
its practical failure. This also is an evident
departure from the ordinary Mimamsa view ac-
cording to which invalidation comes either threugh
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the perception of defevts: in the causal condiizons
or through the' conssiousness of discrepanmcy wath
otlier experiences.

It maxy be:added here thiah the Madliva theory of
faisity comes nesver the Buddhvst tham the Nydya
or Sankars-Vedanta viows., Thus the NMadhwas
roduce the false to the level of the imaginary and
the wnresl so that what the illusory experience
apprehends is am absolufe nought and mot any
elsewhere, elsewhen reality (as Naiyayikas say),
nor amy rndescribable positivity without readity
(as Sankarites say). FPurther, cosrecetion as ab-
solute negation is the ecancellation or rejeetion of
this absokate apreslity. Thus absolute megation
is the negation of & sheer mothing and no$ that
of ap eclsewhere, elsewhen real something as
Naiyayikas say. For the Naiyayikas pegation
m slways the exclusion of a real something from
somne real locus so that a negation of the unreal
i« sheer non-sense. The Judgment : *‘ The square-
circle is not’’ is, according to Nalydyikas, equiva-
lent to the Judgment : ‘‘ The square is not a circle,’”
though expressed differently. For the Madhvas
however the object of absolute negation is the
unreal or the imaginary so that the Judgment does
not assert the exclusion of circle from square (as
Naiydyikas say) but expresses the absolute unreal-
ity of a square which is a circle as well.
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ENGLISH TRANSLATION
OF THE

PRAMANACANDRIKA

PART 1

Reverence to the God with the Horse’s neck,
the God who has Liaksmi as his consort and who
incarnated Himself in Rama—the God of Hanu-
mina, 1n Krsna—the God of Bhima, and
in Vedavyasa—the God of Madhva. Om Hari.

Having touched the lotus-feet of the Lord of
Laksmi and also those of my Guru or Preceptor,
I proceed to write this ‘Pramdnacandrika’ for
the easy comprehension (even) of young, immature
learners.

Everybody on this earth desires that happiness
alone shall be his lot and that not even the smallest
unhappiness shall ever mar his hife. This is the
moksa or hiberation that is sought by all. Since
this freedom or liberation comes only from the
knowledge of the absoluteness and independence
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of the Lord and the dependence or subservience
of everything else, it behoves every seeker of this
freedom (moksa) to understand all things in this
way as being essentially subservient fo or
dependent on the power of the Lord who 1s in-
dependent and absolute. Thus the commentator
observes, he that realises all these that are
dependent as being subject to the control of the
Lord becomes liberated from the bonds of the
empinical hfe. The knowledge of the dependent
and the independent however comes from vahd
cognition and this 1s the reason why this
particular treatise has been undertaken with the
object of ascertaiming the nature of valid cogni-
tion. Even though the master Jayatirtha has
elaborately expounded the distingmshing marks of
valhd cognition and the rest in such works as the
Paddhatt, ete. (Pramanapaddhati), yet, inasmuch
as these works are not easlly intelligible to
persons of feeble intelligence on account of the
deep and thoughtful language in which they are
expressed, this treatise has heen wundertaken with
a view to make the doctrines intelhgible to these
readers of average intelligence. And thus this
undertaking 1s not superfluous even though 1t
discpsses most of the topics already discussed in
these other works and gives besides a brief account
of some of the objects of valid cognition as well.
Since the (scientific) knowledge of Pramina
and other allied things presupposes the trio of
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statement (uddeéa), definition (laksana) . and
examination (pariksa), the definition of statement
and the rest is therefore first of all set forth.
Udde$a 1s the statement or verbal indication
of the subject-matter by means of its name only.
In this definition the word ‘uddeda’ stands for
what is defined and the rest constitutes its defini-
fion, viz., the words °verbal indication of the
subject-matter by means of 1ts name only.” This
procedure (in regard to the thing defined and the
defimtion thereof) will also he observed in all
other cases (of definition) that will come up later
on. If we say that a sound as such 1s a verbal
indication, the babbling sound of the Ganges will
rank as a verbal indication and thus our definition
will be too wide. 'To exclude such cases we
include the word indication 1n our definition.
A verbal 1ndication 1mphes indication by
alphabetical sounds (and not by sounds as such
which may include non-alphabetical sounds such
as the babble of a river). But if we stop here
and say that an alphabetical sound as such is a
verbal indication, the alphabetical sounds °the
son of a barren woman’ should pass as a verbal
indication, Hence to exclude such nonsensical
combinations of alphabetical sounds the word
‘subject-matter* (in ‘indication of the subject-
matter’) bas been included in the definition.
(The words ‘son of a barrenm woman ' are not
indicative of anything and therefore indicate no
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subject-matter.) But if we stop here and accept
‘verbal indication of the subject-matter’ as a
logically complete definition (of wuddeéa), the
‘caw’ ‘caw’ of the crow will pass as a statement
or Uddeéa. (The ‘caw’ ‘caw’ of the crow is a
combination of alphabetical sounds and it also
indicates something that really exists, v1z., the
crow's voice.) Hence the words ‘by the name’
in the definition which mean ‘by the words of
the sacred language.” KEven so, the definition
is foo wide applying as it does to a sentence lhke
‘The earth has the character of smell’ which
amounts to a defimition (and not to a verbal indica-
tion of the subject-matter only). To exclude such
cases, the word ‘ only’ has been added (in ‘ by the
name only '). The meaning1s: the name which
indicates the subject-matter 1n a statement is not
used with a view fo bring out the distinguishing
marks of the subject-matter. (The name 1s used
only to indicate the subject-matter and not to de-
fine it.) In the casc of the sentence °The earth
has the quality of smell’ which amounts to a defi-
nition, though the subject-matter is- indicated
by means of the words (names) of the sacred
language, yet, since the words have not been
selécted without reference to the marks which
distinguish or define the subject-matter, the
sentence cannot rank as a mere statement.
Hence our definition of staiement (as given
abuve) is not too wide. Hence we conclude: a
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staternent consists in the indication of a subject~
matter by means of such words (names) of the
Sanskrit language as do not refer to the marks
which distinguish or define the subject-matter in
question.

Some hold that the word ‘only’ has been
added (in the above definition of Uddesa) with a
view to exclude only such definitions as ‘ The earth
has the quality of smell.” For (according to them)
an Uddesa is a statement of the subject-matter
without refercnce to 1ts specifying or uncom-
mon properties. Thus in the sentence (which
18, 1n effect, a definition) ‘The earth has
the quality of smell,” since the subject-matter
1s indicated by reference to an uncommon
property, wviz., the possession of odour, the
condition of indication of the subject-matter
without reference to any uncommon property
of 1t 1s wanting, and thus our defimtion (as
not applying to 1t) 1s not too wide. It cannot
be said that in the case of the earth and other
things, statements in this sense are impossible in
so far as such statements will have to indicate
their respective subject-watters through the un-
common properties of earthiness and the rest that
distinguish them. For what iz meant (by a ve#bal
indication without reference fto the uncommon
properties of the subject-matter) is merely that the
statement should not contain any reference to dis-

tinctive or uncommon properties other than tlwse
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that constitute the bare property of being the sub-
ject-matter in question.

This however is not a correct interpretation
of our definition, for the definition as thus inter-
preted will apply to sentences which are in the
nature of definitions such as ‘ The earth has the
property of earthiness’ and thus will be too wide.
(‘ The earth has the property of earthiness’ 1s a
verbal definition and not a statement of a subject-
matter.) The sentence ¢ the earth has the property
of earthiness ’ indicates a subject-matter (viz., the
earth) without reference to any uncommon proper-
ties other than those that constitute the barc
property of being the subject-matter 1n question
(i.e., the property of earthiness)

(Having explained the nature of Uddeda,
we now proceed to define Laksana or definition.)

A defining mark (laksane) is an attribute
that exists only 1in the thing defined (and not 1n
anything else), This means that a defining mark
i1s an attribute that exists 1n every instance ol
the thing defined and does not exist in anything
else. Thus i1n the case of ithe cow, the ‘ posses:
sion of a dewlap’ serves as a defining mark
as it exists only in (all) animals that are
cows and does not exist in amimals that are nof
COWS.

If we say that an attribute as such 15 a
defining mark, the ¢ possession of undivided hoofs
widl pass as a definition (of the cow) and thus
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our definition of a defining mark will be too wide.
(Possession of undivided hoofs 1s an attrbute,
but it is not an attribute of the cow which has
cloven hoofs.) Hence we insist on the existence
of the attribute 1in the thung defined.

If we stop here and rest content with saying
that a defining mark 1s ap attribute that exists
in the thing defined, then the ° possession of
mixed colour’ will pass as a definition of the cow
and thus our defimtion of a defining mark will
be too wide. (Mixed colour exists in some cows
but not in all cows and therefore cannot be a
definition of the cow.) To exclude such attri-
butes (as do not exist in every instance of the
thing defined) we say the attribute (that is, a
defining mark) must exist 1n every instance of
the thing defined.

But this also does not suffice, for © possession
of horns’ may pass as a defining mark (of the
cow) as thus interpreted and thus our definition
becomes too wide. (Possession of horns can-
not be a defining mark of the cow, for though
this attribute may exist 1n  every i1nstance
of a cow, yet it exists also in other animals
such as the goat, the dear, etc.) To exclude
such attributes (as exist both in the thigg
defined as well as other things) we say the attri-
bute (that is, a defining mark) must exist only
in (all) the instances of the thing defined (and
nothing elsc).
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What, then, is the purpose or end (prayojana)
subserved by the knowledge of a defining mark ?
The purpose or end subserved by the knowledge
of a defining mark 1is the differentiation of
the thing defined from all other things of a
homogeneous or heterogeneous nature as also the
correct use of terms (without a too wide or too
narrow meaning). A thing is said to be homo-
geneous (sajatiya) with the thing defined
when it is specified by the next higher class that
subsumes the defined thing under ifself. (This
means that the homogeneous is a species co-
ordinate with the thing defined and subsumed
under the same 1mmediately higher genus.)
A thing is said to be heterogeneous (vijatiya)
with the thing defined when it is not specified
by the immediately higher genus that subsumes
under itself the character of the thing defined.
Thus in the definition of the ‘cow,’ ‘the essence
of being a cow’ or ‘cow-ness’ constitutes the
character of the thing defined. The immediately
higher genus comprehending this character (of
‘cowness ’) is ‘animality.” Therefore the horse
and other animals which are characterised by
this generic character of animality are homo-
gepneous (sajatiya) with the ‘cow.’ (Contrary-
wise,) the jar and other things which are non-
characterised by this generic character (of
‘ animality ’) are heterogeneous (vtjatiya) with
the ‘cow.” By ‘an immediately higher genus’
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or ‘next higher genus’' is meant a genus which
while not including any higher class inclusive of
the thing defined is yet inclusive of the thing
defined. Thus in the example of ‘animality,’
since the class of animals is inclusive of the class
of cows without including fhe class of material
objects which also includes the class of cows, the
animal-class must be understood as the im-
mediately higher genus in relation to the cow-
class. = These considerations (concerning the
nature of the next higher genus) leave no. room
for the objection that all things being included
under one all-inclusive class, v1z., the class of
knowables and the like, are all homogeneous with
one another and that therefore there is no real
heterogeneity anywhere. (Since all things come
under a common all-inclusive class, véz., the
class of knowables, they must all be said fo be
of the same class or genus, t.e., homogeneous.
How then can you sensibly talk of the hetero-
geneous and of one thing being heterogeneous
with another? The answer to this objection is
furnished by the definitions we have given above
of the homogeneous and the heterogeneous as
based on the concept of the next higher genus.
When a thing is included under the next higher
genus or class of the thing defined, it is said to
be homogeneous with the thing defined. When
a thing is not so included, it is said fo be
heterogeneous.) In this way in all other defmi-
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tions the homogeneous and the rest are to be
understood.

(Having explained the nature of a valid
logical definition, we shall now proceed fo explain
what constitutes the opposite, i.e., an invalid
definition or non=-definition.)

An invalid definition or non-definition is
the negation of a logically valid definition.
Hence it is the negation of ‘‘that which,
existing 1In every Instance of the thing
defined, is non-existent in things other than
the instances of the thing defined.”” As a
negation, it is of the mnature of a negation
of a qualified thing. A qualified negation
or a negation negating a qualified thing may
be of three kinds, viz., (a¢) a qualified nega-
tion negating the thing qualified, (b) a
qualified negation negating the qualification
of the thing, (¢) a qualified negafion negating-
both the thing qualified and the quali-
fication of 1t. (An invalid definition is a qualified
negation, because it 18 the negation of a valid
definition which consists of a substantive and an
adjectival part, the substantive portion being
‘ that which is non-existent in other things’' and
theradjective qualifying it being while existing
in every instance of the thing defined.” Thus
a non-definition, as being the negation of this
substantive quahfied by the adjectival portion,
is & qualified negation.) Thus the non-definition
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‘““The cow 1s an animal possessing horns ’’ is a
qualified negation negating the substantive
part of a valid logical definition. (It negates the
condition that °the defining mark must not
exist in anything other than an instance of the
thing defined.” ¢ Possession of horns ’ is existent
also in animals which are not cows.) Again the
non-definifion ¢ The cow i1s an animal possessing
mixed colour’ 1s a qualified negation negating the
qualification (that characterises a valid defini-
tion). (The qualification ‘existing 1n every
instance of the thing defined ’ is negated in this
case as every cow does not possess mixed colour.)
Liastly, the non-definition ‘ The cow 1s an animal
possessing undivided hoofs® 1lustrates a qualified
negation negating the substantive as well as
the adjectival part of a valid definition. (‘Posses-
sion of undivided hoofs’ is present in animals
that are not cows and absent in cows, Thus it
negates the substantive ‘absencc from other
things ' and also the adjective ‘existing in every
case of the thing defined.’)

(Having explained the nature of a logical
definition and its opposite, we shall now proceed
to explain the nature of pariksa or examination.)

Examination or sifting of evidence (parik:@)
1s mentally reflecting on the cogency or
otherwise (of the evidence that has been
adduced). Too wide use (ativydpti) consists in
the use of a defining mark that exists in thinge
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other than the thing defined. Too narrow use
(avydpti) consists in the use of a defining mark
that does not exist in a part of the extent (1.e.,
in some instances) of the thing defined. Ab-
surdity (asambhava) consists in the use of a
property as a defining mark that does mnot exist
in any instance of the thing defined. That
which is defined by the defining mark is called
the laksya or thing defined.

(Let us mnow proceed to define the
subject-matter of this work, v1z., Pramana.)
Pramana as such (i.e., pramdna in geuneral as
distinguished from any particular kind of
pramana) may therefore be first of all defined
here. Pramdna (we hold) is that which agrees
with the nature of the object (known). This
means that the essence of pramana consists In
making the cognitum an object (of cognition) 1n
the form in which it actually exists, There are
many things to be said here, but as this treatise
is meant for young learners and as (more) in-
telligent people may know all these from the
work called the Paddhati, therefore they are not
mentioned here.* The same observations hold

% The Pramanepaddhat: observes that pramape is here so defined
as to spply both to the cognitave process and the knowledge that results
therefrom. The cognitive process conduces to the apprehension of the
cognitum as it actually exists and is called Anupramana. The resulting
kknowledge also apprehends the cognitum as it actually exists and is

called kevalapramana.
¢ (Pramanapaddhats, Madhva Visa BEdition, p. 9.)
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also in respect of other matters that will come up
later on (in this treatise).

In the above definition of Pramana, since
the property of apprehending the object 1s common
to valid as well as doubtful and erroneous
cognitions, the qualification ‘in the form in
which it actually exists’ has been included. If
we had defined Pramana merely as that which
abides in the form in which it actually exists,
then our definition would apply also to the
cogniser and the cognitum (since these also
abide in the form in which they actually exist),
and thus will be too wide. Therefore we say : 1if
must apprehend the cognitum as well (and not
merely that it should abide in the form in which
it actually exists). Here °apprehending the
cognitum’ means °‘apprehending the cognitum
immediately as well as mediately’ (through the
belp of a cognitive process). Hence our definition
as applying also to the cognitive processes of
perception and the rest (as also to the knowledge
that results therefrom) cannot be said to be too
narrow. Nor can this be said to be an illegiti-
mate extension of the meaning of the term
Pramana, for such extension is quite unexception-
able (inasmuch as the term Pramdina is, 98 a
matter of fact, used in both the above two senses
of the cogmitive processes and the resulting
knowledge).

The subject who cognises a valid cognitjon



14 MADHVA LOGIC

is called the cogniser or knower. The object that
is cognised by a valid cognition is called the
cognitum or object known. Knowledge of the
object as 1t actually exists is called valid knowledge
or valid cognition. If valid knowledge were not
defined as a form of knowledge, our definition
would be ftoo wide as applying also to the
processes which are only instrumental in the
production of valid knowledge.®* Similarly, if
valid knowledge were not defined as apprehension
of the object as it actually exists, our definition
would also be too wide as applying to doubtful
cognitions and the rest.

What, then, is the essence of a doubtful
cognition (samsaya)? It may be said that it cannot
be said to consist merely in an indefinitc appre-
hension for this amounts to a mutual dependence
(a circular definition). Thus (one may argue) in
so far as a certain cognition is a definite apprehen-
sion the definition of a doubtful cognition as mere
indefimte apprehension amounts to a circular
definition in asmuch as a certain cognition is the
other of a doubtful cognition and a doubtful cog-

* A distinction 1s drawn betweeuw Pramd, valid knowledge, and
Praména, the instrument of valid knowledge. Pramana signifies both
the sa.rce of the knowledge and the knowledge itself (as correct appre-
hension of the object). But Prami means tlhie knowledge only and not
i1ts instrumental means. Thus Pramd must be distinguished from the
processes of intellection that bring about the result of valhid knowledge,
but Pramdna msy be used alike for the cognitive processes and the
knowledge that results therefrom.
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nition (defined as indefinite apprehension) is like-
wise the other of a certain cognition.  This
argument, we hold, is not a sound one. An
indefinife apprehension is in reality the correct
definition of a doubtful cognition. There is no
circle involved in this definition (as 1s contended
by the opponent). For by the term °indefinite
apprehension ' is here meant a cognition that
appears clothed (bathed) in fhe numerous
mutually incompatible forms that manifest them-
selves in (float on the surface of) one single thing.
If we had defined doubtful cognition as that
which is a cognition our definition would be too
wide as applying also to the case of the (certain)
cognition ‘There 1s a jar here.”  Therefore
we say ‘it must be clothed in many forms.’
BEven so however our definition would be too
wide as applying also to composite or collective
cognitions such as the simultaneous cognition
of a man and a post, or of a jar, a piece of cloth,
a pillar and a pitcher, etc. To exclude such
composite (certain) cognitions we say ‘there must
be one single thing" (in which the different
forms are apprehended). But even then our
definition remains too wide as applying to cog-
nitions like ‘ This trec is of the SimsSupa species,”
‘The jar is a substance,’ etc. (In these also
there is cognition of different forms in a single
thing.) Therefore (to exclude these), we say ¢ the
different forms must be mutually in_compatiblg.'
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But even so, our definition remains too wide
as applying to erroneous cognitions like *‘This
is silver.” (In the case of the cognition
of silver in the locus of a mother of pearl, there
are two incompatible forms, viz.,, the form of
mother-of-pear]l and the form of silver, and these
forms refer to one single thing, viz., the mother-
of-pearl, and yet the illusion of silver in the
mother-of-pearl is not a doubtful cognition.)
To exclude such erroneous cognitions we say (not
merely that there should be numerous incom-
patible forms but also) that, ‘ the numerous incom-
patible forms should also manifest themselves
as incompatible.’ (In the case of the illusion,
the form of silver manifests itself while that of
mother-of-pearl remains non-manifest to the
cogniser.) Thus (since in the doubtful cognition)
the different incompatible forms are held also to
present themselves as incompatible forms (refers
ring to one single thing), our definition is not
open to the aforesaid objection (of being too
wide).

Some hold that this doubtful cognition
arises, with the absence of 1fs solvent as an

auxiliary condition, from five different causes,
v#2., (1) (cognition of) a common character,
(2) (cognition of) an uncommon character,
(3) (cognition of) contradictory characters (in one
and the same thing), (4) positive cognition (of
cértain objects), and (5) non-cognition (of
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certain objects). A doubt arising from the
perception of a common character is illustrated
in the case of the perception of a certain tall
stature which is common to a man and a post.
The perception of this common character calls
forth a simultaneous recollection of the two
forms of ‘man’ and ‘post’ in the perceiver’s
mind as the result of which there arises in the
latter a desire to ascertain the true nature (of the
thing perceived, t.¢., a desire to ascertain
whether the object perceived 18 ‘a man’ or ‘a
post.’) In the absence, however, of perception
of the crucial test, viz., the curved hollow which
1s peculiar to the trunk of a tree or the possession
of a head, hands, etc., which is peculiar to a man,
there arises a doubt in the form of a mental
oscillation (between the two alternatives in the
form) ‘Is that a man?’ ° Or, Is that a post?.” A
doubt arising from the cognition of an uncom-
mon character is illustrated in the following case.
The cognition that sound is a quality that
belongs exclusively to Ether (dkasda) awakens
a doubt, in the absence of a perception of the
solvent, as to whether 1t 1s an eternal or a non-
eternal quality. A doubt arising from the clash
of contradictory views is 1llustrated in the f®l-
lowing case. The man who discovers that the
VaiSegikas teach that the sensibilities are consti-
tuted by the elements but that the Sankhya
teaches that they are not and at the same tiffe

3
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cannot find the means of deciding between the
rival views is thrown into doubt as to whether the
sensibilities are constituted by the elements or
not. A doubt arising from a positive cognition
is 1llustrated in the case of a man who first
discovers the underground water in the act of
sinking a well. The discovery of the water
throws him info a speculative doubt (as to the
real source of the water), and he thus enquires,
for want of a solvent, as follows: ‘Has the action
of digging only made manifest the water which
has been exisient all along but remained non-
manifest? Or, has it made the non-existent
water start 1nto existence? The following,
lastly, illustrates the case of a doubt arising from
non-apprehension. The man who learns from
hearsay that there lives a ghost in the banyan
tree yonder and yet finds none when he comes
near the tree is thrown into a mental uncertainty
as he does not cognise the solvent. He thus
enquires : ‘ls the demon not perceived because
of its power of making itself invisible? Or, is it
unperceived because 1t does not exist ?°

Others hold that positive cognition and non-
apprehension (as causes of doubt) being only
mfodalities of the ‘common character’ (as a
cause of doubt), doubtful cognition must be
sald to have three causes only (and not five
as stated above). How is ‘positive cognition’

t6 be regarded as a modality of the ‘common
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character’ that is supposed fo be a cause of doubt?
In this way. ‘There is positive cognition
of a jar that exists in a dark place when
a Jamp is lighted and the surrounding darkness
is dispelled thereby. There is also positive
cognition of a jar that did not exist previously
till the potter has operated on the lump of clay
and brought a jar into being. (The positive
cognition is thus a character that is common to
an existent and a non-existent thing and thus
raises doubt as to the existence or non-existence of
the object in the mind of the cogniser). How
is non-apprehension a modality of the ‘common
character?’ In this way. There is non-appre-
hension of the existent such as the non-perception
of God as well as of the non-existent such as the
non-perception of the hair’s horn. (Thus non-
perception as appertaining alike to the existent
and the mnon-existent raises doubt as to the
existence or the opposite of the object non-
perceived. )

But the true view is that the so-called ¢un-
common character’ as well as ‘the clash of
contradictory views’ bheing really modalities
of the ‘common character,” there 15 only one
cause of doubtful cognitions, tiz., the cognitian
of a common character.” The way in which these
(viz., ‘the uncommon character,” °‘the clash of
doctrines,” etc.) are to be regarded as comprised
in the ‘ common character’ should be understodd
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In the manner they are shown to be so comprised
1n the work called the ‘Paddhati.’

(Having explained the pature of doubt we
now proceed to explain the nature of erroneous
cognition.)

An error (viparyaya) is a cognifion con-
sisting in the conscious certitude that a thing
exists Just where as a matter of fact it does
not exist. If we define an error simply as a
cognition, our definition will apply also to
doubtful cognitions (which are also cognitions),
and thus will be too wide. Hence we define
error as a cognition which amounts to a certain
knowledge or conviction. This excludes the
cases of doubtful and uncertain cognitions. But
since valid cognition 1s also as much self-confident
as 1nvalid cognition or error, we define error as a
cognition that apprchends a thing where in
reality the thing does not exist. This dis-
tinguishes an error o1 invalid cognition from
vahd cognition and thus our definition is not
too wide. But even thus our definition fails to
exclude the cases of doubtful cognitions. A
doubtful cognition (though lacking in certitude
or decisiveness) also apprehends a thing where it
floes not exist. Hence we Say, an error is a
certain cognition. KEven thus however our definj-
tion remains faulty as applying to the cage of
i:alid cogniijion?, as well, e.g., the cognition,
| the treeils In  contact with the monkey.’
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The contact does mnot exist in all parts
of the tree. (Therefore contact is asserted in
respect of an object which is devoid of contact
in some of its parts). Hence we insist on the
word just in our definition, ¢.e., we say an error
cognises a thing just where the thing does not
exist. Such errors arise from faulfy perceptions,
fallacious reasonings and defects of verbal com-
munications. The illusion of silver in the locus
of a mother-of-pcarl 1s an illustration of error
arising from faulty perception. An error of
reasoning 1s "illustrated in the case of the man
who under the influence of blinding dust imagines
he perceives smoke and on the basis of the
illusory smoke infers the existence of fire in a
place where fire does not exist. Similarly,
when on the strength of the lying report of an
untrustworthy man onec believes that there are
five different fruits lying on the banks of a
neighbouring river, we have a case of an error
arising {from a faulty verbal communication.

An objection however may be raised hLere.
We have defined Pramana as consisting in making
the object of cognition to be cognised in the
form in which it exists (actually). Butthe defini-
tion may be objected to as being too wide applying
as it does to the case of ‘memory’ also (which
is not usually recognised as a Pramana). Our
reply is : this 1s not so, for scripture testifies to
the fact that ‘ memory,’  perception,’ ‘ tradition ’
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and ‘inference’ are to be regarded as the
pramanas or valid sources of knowledge in regard
to such things as (dharma) merit and the like,

by all those who desire liberation. Thus we
bave the testimony of scripture showing that
memory is a form of valid knowing.

" Some philosophers decfine pramina as the
karana or instrumental cause of pramda or valid
cognition. An instrument as such (according to
them) is not a pramana, otherwise any instrument
such as an axe would rank as pramdana. Hence
the definition of pramdna as an instrument of
valid cegnition (and not as a mere instrument).
Similarly the epithet ‘ valid’ is also necessary as
without 1t the definition would apply to non-
valid and erroneous cognition and thus be
too wide. Lastly, the word instrument is also
necessary as without 1t the definition would
tantatnount to an absurdity and also be {oo
wide as applying to the conscquence or result
that follows from the instrumentality of valid
knowing.

We however do not accept the above view as
we consider the defimifion too narrow as ot
applying to the result of valid knowing. (Our
vigw 18 fhat the word pramana signifies the

knowing act as well as the result of knowledge
that arises therefrom.)

Others define pramine as that which s
parvaded by prama or valid knowledge.
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This also is not a tenable position. Every
knowable object is validly cognised by the Lord.
Hence every knowable such as the jar and the
like is pervaded by the Lord’s valid knowledge.
Thus every knowable answers to the above defini-
tion of pramana or valid knowing as that which
is pervaded by valid knowledge. Thus the defini-
tion is too wide as applying to knowables (and
not merely to knowing acts).

With a view to escape from the above
difficulty, others modify the above definition as
follows :—Pramana 1s that which being either a
substrate or an instrument is at the same time
pervaded by valid knowledge.

Eiven thus however the definition is not fault-
less. The mention of the word °substrate’ in
the definition is without rhyme or reason Even
granting that the Lord is regarded as a standard
of validity, it cannot be said that this in itself
is a sufficient reason for introducing the word
‘substrate’ in the definition. For the word
pramana is derived by means of the suffix lyut,
and, according to the rules of grammar, the suffix
lyut applies only to the instrumental, the locative
and the nominative absolute. There is no rule
for its application to a nominative as such, 1.¢.
(as in the present case), to the agent, nominative
or subject of valid knowing. (The Lord is

regarded as the standard of valid knowing only
as the absolute knower, i.c., as the agent or
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subject of absolute knowledge and not as 1ts
substrate or instrument.)

It may be argued that even though the Lord
as knower is the subject of knowledge, yet He
also is the substrate or locus of such kuowledge,
and thus may very well be the meaning of the
word pramana. But even this argument does not
bear examination. The Lord as knower is an
agent of the knowing act and not its substrate or
locus in the strict sense. For what is a locus or
adhikarana? A locus is that which is the @dhara
or container of the agent acting or the object
acted on and is at the same time the @$raya or
substrate of the action itself. (The Lord cannot
be the substrate of the knowing act of which
He is the subject.)

Others (the Pribhikaras) define Pramana as
anubhuli, i.c., as the apprehension of a fact.
By anubhutt they mean cognition other than re-
collection or memory.  According to them,
anubhittt cannot be defined stmply as ‘ other than
recollection,” for in this case the definition will
apply to objects of cognition like the jar and the
rest (which are other than recollection). Nor
ean 1t be defined simply as ‘cognition,’ for in
this case the definition will apply to ‘recollection’
(which 18 not an independent source of knowledge
according to Prabhakaras).

But the Prabhikara definition of Pramana is
opcn to the following objections. In the first
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place, it is too wide as applying to doubtful
cognitions (which are also forms of apprehension
or anubhuti other than recollection). Secondly
it is also too narrow as not applying to memory
(smrti) and the social codes derived from the
Vedas. (Smrti means recollection as well as the
social codes based on the Vedas and their feach-
ings. The latter are analogous to recollection
which is based on an original primary presenta-
tion. The Madhvas accept smpii as pramana in

both these senses.)
(This closes our discussion of the definition of

Pramdna. We now proceed to discuss its different

varieties.)

Pramana is of two kinds, »iz., (1) Kevglg-
pramana, i.e., self-contained, absolute knowing,
and (2) Anupramine, i.e., valid knowing
as the instrumental cause of self-contained,
absolute knowing. This enumeration is based
on the order of importance. (Kevalapramana
being of superior importance is first men-
tioned.)

Kevalapramana means knowledge that agrees
with the nature of the object known. The words
‘agrees with the nature of the object’ dispose
of uncertain and doubtful cognitions, while the
word ‘knowledge’ disposes of perceiving (and
other intervening processes). (Kevalapramina is
the resulting knowledge as distinguished from the
processes leading thereto. ) -

4
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There are four kinds of Kevalapramana (i.e.,
four kinds of self-sufficient, self-contained
knowledge) :—(i) the knowledge of the Lord or
I$vara, (2) the knowledge of the Lord’s Consort,
viz., Laksmi, (3) the knowledge of the Sage or
Yogin, (4) the knowledge of the Non-Sage or
Ayogin.

The Lord’s knowledge is the knowledge that
remtswlf only. The fact
of its ‘ depending on itself only ’ distinguishes the
Lord’s knowledge from that of the Lord’'s Consort.
(The Consort’s knowledge, while depending on
iteelf, also depends on the Lord’s knowledge.)
The fact of its being ‘ knowledge’ distinguishes
it from the Lord Himself whose knowledge it is.
(This is aimed at the Shankarite theory according
to which Brahman is nothing but pure self-
revealing Intelligence. The Madhvas distinguish
between the Liord Himself and the knowledge
which the Liord has of Himself and all other
things.) Or, we may say, the Lord’s knowledge is
knowledge that embraces all that appertains either
to the Lord Himself or to that which is other
than the Lord. The Lord’s knowledge cannot be
defined simply as knowledge, for in this case the
dgfinition will be too wide as applying to the
Yogin’s knowledge as well (which is also
knowledge of a sort). To exclude the latter, the
definition stresses the words °that embraces all .
etc.’ (The Yogin's knowledge is not all-embracing
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as is the Liord’s). Further, the word ‘ knowledge ’
prevents a too wide application of the definition
to the perception of the Lord. The Lord’s
knowledge is invariably in agreement with the
nature of the object known, constitutes the
essence or svaripa of the Lord, is without
beginning and without end.

The Consort’s knowledge is knowledge that
depends on, i.c., presupposes, the Lord’s knowledge
only. If the Consort’s knowledge had been
defined simply as  knowledge,’ the definition would
have been too wide and applicable to the Lord’s
knowledge as well. To exclude the latter, the
words ‘depending on the Liord’s knowledge’ have
been added. Since dependence implies a distinc-
tion (between the dependent and that on which
it depends), the possibility of confusion (between
the Consort’s knowledge and the Liord’s knowledge)
is precluded. But mere dependence on the Lord’s
knowledge does not fully define the Consort’s
knowledge. The knowledge of Brahmia and
others is also characterised by this dependence
on the Lord’s knowledge. To preclude such
extension of the definition (to the knowledge of
Brahma and others), the word ‘only’ has been
added. (The Consort’s knowledge depends on ¢he
Lord’s knowledge only, but the knowledge of
Brahma and others depends both on the Lord's
knowledge and the Consort's knowledge.) Further,
the word ‘ knowledge’ in the definition serves™o
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distinguish the Consort’s knowledge from the
Consort herself. Or, we may say, the Consort’s
knowledge is the non-reflective knowledge of all
objects other than the Lord Himself. Here the
word ‘knowledge’ by itself fails to distinguish
the Consort’s knowledge from knowledge like
that of ourselves. Hence to prevent such too
wide application, the words ‘of all objects’ have
been added. Even then the definition has a too
wide application to the Rju Yogin’s knowledge.
(The Rju Yogin also has a reflective knowledge
of all objects). Hence the word ‘non-reflective.’
The Rju-Yogin has only a reflective knowledge of
objects. Again to say that ‘the Consort’s
knowledge 1s the non-reflective knowledge of all
objects ’ does not distinguish it from the Lord’s
knowledge (und thus the definition as so worded
remains too wide). Hence the further qualifica-
tion °excepting the Lord Himself.” But the
words ‘pon-reflective knowledge of all objects
and no such knowledge of the Lord Himself’
would be absurd and self-confuting. Hence
the words ‘other than’ (i. e., non-reflective
knowledge of all things other than the ILord
Himself). TFurther, the word *knowledge’ in
the definition distinguishes it from the Consort’s
perception (i. e., the process of perceiving
which leads to, or results in, knowledge).
The Consort’s knowledge is also invariably
il agreement with reality, is the essence
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of the Consort herself and is beginningless and
eternal.

The Yogin's knowledge is the knowledge that
has attained to special perfection or excellence
through the power born of the practice of yoga
or mental concenfration. It is of three kinds,
viz., (1) the Rju Yogin's knowledge, (2) the .
Tattvika Yogin's knowledge, (3) the Atativika
Yogin’s knowledge.

By BRju Yogin is meant a jiva or individual
soul who is capable of the spiritual excellence of
Brahman. The EBju Yogin’s knowledge is the
reflective knowledge of all objects other than the
Lord Himself. As the mere words ‘the Rju
Yogin’s knowledge is knowledge * will not prevent
a too wide application of the definition to our
knowledge as well, the words ‘ of all objects’ have
been added. As even them there is a too wide
application to the Lord’s knowledge, the word
‘reflective ’ has been incorporated. As thus simply
the definition entatls an absurdity, the knowledge
being a reflective knowledge of all objects
and vet not a knowledge of the Lord Himself,
the words ‘other than the Lord Himself’ have
been added. This knowledge is of two kinds:
(a) knowledge which is the essence or nature ef
the Yogin himself, and (b) knowledge which is
only a mental state of the Yogin. Of these,
knowledge constituting the Yogin's essence is
beginningless and eternal, while knowledge as the
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Yogin’s mental state is beginningless only as
being comprised in a (beginningless) flow or
stream (of states). Both these however are in-
variably in agreement with the nature of the
objects (known).

The Tattotka Yogins are the supernal beings
{with godly qualities) other than the Rju Yogins
and full of the conceit of frue knowledge of
reality. = Merely saying that °the Tattvikas
are the gods with self-conscious knowledge of
reality ' would have involved a foo wide applica-
tion to the BEju Yogins (who also have self-
conscious knowledge of reality). Hence the
words ‘other than the Rju Yogins.” Merely
saying again that ‘ the Tattvikas are other than
the RBju Yogins would have involved a too
wide application to the gods or spirits who are
non-Taitvihas. Hence the words °with self-
copscious knowledge of reality.” Since there are
also ungodly beings (other than Rju Yogins) who
also have self-conscious knowledge of reality,
thereforc the words ‘ with godly qualities’ have
been added. The Tattviku Yogin’s knowledge is
that which being beginningless does not, even
by way of reflection, embrace all things other
than the Lord. Merely saying that the Tattvika
Yogin's knowledge is knowledge’ would have
entalled a too wide application to the Lord’s
knowledge. Hence the words ‘ does not embrace
81l things.” Even then there would have been a



PRAMANACANDRIKA 81

too wide application to the Consort’s knowledge.
The Consort’s knowledge is non-all-embracing in
so far as it does not extend to the Liord Himself.
Hence the words ‘ other than the Lord.” Even
then, there would have been a foo wide application
to the Rju Yogin's knowledge, for the Bju Yogin’s
knowledge does not embrace all things other than
the Lord in the absence of reflection. Hence
the words ‘even by way of reflection.’ Even
then, however, the definition would have a too
wide application to the non-Tattvika Yogin's
knowledge. Hence the words ‘being beginning-
Jess.” It also is of two kinds, viz., (a) knowledge
which constitutes the scartipa or essence of the
Tattvika Yogin, and (b) knowledge which is
external (¢.c., relates to external objects). Of
these, ‘essential’ knowledge is in agreement with
reality, but °external’ knowledge is occasionally
false, ¢.e., not in agreement with the nature of
things.

The non-Tattvikas or Atattvikas are the Gods
and Sages practising Yoga who are other than the
Rju and the Tativtka Yogins. The non-Tattvika
Yogin’s knowledge 1s that which, having a
beginning in time, is characterised by slight or
partial ignorance in respect of objects other than
the Lord. Merely saying that the non-Tdttvike
Yogin's knowledge is knowledge would have
entailed a too wide application to the Lord’s
knowledge. Therefore the words °characterised



32 MADHVA LOGIC

by ignorance’ have been incorporated. Even
then there would have been a too wide application
to the non-Yogin's knowledge. Hence the word
‘ slight or partial.” Even then the definition would
have entailed an absurdity, for the nen-Tattvika’s
knowledge in respect of the Lord is tainied by
immense (and not slight) ignorance. Hence the
words ‘ other than the Lord.” Even then there
would have been a too wide application to the
Tattvika Yogin’s knowledge. Hence the words
‘having a beginning in time.” This also is of
two kinds, v12., essential knowledge, and external
knowledge. The rules as to their truth or untruth
are the same as in the previous case. The begin-
ninglessness and the beginning-in-time of the
Tattrike and the non-Tattvika Yogin’s knowledge
respectively should be understood in the manner
explained in the ‘ Paddhati.’

The non-Yogins or Ayogins are the individual
sonls other than the ?ogins or sages. The word
“Jivas or individual souls’ differentiates the
Ayogmns from the Lord and the Lord’s Consort,
and the words ‘other than the Yogins® dis-
tinguish the Ayogins from the Yogins.

The Ayogin’s knowledge is knowledge charac-
terised by immense ignorance in regard to objects
other than the Lord. Merely saying that the
Ayogin’s knowledge is knowledge characterised
by immense ignorance’ would have entailed a
%00 wide application to the Yogin's knowledge
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also. The Yogin’s knowledge is also accompanied
by immense ignorance, v¢z., in regard to the
Lord. Hence the words ‘other than the Lord.’
The Ayogin’s knowledge is also of two kinds as
in the previous cases. Besides, 1t 1s also
generated in time and perishable in time. This
generation or cessation means generation or
cessation with respect to the manifestation of the
svariipa or essence. The svarédpa or essence here
means the svar@ipa or essence of the knowing as
a cognifive process or state.

The Ayogina,; or non-Yogins are also of three
kinds : (1) those that are fit for liberation, (2)
those that are perpetual participators in (the
storm and stress of) life, (3) those that are fit
only to live the stupefied life of inertia or Tamas.
Of these, ¢ essential’ knowledge in the case of
‘those fit to be liberated’ is in agreement with
the nature of reality, while the same 1n ®the
perpetual participators in life’ is of a mixed
character (partly true and partly false). Of
others, however, such knowledge is false as being
iIn non-agreement with reality. As regards
‘external ’ knowledge, it is both (true and false,
2.¢., In some cases true and in other cases false)
1n all the thrce kinds of the non-Yogins.

The VaiSesikas accept sense-perception,
inference from a mark, memory and the intuitions
of the Sages as the four kinds of valid evidence.
This (the VaiSesika view) however is untenabid

5
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as this enumeration doeg not include the Lord’s
knowledge whicl i timeless and eternal ag also
knowledge derived from aunthoritative communicg-
tion (dgama). Further, recollection being the
effect of the action of the mind which i 4
sense-organ, and the intuitions of sages being

enumeration of memory or recollection and of

the intuitions of S8ges as independent sources of
knowledge.

[Having explained ihe nature of direct self.
contained knowledge (Lm:a!ap:mm'iz?a), we shall
now discuss the natyre of praming g Anu-
pramdga or mediating processes. 1

2

Anupramina 1s the Means or istrumenta] cquse
of valid knowledge. Merely sayling ¢ Anupramaina
18 knowledge * would entail a too wide application
to knowledge itsclt (which is the result or effect
of Anupramina) apd to uncertan and doubify]
cogmtion (which gl I8 a species of I-:now]edge,
though not valiqd knowledgc) . Again, merely
sayng “Anupraming e an mstrument o ellec-
tuating means’ wij entail a too wige application
to the axe and other like Instruments. Again
merely saying “Anupraming 1s valid know]edge’
will entail a g wide application to Kepalg-
Praména  (which g direct, self-contajned valid
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knowledge). Simply saying again that ‘Anu-
pramdina is the instrument of that which is valid’
will entall a too wide application to the instru-
ment of perception (which also is valid). Like-
wise wsaying mercly that ‘Anupramasma is the
means to knowledge or cognition’ will entail a
too wide application to that which 1s a means fo
doubtful cognition, etc. Lastly saying that ‘Anu-
pramana is the causc of valid cognition’ will
entall a too wide application to the knower.
Thus our defimtion of Anupramana 1s proved to
e necessary 1n all the points.

(What, then is a sadhana, instrumental cause
or means?) A Sadhana or instrument is that
which being absent, the effect does not arise, even
though other conditions like the knower, etc., are
present, and which being present unobstructed,
the effect necessanily arises. E.q., the axe in the
process of stnking (the tree to be felled). Hence
there 1s no too wide application to any and
every concomitant condition, ¢.g., no too wide
application to cases of erroneously cognised
marks or signs. Where error is involved, the
presence of defects of sensibilities, ete., is the bar
(to the cognition of the really effective means).

(The sadhana 18 thus the cause par excellence,
t.c., the most effective of the causal conditions.
And this brings us to the question of the nature
of the cause.)

The causc may be defined as the uncondition=),
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invariable antecedent of the effect. And the
effect may be defined as that which is negated

by the negation consisting in antecedent
non-existence. (This means that the effect
is that which does not exist before it is
caused to be.) The cause again is of two kinds,
viz., the material cause and the instrumental
cause. The cause which suffers transformation
(into the effect) i1s the material cause, for
example, Prakrti or primal matter as the cause of
the universe, the lump of clay as the cause of the
jar. The cause which produces the effect without
being itself transformed thereinto is the instru-
mental cause, for example, the unseen moral
forces (Adrsta) as the cause of the universe, the
potter’s stick as the cause of the jar. Hence if
follows that among the assemblage of causal
conditions that which 1s the cause par excellence
(s.c., most effective) 18 the sedhana, means or
instrument.

Anuprammana is of thiee kinds, riz., perception,
inference and authoritative communication. (Of
these) perception is the means to the apprehension
of that which ir comparatively proximate, is non-
mediated and present here and now. Hence
perception is limited in range, being restricted to
a small number of objects (i.c., objects which
are near and present and not separated by any
barrier). Inference however is a means to the
kzowledge of the remote, the mediated and

¢
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the past and the future. Lastly, Agama or
authoritative communication is an independent
source of the knowledge of all sorts of objects
of which the number is endless. The above
enumerative statement i1s based on the order of
the kind and number of objects made known
(respectively by the three kinds of knowing, véz.,
perception, inference and authority). There being
three kinds of Anupramana or effective means fo
valid cognition, the cognition resulting therefrom
is also of three kinds, v¢z., perceptual, inferential
and authoritative knowledge. Of these, percep-
tual knowledge is the cognition that is produced
by the process of perceiving. This (cognition) is
what 1s meant by immediate knowledge, direct
knowledge or witnessing knowledge (saksatkara).
Similarly, the knowledge reached through in-
ference is called inferenfial or mediate knowledge.
Liastly, the knowledge derived from authoritative
communication 1s called authoritative knowledge
or revealed knowledge.

(What, then, is perception as a source of
knowledge?) Percepfion 1is the process of a
sense-organ that is free from defects. (In other
words, perception is the stimulation, by the
object, of an organ of sense not subject to any
sensory defects.) Here the word °sense-organ’
prevents a foo wide application to inference and
the rest.

But it may be said, perception is a species o



38 MADHVA LOGIC

an instrumental cause, and an instrumental cause
is possible only through an intervening action or
operation. For example, the instrument of the
act of cutting is the axe, and the axe 1s an 1nstru-
mental cause of the culling or fclling of the tree
through the intervening operation of coming into
contact with the tree. The intervening operation
is that which being effected by the instrumental
cause serves to effect that which resulis {rom
the action of the instrumental cause, c.g., the
contact with the trec which is effected by the axe.
(What, then, is the intervening action in the
case of perception as an instrumental cause or
agency.’)

We grant the force of the question which is
thus raised. And our answer is this. The sense-
organ is the insirument, and the contact of the
sense-organ with the object (perceived) 1s the
intervening operation (through which the sense-
organ produces 1ts effect as an instrumental cause).
I'he consequence or effect which results from
the action of the sensc-organ as an instrument
1s direct or immediate knowledge (saksatkira).
Here the process or operation (i.¢ , the perceptive
operation) 1s described as the operation of the
eye (i.c., of the sense-organ concerned) with
1 view to stress the fact that the organ (as
ihe seat of the operation) 1s primary while the
operation inhering therein 1s secondary. And
further the organs are said to be free [rom
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defects and to be in contact with their respective
objects with a view to ensure the truth or
validity of the knowledge resulting therefrom.
Hence there is no discrepancy in our definition.

Perception is of seven kinds, v1z., the six
different kinds of perception consisting of the
operations of the senses and the perception of the
saksé or witnessing consciousness. Of these, the
perception of the witnessing consciousness is
perception consisting in the operation of the
Witnessing Intelligence as organ or instrument.
The objects of such immediate knowledge or
presentation are: the essence of the Self or
Atman as well as the properties thereof, the
nescience underlying absence or privation, the
mind, the functions of the mind such as know-
ledge, pleasure and the rest, time, Akisa in its
original unmodified condition, ete. It also
reveals its own nature.

(Sensuous perception as arising from the
operation of the six different organs presupposes
the six organs of sense.) The six sense-organs
are the olfactory sense, the gustatory sense, the
visual sense, the tactual sense, the audifory sense
and the mind. Of these, the objects of the
olfactory sense are odour and the different kinds of
fragrance which are the specific modes of odour ;
the objects of the gustatory sense are tastes and
its specific forms; the objects of the visual sense
and touch are substances baving magnitude and
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perceptible (generated) colour and form, certain
qualities such as number and the rest, the
different kinds of motion, and the generic
characters. The feel of air is also an object of
touch. Air itself is (not directly perceived by
touch, but only) inferred {rom ifs feel (which is
revealed to touch). (The inference is as follows.)
The wind that blows is felt as being neither hot
nor cold. Since the feel 1s a quality like colour
and cannot go wandering, there must be some sub-
stance in which the feeling 1n question inheres or
abides. What, then, 18 the substance which is the
substrate of the feeling in question ? It cannot
be earth, for earth, though characterised by per-
ceptible touch, 1s also characterised by perceptible
form and colour, whereas the feeling which is
experienced (in the case of the blowing wind)
evidently has no substrate of a perceptible form
and colour. Nor can the substrate in question be
either water or fire, for the feel which it induces
is not experienced as cold (as in the case of
water) or hot (as in the case of fire). Nor again
can it be the four ubiquitous subsfances since
they are all devoid of the quality of such feeling.
The assumption of tactual properties in the ubi-
quitous substances would entail a perception of
touch everywhere and at all times. Nor also
can the mind be the substrate in question, for
the mind is atomic or infinitesimal and the touch
of the infinitesimal or atomic is imperceptible,
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i.e., beyond sense-perception. Hence we conclude
that which constitutes the substrate of the quality
that is felt by touch in the case in question is
the (specific) substance we call air.

But it may be said air is perceptible (and not
‘nferred as above shown), because it 1is the
®ibstrate of a pérceptible touch just as is the
r. This objection is not tenable, for air is the
13bt.lbsisr.';n,te of perceptible touch only because of an
(?&ventitious condition, wviz., 1ts association with
“%n object of perceptible form and colour. (An
adventitious condition 1s apything that is in-
variably correlated with the probandum but is
not an invariable correlate of the probans.) In
the case 1n question, the condition is an in-
variable correlate of the probandum as determined
by the property of the subject in which if
is inferred. (The subject of the inference 1is
alr which 18 an external substance and the pro-
bandum is perceptibility). That the adventifious
condition is perceptible colour and form is proved
by the invariable correlation of external sub-
stances that are perceptible and the presence
of perceptible colour and form together with
the absence of any such correlation between the
ground of the inference, riz, ‘being the substrate
of perceptible touch’ and the adventitious condi-
tion, viz., the * presence of perceptible colour and
form.” Thus we find that whatever 18 an external
substance and is perceived is also characterisels

6
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by perceptible colour and form, but we cannot
say that whatever is a substrate of a perceptible
touch has also perceptible colour and form.
(Hence being the substrate of a perceptible touch
is a valid ground for perceptibility only on the
condition that the substrate has perceptible colou}"s
and form and not otherwise. In other words, 1:]S )
ground is a ground only under conditions ar
not unconditionally and therfore the inference 1
question 1s not flawless.) Hence though yt b
affirm the presence of the ground (viz., being
the substrate of a perceptible touch), in the subject
of the inference (11z., air), yet perceptible form and
colour which always accompany the probandum,
i.e., perceptibility, is no invariable correlate of
the ground (and so the ground fails to prove
the presence of the probandum being shown
to be no invariable correlate of an invariable
correlate of the probandum.) Hence it follows
that a:r 18 inferred from its special touch (and
not perceived as contended).

The objects perceived by the auditory sense
are sounds and their varicties in the form of
the alphabetical or verbal sounds.

Inadvertence of the mind (partial or complete),
colour-blindness, jaundice, etc., are the defects
of the five sensibijlities.

The' objects (of the five different senses) are
also objects of the mind (the sixth sense) and
ihe mind makes them its objects by presiding
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her-
over and guiding and directing the operation.

the five external senses.

But the mind also perceives past events ana
in such perception 1t does not reguire the aid
of the external senses. The result of such per-
ception (of the past independently of the external
senses) is memory or recollection. Memory is
thus said to be an effect of internal perception
(by the mind as the sixth sense). The contact
of sense and object in this case (i.c., in the case
of a direct perception of the past by means of
the mind as the sixth sense) is furnished by
what we call the Samskara, trace or disposition
left behind by the past experience. (The mind
as the sixth sense has a direct vision of the past
and what we call the disposition or trace of the
past experience is nothing but the contact of the
past with the present, or as Bergson would say
perhaps, the insertion or prolongation of the
past into the present). The process (of the
mind in recollection) is thus analogous to that
of the specially gifted senses of the yogis which
possess extraordinary supernal powers due to
the practice of yogik concentration (and thereby
cross the gull between the past and the present).

The defects of the mind (which vitiate the
mental or internal perceptions) are desires,
predispositions, ete.

Therc are also defects of the objects perceived
(which interfere with their correct perception) and
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by pe- |
say v are long intervals (of time or space), close

teoXimity (in time or space), subtile or potential
«condition of the objects, intervening barriers
(media) separating the objects from the perceiver,
non-manifestation of the objects (c.g., of the stars
in daylight), intermixture with objects of a like
or similar nature, etc.

These defects being present, in some cases the
cognition itself is not generated and in some cases
doubt or uncertainty arises (as to the evidence of
the cognition that 1s generated).

In the case of cognition due to the operation of
the senses, the cause consists of the contacts of the
four beginning with the self. Thus the self must
come into contact with the mind, the mind with
the sensibilities, the sensibilities with the objects.
The scnsibilifies have no immediate intuition of
objects at a distance and must actually dart forth
to the place of the objects and come into contact
with them in order to reveal them. The self-
same contacts which enable the sensibilities to
reveal their respective objects are also the imme-
diate cause of the perception of their respective
absence. No intervening relations mediate be-
tween the contacts and the absence in the case of
perception of absence (as Naiyayikas say).

One school of philosophers (the Naiyayikas)
holds that the contact which brings on cogni-
tion 1n the form of immediate perception is
of six different kinds. Thus (according to
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this school) it is either conjunction, or inher-
ence in the conjoined, or inherence in that
which is inherent in the conjoined, or inher-
ence, or inherence in the inherent, or the
relation of qualifying and qualified. * Of these,
conjunction is the contact or relation that
is effected between the eye and substances like
jars, etc. (i.e., the relation which brings on the
perceptionn of substances like jars, etc.). The
relation of inherence in the conjoined similarly
exists in the case of colour (which is a quality),
actions and generic characters. (These inhere in
substances like jars, dishes, etc., and these latter
are in conjunction with the eye. Therefore the
visual perception of colour, action and generic
character takes place through the relation of 1n-
herence in that which is in conjunction with the
eye.) In the same way in tactual perception, the
relation which brings on perception by the tactual
sense 1s actual conjunction with the tactual sense
in the case of perception of substances such
as jars, efc., and the relation of inherence in that
which is in conjunction in the case of the quality
of touch, the actions and generic characters of
these substances. So also in the case of the
internal perception of the self by the mind, the
relation is conjunction of mind and the self-
substance in the case of the perception of the latter
while it 18 inherence in that which is in conjunc-
tion 1n the case of the perception of the pleasure
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and pain that exist in the self. So also in the
case of perception of smell and taste by the
olfactory and gustatory senses, respectively, the
relation is inherence in that which is in conjunc-
tion, the sm¥ll and the taste being inherent in
substances which are in conjunction respectively
with the olfactory and gustatory senses. Similar-
ly, in the perception of the generic characters of
qualities and actions, the relation which mediates
18 inherence in that which is inherent in sub-
stances in conjunction (the generic characters
being inherent in the qualities and actions which
are themselves inherent in the substances of which
they are qualifies and actions). In the perception
of sound by the auditory sense, however, the
relation 1s simple inherence, for the auditory
sense 18 nothing but ether or Akada as limited
by the tympanum of the ear (sound being a quality
of Akdsn and so inherent in Akasa). (The
auditory scnse being A4h@éa itself as limited by
the tympanum and sound being inherent in
Akasa the relation which holds between sound
and the auditory sense 1n the casc of perception of
sound 1s a relation of pure inherence.) But the
perception of the generic characters, etc., of the
sound (inherent in particular sounds) 1v mediated
by the relation of inherence in the inherent
(sounds being inherent in Akdéa and therefore
in the limited Ahaéa which is the auditory sense,
"ind the generio, characters, etc. ., of sounds being
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inherent in sounds). The perception of the absence
of the jar by the eye takes place through the relation
of qualification and qualified. In the case of the
perception in the form ‘ In this place here, there
is no jar,’ the absence of the jar is the qualified
and the qualification which specifies the absence
is the parficular place or locality with reference
to which the absence is perceived. (The localisation
thus acts as the specifying attribute of the absence
in question.) In the case again of the perception
of the absence being in the form ‘‘This place
18 characterised by the absence of the jar,”’ the
place 1itself acts as the qualified substrate and
the absence of the jar is regarded as its qualifica-

tion. Similarly in the perception of Inherence
itself the mediating relation is that of qualified
and qualification (Inherence does not inhere. Nor
ig it in conjunction with the objects between which
it holds. Hence the relation of inherence to the
“objects between which it bolds is said to be a
unique relation which js that of qualification
and qualified. The inherence is a qualification

-'"""--—-———-—"-_ ———

of the objects between which the inherence holds.)
Thus in the case of the inherence of the whole

cloth 1n its parts, tiz., the threads, the inherence

‘1s related to the cloth and the thr&@s by the rela-
tion of qualification to qualified (and not by a

gsecond relation of inherence nor by conjunction).
AT this however is fallacious and untenable.

Qualities, actions, etc., being nothing apart from
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(i.e., being non-different from) the things qualified
or the things acting, etc., a relation of inherence
between qualities, etc., and their substrates 1s
impossible (for inherence presupposes a difference
between the inherent and that in which thel
inherent inheres). DBesides, there is no valid
ground for the acceptance of inherence as real.
Though the relation of conjunction between the
gelf and the mind is required in the case of the
perception of other objects, 1t is not so required
in the perception of the self itself or its properties
and states, for the self and iis properties being
the objects presented to the witnessing Intelligence
are not objects of perception by the mind. Again,
alphabefical sounds being themselves substances
are not qualities at all. It cannot be said that
they cannot be substances as besides having
generic characters they are perceptible to only
one of our external senses. Ior this rule fails,
according to our view, in the case of darkness.
(Darkness has generic character, is revealed only
to one of our external senses, and yet is a substance
and not a quality.) And it fails also in the
case of the light of the lamp according to the
view of those who hold it to be substantive. (The
light of the lamp has generic character, is
presented to one external sense and yet is held'
by the Naiyayika to consist of nothing but fire-
atoms which are substances.) TFurther though'!
non-alphabetical sounds are qualities of ether or.

¢
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Akdsa, yet since as qualities they are mnon-
different from their substrate of Akdse, a
relation of inherence between non-alphabetical
sounds and Akdsa is impossible. As regards
the relation of qualification and qualified, it
being only another name for the relation that
consists in nothing but the essence of a rela-
tion itself (svaripasambandha), no separate
relation of qualification and qualified really
exists.,  (Srarapsambandha is the name of
the relation that consists in the essence or
svariipa of a relation. Thus inherence is related
by svaripasambandha to the olgjégts between
“which 1t holds. This means that the relation
which relates inherance to ifs relata is no separate
relation but the svaripa or essence of the in-
herence itself.) T

But some however say that memory is the
consciousness that is caused only by traces of past
experience. The adverb ‘only’ precludes recogni-
tion (which arises not simply from traces but also
require other factors). Recognition is the cogni-
tion that arises from the joint operation of traces
of past experience and sense-contact with present
objects. The word coincidence (samprayoga)
means contact (of sense and object). Non-men-
tion of traces (as a causal condition of recognition)
will make recognition indistinguishable from a
simple cognition like °Here is a jar.” Non.
mention of coincidence or contact (as a causal

(|
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condition) will again make recognition 1indis-
tinguishable from memory.

The above view is not tenable. For all
valid knowledge is due to a valid ground or
source of knowledge and therefore since memory
is one kind of valid knowledge, the cause of
memory, viz., the traces of past experience, will
have to be admitted as an independent pramdna
or ground of true knowledge. Dut in this case
the number of pramanas or valid sources of
knowledge will be four and this is unestablished
(as we have seen that the number 1s three and
neither more nor less). Tt cannot be said that
the objection applies also to our view (of recollec-
tion or memory). We hold memory to be due
to internal perception by the mind with concen-
tration of attention (bhavana) as an auxiliary
¢ondition. (Hence in our view memory 1s a
form of perccption, a kind of intellectual intuition
where the trace of the past experiences serves the
function of contact of the present mind with the
past experience. Thus according to our view,
though memory is adnutted to be a form of valid
knowledge, 1t is regarded only as a variety of
perception, and so the cause of memory is not a
separale source of knowledge, though no doubt it
15 a ground of true knowledge.)

There are four kinds of perception (as a source
of valid knowledge), viz., the Lord’s perception,
the Consort’s perception, the perception that
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belongs to the Yogin or Seer, and the perception
that belongs to an ordinary mortal (gyogin).
The objects of these different kinds of perception
are the same as the objects of the corresponding
cognitions or experiences which each kind induces
v its respective perceiver. For fuller details the
ler is referred to Jayatirtha’s Pramana-
puwwiatt (which we think unnecessary to go into
over again here). Thus everything (relating to
perception) has been set forth and therefore we
close our chapter on perception as expounded 1n
this Pramanacandrikd on the lines chalked out
by the revered Jayatirtha. We bend our heads
in respect to the sage Vyasadeva.

Let us now proceed to the next Pramana, riz.,
Inference. Inference is flawless reasoning, flawless
‘establishment or proof of a conclusion (by means
of a reason or ground). The synonyms of proof
are reasoning, arguing from a mark to the thing
marked, concluding on the basis of something
which is pervaded by an invariable relation to
something else.

Inference cannot be defined simply as reason-
ing or arguing from a mark, for the definition
would then apply to fallacious reasonings such as
those where the subject of the inference is
fictitious or unreal and wbere the mark is known
by a vahd source of knowledge to exclude
(instead of being invariably related to) the thing
marked. In these cases the reasonings are
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grounded on an invariable correlation and yet the
reasonings are fallacious. (In the former, though
the invariable relation holds, the subject of the
inference is non-existent and thus the locus 1n
which the relation is to prove the existence of the
probandum does mnot exist. In ihe latter, the
invariable relation is asserted 1n the reasoning
but in actual fact no such relation holds, and
thus the conclusion lacks material truth.) Hence
inference is defined not a~ reasoning merely, but
as flawless reasoning. Nor again can inference be
defined simply as that which 1s flawless for 1n
this case the definition will apply equally to
Perception as a source of knowledge. Hence it 1s
defined as reasoning (which is flawless).

The instrumental cause ol inference is the
sign or mark (by means of which we infer the
probandum). The operation or process (of the
instrumcntal cause) which leads to or establishes
the conclusion is reasoning or argumentation (i.c¢.,
reasoning by means of the sign through which the
subject of the inference is brought in relation to
the probandum). The inferred conclusion is the
result which emerges out of the process. Reason-
ing (Paramaréa) consisis in the cognition of the
mark 1n the form of its invariable relation to the
probandum as a property of the subject of the
inference. For example in the inference of fire
in yonder mountain from the perception of smoke
therein, the reasoning consists in cognition of



PRAMANACANDRIEA. 53

the smoke as an invariable concomitant of fire and
as being, as so invariably related, a property of the
mountain yonder. The cognition which resulis
from the process, viz., yonder mountain is on fire,
is the resulting inference. Invariable relation
means invariable concomitance (or sequence) as in
the case © wherever there is smoke, there is fire.”
By concomitance or co-existcnce 1s here meant a
relation merely between the ground of the infer-
ence and its probandum. By the invariableness
of the concomitance i1s not meant then co-inher-
ence in the same substrate. The invariableness
of the concomitance means simply that the con-
comitance is fixed and unfailing. The purport of
the whole is that rydaptt  or invariable con-
comitance consists I1n an unfailing relation
between the ground of the inference and its
probandum. It follows therefore that the
essential character (the defining mark) of vyapt:
consists 1n the unfailing regularity of concomi-
tance (between two or more phenomena). Thus
when we observe that wherever smoke is per-
ceived, there fire also 1s perceived, we are said to
cognise the relation of oyapti or invariable con-
comitance between °smoke’ and ‘fire.’ Here
‘smoke’ 1s the pervaded and fire the pervading
property. The locus or abode of the invariable
relation is called the pervaded while that which
defines or marks off the relation is called the
pervading. [Thus if A is invariably related
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to B, A as the locus of the invariable relation
1s the pervaded, while B as defining or mark-
ing off this (particular) invariable relation
from other invariable relations is the pervading
or pervader.] By the pervaded being a property
of the subject of the inference is meant its
existence in a suitable place (so as to make
its invariable relation with the pervader pos-
sible. It does not mean that the pervaded
property should be spatially or temporally 1includ-
ed within the pervader). And thus our theory
is free from flaws even of a trivial character.

Some however give the following account of
invariable concomitance. Invariable concomi-
tance (as an element or factor of inference) means
the coinherence of the ground and the probandum
in one and the same locus so that the probandum
can never be that which is negated by the
absolute negation that coinheres in the locus of the
around of the inference and also does not coinhere
in the locus of that which it negates. (In other
words, 1f the probandum is not that which is
negated by the absolute negation that occupies the
place where the ground exists and also does not
occupy the place where the object negated by the
sald absolute negution exists, then the relation of
coexistence in the same locus between the ground
and the probandwin is an invariable relation.)

. Mere cocxistence with the probanduwm in one
and the same locus does not fully bring out the
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nature of vydpti or invariable relation. Take the
inference, f.1i., ‘‘ Yonder mountain is on fire,
because it has the character of knowableness.’’
Here coexistence in the same locus holds
(between the ground, °knowableness,” and the
probandum, °fire,” i.e., the locus of ‘fire,’
¢.g., the ‘oven,” is also the locus of knowable
ness, i.¢., the oven 1s a knowable object). And
yet the inference is evidently fallacious. To
exclude such cases, the probandum (coexistence
wherewith will constitute (ydpii) is qualified
as being one which 1s not that which is
negated by the absolute negafion which occupies
the place where the ground or Helu exists.
(This qualification of the probandum excludes the
case of the above fallacious inference and other
like cases. For °fire,” the probandum of the
above inference, is that which is negated by the
absolute negation occupying the place where the
ground, viz., ‘knowableness,” existe; c¢.g., fire
never exists in the great lake and yet ° knowable-
ness ' exists in the great lake in so far as the lake
is a knowable object. Therefore the probandum,
“fire,” 1s not that which is absolutely non-existing
where the ground, ¢ knowableness,’ exists.) HEven
this qualification of the probandum, however, fails
to exclude the case of (the |evidently fallacious)
inference, ‘‘ The tree is in contact (with the
monkey) because 1t has the generic character of
substances.’’ (Here ‘ contact ’ is the probandum,
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and 1t 18 not that which is absolutely non-existent
where the hetu, or ground, wviz., ‘the generic
character of substances,’ exists. ‘The generic
character of substances’ exists 1n substances.
‘ Contact’ as a quulity also exists in substances.
Hence ‘ contact’ is not that which is absolutel
non-existent in substances. And yet the inferencelI
is fallacious.) To exclude such cases the proban-
dum is further qualified as being one which also
does not cocxist in the same substrate with that
which is absolutely non-existent where the ground
or hetu exists. This excludes the case of ‘ contact ™
and the like. [ ‘Contact’ abides 1n substances.
It is thus not that which is absolutely non-
existent in substances. DBut despite this, contact
is also not that wluch does not coexist with that
which 1s absolutely non-existent in substances.
For ‘contact’ coexists with the absence of cons
tact in the samc substance. ° Contact’ of the
tree and monkey coexists in the tree with the
negation or absence of such contact in another
part of the tree. ‘Contact’ thus coexists with
non-contact (with the absolute negation of
contact) in one and the same substrate.] In
other words, non-contaclt or negation of con-
tact being coexistent in the same substrate
or substance with contact which is the object
of the mnegation, the rule, that the probandum
should not exist in the same substrate with
that which is absolutely non-existent where
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the ground exists, fails, and the case cannot
be regarded as one of invariable relation or
vyapti. )

But all this, we hold, is fallacious and un-
sound. Take the case of the inference ‘ There 1is
rain on the hills higher up because the rivers
below are full.” Here from the fullness of the
rivers at the base we infer the occurrence of rain
at the top. In such inferences, where the
nrobandum occupies a different place from that
occupied by the probans or ground, the above
definition of invariable concomitance as co-
existence, in the same substrate, of the ground
and the probandum altogether fails. It cannot be
said that our view is open to the self-same objec-
tion as the above view, for unfailing relation of
effect and cause holds equally, in our view, in the
case of inferences where the probans and the
probandum occupy different places.

(We have so far discussed the meaning of
invariable relation. We now proceed to explain
the different forms of invariable relation that
constitute the grounds of inference.) Dharmas
or properties of things may be related in four
different ways. Thus two Dharmas or properties
may be related by a positive symmetrical invariable
relation 80 that éach 1s invariably concomitant
with the other. Two properties again may
be so related that one of them is an invariable
concomitant of the other, but not vice versa.

8

-
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Two properties again may be invariably related
by the relation of mutual negation and exclu-
sion. Lastly, two properties may be so
related that at least in one case where one 1is, the
other is, as also at least in one case where either
one 18, the other is not. (This last relation is
equal to the following three propositions taken
together where A and B express the two properties,
vez., ‘At least in one case where A is, B is’ ‘ Af
least in one case where A is, B is not,” ‘ Af least
in one case where B is, A is not.” The first
form of concomitance is similarly equal to the
two propositions—‘ Wherever A is, Bis,” and
Wherever B is, A is,’—taken together. The second
and the third will correspond respectively to the
propositions ‘In all cases where A is, B is ' and
‘In no case where A is, B is.”) We have a
concrete illustration of the first form of invariable
concomitance in the unfailing relation that holds
between scriptural (Vedic) prohibition and con-
duciveness to demerit and sin and between scrip-
tural injunction and conduciveness to merit and
righteousness. Thus whatever is scripturally
prohibited is productive of sin and demerit and
whatever tends to demerit and sin is scripturally
prohibited. Here each of the two (related
properties) is at once pervaded by, and pervader
of, the other. Similarly it isalso observed that
whatever is scripturally enjoined is also conducive
to meri{ and righteousness ‘and whatever - is
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conducive to merit and righteoysness is also laid
down by scripture. The second form of invarie
able concomitance is again illustrated in the case
of the relation between smoke and fire, as also
between the product of will and non-eternity.
Thus ‘ wherever there is smoke, there is fire’ but
no invariable relation holds in the form * Where-
ever there is fire, there is smoke,’ for in the case
of the heated iron-ball (where fire i1s, but smoke
is not) the invariability fails. Here °‘smokiness’
is the pervaded and occupies a smaller area while
‘fireness ’ 18 the pervader and occupies a wider
area. Similarly, ‘whatever is a product of
will-causality is also non-eternal,” but no in-
__gg,riable_rgl_ation holds in the form of the converse
of this, 7iz., ° whatever is non-efermal, is also a
product of will-causality,” for it is seen to fail in
the case of antecedent non-existence (which is
non-eternal and yet is no product of will-
causality). The third form of invariable con-

comitance is illustrated in the relation which

bolds between the generic character of the cow and
the generic character of the horse as also between
that of the elephant and that of the lion. Thus
wherever there 1s the generic character of the cow,
there is nowise the generic character of the horse
and wherever there is the generic character of the
horse there is nowise the generic character of the
cow. No relation of pervader and pervaded holds
between either one and the other, all relation
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being non-existeng between the two. Similarly,
* whatever is an elephant, is nowise a lion’ and
“ whatever is a lion, is nowise an elephant’ are
well-known mutually exclusive relations to be
noted in this connection. The fourth kind of

invariable concomitance is illustrated in the
“case of the relation which exists between the
the property of being a cook and the property of
a man as also between the property of being
one of the five elements and the property of
moving. Thus though in one particular instance
the property of being a cook and the property
of being a man may co-exist, yet in another case
the property of being a cook may co-exist with
that of being a woman to the exclusion of that
ofJbeing a man as also in a third instance the
property of being a man may co-exist with the
property of being a non-cook to the exclusion of
the property of being a cook. In this case also
no relation of pervader and pervaded holds
between either one and the other, for inspite of
a relation existing between the two, there are
instances in which the relation fails. In the same
way, though U6 property of beéing an element
18 co-existent In some instances with the property
of moving (viz., in earth, water, air and fire),
yet in the case of Akada or ether (which is an
element but does not move) the property of being
an element exis’s to the exclusion of the property

of moving, and in the case of the mind the
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property of moving exists to the exclusion
of the property of being an element. (The mind
is not an element and yet it moves.)

In all these when the property which is per-
vaded produces the cognition of the property that
is the pervader, we have what is called an 1n-
ference or anumana. The pervading property (of
which the inference produces the knowledge) is
called the inferred character, anumeya, or object
of inference.

The following objection may however be
raised to the view of inference expounded above,
viz., that it is not possible for the smoke that
exists in the mountain far away to produce a
valid cognition of fire in the man who exists
here in his house. The reply to this objection 1s
as follows. In the case of inference the instru-
mental cause is a known agency and not an un-
known condition as in the case of perception.
(The relation of smoke to fire is known to the man
who makes the inference, but in perception the
action of the sensibilities with reference to the
object perceived is not known before the per-
ception.)

The reply however does not seem to be con-
vincing, for there are people (e.g., the savages of
the Cocoanut Island) in whom the perception of
smoke at a distance does not call forth the
cognition of fire. The answer is that in this
case though they bave a cognition of the fqrm of
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the smoke, yet they have no knowledge of 1t as an
invariable concomitant of fire. For even when
an object like smoke might previously be cognised
as an invariable concomitant of something else
such as fire, it may fail to be cognised on account
of failure of memory as an invariable concomitant
of the latter in a fresh instance and thus fail to
produce the cogniton of fire. (Therefore in the
case of savages where the smoke was never cog-
nised as invariably related to fire, a cognition of
smoke in the first instance cannot possibly
produce the knowledge of fire.)

Therefore we conclude : when an accurately
and correctly cognised mark or sign is accom-
panied by a recollection of its invariable con-
comitance with the thing marked or signified
and is thereby able to produce the cognition of
the thing marked or signified in a fit place or
locality, we have what 1s called an inference or
anumana. Hence even though the form of the
marked or signified thing may be already known
yet since the inference makes it known further in
relation to a particular place or locality, the
‘inferential process is not useless or superfluous.
(The inference, in other words, entails a real
march of thought conducing as it does to a
new synthesis of the already known thing with a
place or situation to which it was not previously
known to be related.) Hence inference consists

of two factors: (1) invariable concomitance (of
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the mark with the thing marked); (2) the
presence of the mark in a suitable place such
as will make possible the inference of the
thing marked either in the same place or some
other (causally or otherwise connected) place.
There is no rule that the mark should also
be cognised as a property existing in the subject
of the inference (for the mark may exist in
one place, e¢.g., the fullness of the rivers at
the base, and the thing marked, viz., rain, may
be proved to exist in some other place, e.g., at the
top of the hill).

A question here arises : how does the cognition
of the invariable concomifance arise? How in
other words, do we arrive at the knowledge of an
invariable concomitance between different objects
or events? The answer is, by means of the
corresponding perceptions, inferences and testi-
mony. Thus in the case of the invariable con-
comitance of smoke and fire, we arrive at the
knowledge of the concomitance of smoke with fire
by the perception of the one together with the
other in the domestic oven and other places.
Here repeated observation and non-observation of
the contrary are the auxiliary conditions. But
how can perception which apprehends only that
which is present and is in contact with the
sensibilities, apprehend an invariable concomitance
that extends not merely to all cases (actual
and possible) but also to the past (and the
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future and the remote)? It would be possible
if you admitted a transcendental contact
(pratyasatti) of past and present and of here
‘and far (as Naiyayikas do), but according
to you, no such transcendental contact exists
(between the present sense organ and the past
and distant objects). The answer to this 1s:
though there is no transcendental contact between
a particular insfance and its samdnya or class,
yet since the past and the distant are capable of
being drawn into relation to the present instance
by means of similarity or resemblance, the cogni-
tion of an invariable concomitance as extending
to all instances (actual and possible) 1s fully
established. Invariable concomitance as made
known mediately by means of inference will be
illustrated later on. The following are instances
of invariable concomitance known from authori-
tative testimony. ° Whoever 1s a Brahmin, is a
person who m@ﬂ not be put to death,” ‘The
animal that is a cow is one that must not be
touched with the feet,” ‘ Whatever is enjoined by
the Vedas, ought to be accomplished as a duty.’
Inference is of three kinds: inference from
effects, inference from causes, and inference from
phenomena that are neither causes nor effects.
When an effect is the ground of our inference of
the cause, we have an inference from an effect,
e.g., when from the presence of smoke we infer
the existence of fire. When the cause Serves as
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the ground of an inference of the effect, we have
an inference from a cause, e.g., when we say,
‘vonder mass of clouds which owes its special
character to its own cause proves an impending
rain-fall,” When a particular mark proves fthe
existence of a probandum without being eifther
the cause or the effect of it, we have an inference
from something which is neither a cause nor an
effect, e.g., when the presence of ftaste proves the
existence of colour.

Inference may be divided again into two
classes from another standpoint, viz., into infer-
ence of what is specifically observed and inference
of what is generically observed. Thus where the
object inferred is perceptible we have an inference
of the specifically observed, e.g., when fire is
inferred from smoke. Where the object inferred
is not perceptible, we have an inference of the
generically observed, e.g., when the visnal
sensibility 18 inferred from the cognition of colour.

Some (the Naiyadyikas) hold that inference is
of three kinds, viz., Kevalanvayi inference,
Kevalavyatireki 1inference and Anvayavyatireki

inference.

w to the Naiyayikas) the pakse or the
subject of an inference 18 that substrate which is
to be proved to own the probandum as its property.
To exclude the sapaksa or the co-ordinate of the
subject and other like substrates, the subject is
defined as that which 1s to own the probandum as g

9
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property. Since the property here means that the
cognifion whereof is to be produced by the sign
or mark (in the inference), the definition is not too
wide. (The sapaksa is also a substrate of a pro-
perty, but it is not the substrate of the property
the cognition whereof is to be produced by the mark
or sign. It is the substrate of a property which
is homogeneous with the property that constitutes
the probandum, but it is not the substrate of the
property which is the probandum itself.) But 1t
may be said that the hetu or ground has also this
character of being characterised by the probandum
as being related to it by conjunction (and thus the
m&mm to the hetu or
ground as well). To meet this objection the
paksa has been defined as a substrate. (The hetu
1s not the substrate of the property that constitutes
the proband \m, but is related to it only by

concomitance or _conjunction, but the paksa
is the substrate ™ which the probandum is to

be proved to abide as a property.) The
sapaksa or co-ordinate of the inferential subject is
that substrate which owns a property which is
homogeneous with that which constitutes the
probandum. To preclude a too wide application
to the case of the smoke in the oven, the definition
includes the word ‘substrate.” [The smoke in the
oven 18 the familiar instance or drstints and not
the sapaksa. It is distinguished from the latter
by the facf that it is not the substrate, while the
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sapaksa is the substrate of a property (in this
case the kitchen fire) homogeneous with the
property constituting the probandum (i.e., the fire
in the mountain)|. To have defined the sapaksa
simply as the substrate of the probandum (and not
of a property homogeneous with the probandum)
would have been absurd. (For the sapakse and
the paksa would in that case have been identical,
and a sapaksa other than the paksa would have
been an impossibility.) Therefore in the defini-
tion the word ‘ homogeneous * has been included.
The meaning is that the sapaksa 1s the substrate
of a property homogeneous with the probandum
and as such is devoid of the character of
uncertainty (z.c., the uncertainty that characterizes
the paksa as the substrate of the probandum).
The vipaksa or contra-ordinate of the inferential
subject is a substrate devoid alike of the pro-
bandum and every property homogeneous with
the probandum. The words ‘devoid of the pro-
bandum’ distinguishes the wvipaksas from the
paksa while the words °devoid of every property
homogeneous with the probandum’ distinguishes
it from the sapaksa. (The sapaksa is a similar
1nstance in which the existence of a property like
the probandum is known for certain, and the
vipaksa is a dissimilar instance in which the
non-existence of the probanduim and of all
properties similar to the probandum is known
for certain.)
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[These definitions of the inferential subject,
the co-ordinate of the inferential subject and the
contra-ordinate to the inferential subject, prepare
the way for the definitions of Kevalanvayi and
other forms of inference. ]

Thus the Kevalanvayi inference is one which
is based on a ground that pervades the subject
and also exists in its co-ordinates but which has
no contra-ordinate to its subject actually existing.
[In other words, a Kevalanvayi inference is one
that is based on numerous 1nstances of agreement
in presence but is without any instance of agree-
ment in absence. |

Kevalanvay? 1inference cannot be defined
simply as an 1inference in which there exists
no co-ordinate to the subject, for in this case it
will be indistinguishable from the inconclusive
reasoning ‘All things are nameable, because they
are knowable.” (Here the subject of the inference
being ‘all things’ or °everything,” no contra-
ordinate to the subject exists, but since there is
here also no co-ordinate to it, the ground of the
inference, viz., the invariable relation between

- e

_‘knowableness * and ‘ nameableness,’ is without a
corroborative familiar instance and thus lacks
material certitude.) Hence the words *in which
the ground 1s existent in the co-ordinate.’ But
even thus the definition remains imperfect for an
inference which has no contra-ordinate to its sub-
ject and 1n which the ground is existent also in

gy
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the co-ordinafe, is not distinguishable from the
fallacious reasoning in which the ground does not
exist in the subject of the inference, e.g., the
inference ‘sound is nameable because it is visible.’
To exclude such fallacious reasonings Kevalanvayi
inference is further specified by the qualification
that it is an inference in which the ground must
exist in the subject. Even this, however,
18 not sufficient, for this by itself does not
distinguish it from such fallacious reasonings
as ‘The jar and sound are nameable, for they
are characterised by shape’ where the ground,

V1Z.y shape, ex1sts only in one part of the subject,

viz., the ‘jar,” and not in the other part, viz.,

‘sound.” To exclude such fallacious reasomngs
and prevent these being confounded with
Kevalanvay? inference, the ground is stated as
being not merely existent in the subject but also
as pervading it. The pervasion of the subject
may again be of two forms, wviz., (1) Where the
ground pervades both the subject and its co-
ordinates, and (2) where the ground pervades the
subject but exists only in a portion (i.e., in some)
of the co-ordinates. ‘ Sound is namable, because it
is knowable, just as 1s the jar’ illustrates the case
v here the ground pervades not merely the subject
but also its co-ordinates. In the same reasoning
the words ‘because it is a quality just as is colour’
(in place of the words °because it is knowable
just as is the jar') illustrates the case where the
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ground exists only in’'some (i.e. a portion of the
entire extent) of the co-ordinates. (The ground,
viz., ‘quality’ is predicable of some nameable
things, but not of all nameable things.)

The invariable concomitance which constitutes
the ground of inference is of two kinds, v12., In-
variable concomitance as agreement 1n presence,
and invariable concomitance as agreement 1In
absence. Invariable concomitance as agreement
in presence consists 1n the invariable con-
comitance of the ground of the inference with
the probandum. Invariable concomitance as
agreement in absence consists in the invariable
concomitance of the absence of the probandum
with the absence of the ground. In the case of
agreement in presence, the ground is the pervaded
and the probandum 1s the pervader. In the case
of agrecment in absence, the absence of the pro-
handum 1s the pervaded and the absence of the
ground the pervader In every case an invariable
concomitance 1s understood as following in the
wake of the pervaded. In the case of the above
inference ‘ sound 1s nameable, because it is know-
able, just as is the jar,” the invariable con-
comitance of ‘knowable’ with ‘nameable’ is
based on an agreement in presence only, The
agreement 1n presence here is ‘whatever is
knowable, 1s nameable, just as is the jar.’
But we have no agreement in absence here
in the form ‘what is not nameable is not
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knowable,” it being impossible fo get any
case of an object which is not nameable as
illustrative of such absence, since all things are
nameable and there is nothing that is not name.-
able. This is why inference based on such con-
comitance consisting of agreement in presence
only is called inference of the Kevalanvayi type.
Where the ground pervades the subject, where no
co-ordinate of the subject exists and where further
the ground is excluded from every instance of a
contra-ordinate to the subject, we have an inference
of the Kevalavyatirekt type (according to Nydya).
It Kevalavyatireli inference had been defined as
one in which the ground is excluded from (some
instances of) the contra-ordinate to the subject,
the definition would have been too wide and
would have applied to the fallacious reasoning
based on a non-invariable ground, ‘yonder moun-
tain 18 on fire, because it is a mountain.” To ex-
clude such reasonings the definition lays down that
the ground must be excluded from cvery instance
of a contra-ordinate to the subject. In the present
case, the ground, viz., ‘being a mountain,’ though
excluded from such contra-ordinates as ‘the great
lake,” ‘the sheet of water,’ etc., is yet not excluded
from such other contra-ordinates as ‘a fireless
mountain,’ ‘a hill without fire." Hence the ground
18 not excluded ‘from every case of a contra-ordinate
-to the subject’ and thus does not come up to the
requirements of the definition (of a Kevalavyatireks
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inference as set forth above). Thus the definition
does not apply to such cases and is not too wide
(as applying to such fallacious reasonings as well).
It must be noted however that the mere fact of the
ground being excluded from every instance of a
contra-ordinate or dissimilar instance does not
suffice as a complete definition of the Kevala-
vyatireki inference, for as such it remains un-
distinguished from Anvayavyatireki inference
based both on agreement in presence and agree-
ment in absence. To exclude such inferences,
the definifion stresses the fact that ‘no co-
ordinate of the subject should exist,” t.e., no
similar instance where the existence of the pro-
bandumn should be known for certain should exist.
(In Anvayavyatireki inference, the existence of the
co-ordinate or similar instance is a sine qud non
while in Kevalavyatirek? the non-existence of
the co-ordinate is a sine qud non.) Buteven .
this added qualification does not suffice as a
definition of the Kevalavyatirek? inference, for
as such it has a too wide application o the
fallacious inference based on a Svarupdasiddha
ground (i.e., on a ground that does not exist
in the inferential subject), viz., ‘The body
of the finite individual has a soul accom-
panying it, since this body is conscious.” (Here
the ground, viz., ‘consciousness’ is non-existent in
the ‘ body’ which is the inferential subject. The

dead body, e.g., is devoid of consciousness.) To



PRAMANACANDRIKX 78

exclude such cases, the definition insists on the
existence of the ground in the subject. Even
this, however, does not suffice, for as so qualified
the definition applies to the fallacious inference
based on a ground that exists in one part of the
subject (and not in the whole of it), viz., ‘‘ The
finite individual and the Lord are omniscient,
because they are all-creating.”’ (Here the ground
‘all-creafing’ is true only of the Lord and bot of
the finite individual, 4.e., it holds good of one part
of the subject and not of the whole of it.) To
exclude such cases the definition says, ‘The
ground must pervade the subject.” The following
is an instance of a Kevalavyatirek: inference
answering to all the above requirements :—* The
Lord is all-knowing, because He is all-creating.’
It is based on the invariable agreement in absence,
viz., ¢ Whatever is not all-knowing, is also not all-
creating, just as 18 Devadatta.” There are
innumerable instances illustrating this agreement
in absence but none 1illustrating the positive agree-
ment in presence between ‘ what is all-creating ’ and
‘what 1s all-knowing,” for Ramkrsna and other
Incarnations of the Lord are comprised in the
subject of the inference (and therefore cannot serve
ag corroborative illustrations) while other finite
individuals are npon-omniscient (and therefore
cannot be cited as illustrations of the agreement
in presence). For these reasons (viz., that it is
based on an invariable relation which can be

10
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actually observed only as agreement in absence
and not as agreement in presence) such inference
is called kevalavyatireki inference.

An inference in which the ground pervades the
subject, exists in the co-ordinates or known similar
instances wherein the probandum exists, and is ex-
cluded from every instance of a contra-ordinate to
the subject is an anvayavyatireki inference. An
anvayavyatireki inference is not completely defined
as one In which the ground is found to be non-
existent in the contra-ordinates, for as such the
definition fails to exclude the fallacious inference
based on a non-invariable ground, v1z., ‘ The body
of the finite individual 1s non-eternal, because it
has the character of the element of earth.” In this
inference the ground, véz., ‘character of the
element of earth,” though non-existent in such
eternal entifies as the ether, etc., is yet existent in
such other eternal entities as the atoms of earth,
etc. (Thus though excluded from some objects
which are not non-eternal, it is yet not excluded
from some other objects which are also not non-
eternal.) To exclude such cases, the definition
says, °the ground must be excluded from every
instance of a contra-ordinate.” But this also by
itself does not suffice as a complete definition,
for as such it remains indistinguishable from
kevalavyatireki inference based on agreement
in absence only. Hence the definition adds the
words, ‘ the ground must exist in the co-ordinates,’



PRAMANACANDRIEA 76
(The kevalavyatireki is devoid of co-ordinates.)
BEven with this added qualification, the definition
has a too wide application to the fallacious
inference based on a svaripasiddhae ground (i.e., a
ground that does not exist in the subject), viz.,
‘ Devadatta is all-knowing, because he is all-
creating.” (Here the ground ‘all-creating’ is
excluded from all cases of ‘not all-knowing’ and
also exists in ‘what is all-knowing,” wviz., the
Lord. But it does not exist in Devadatta, the
subject of the (inference). Hence the defini-
tion further adds, ‘the ground must exist in
the subject.” Even now however the definition
applies to the fallacious inference based on
a bhigasiddha ground (i.e., a ground that exists
only in one part of the subject and not the whole
of it), viz.,  The mounfain and the lake are on
fire, because they smoke.” (Here the ground
‘smoke’ exists in one part of the subject, viz.,
‘ mountain,” and not in the other part, viz., the
‘lake.’) To exclude such cases the definition
says ‘ the ground must pervade (i.e., exist in the
whole of) the subject.” As ‘smokiness’ is
absent in the ‘lake’ (being true only of the
‘ mountain’) it lacks the character of pervading
the subject (in the above case).
Such anvayavyatireki inference based both
on agreement In presence and agreement in
absence may again be of two kinds. Thus

it may be an inference with a ground that
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exists in every case of a co-ordinate, or again
it may be an inference with a ground that
exists only in some (not all) instances of ifs
co-ordinates. For example, the inference, ¢ The
finite individual is efernal, because there is no
cause that can put an end to it’ is a case
of an anvayavyatireki inference with a ground
existing in all cases of the co-ordinates. In
respect of all eternal things such as the ether,
etc., the ground, wviz., ‘absence of a cause of
an end or destruction’ holds good. Again, the
inference ‘The mountain is on fire, because it
smokes’ is an instance of an anvayavyatirek:
inference with a ground that exists only in some
(and not all) its co-ordinates, for in some ‘ fiery’
things (e.g., the red-hot iron ball) ‘smoke’
(which is the ground of the inference) does not
exist. This latter example is a typical anvaya-
vyatireki 1nference and takes its name from the
following two invariable relations (of presence
and absence) on which it is based, viz., ‘ What-
ever smokes, is on fire, just as is the oven ' and
‘Whatever is not on fire, does not smoke, just
as is the great lake.’

Inferences based on agreement in presence
and agreement in absence take their character
from the corresponding invariable concomitances.
Thus we have invariable concomitance based on
agreement in presence in ° Wherever there is
smoke, there is fire.” And we have invariable
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concomitance based on agreement 1n absence in
‘ Wherever fire is not, smoke 1is not.” And
inferences that resemble these ftwo forms of
concomitances considered fogether are called
Anvayavyatireki Inferences or inferences based on
agreement in presence and agreement in absence.
All this however (1.e., this division of inference
into kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki and anvaya-
vyatireki) we (the Madhvas) reject as untenable
For we conslaemt in absérice mlng
unsuitable for proving the presence of the s@dhya
or probandum. In proving the presence of a
positive entity by means of the presence of
another positive (entity), an invariable relation
between the absence of one and the absence of
the other has mno logical scope. (An in-
variable relation between the negation of one
thing and the negation of another does pot
justify any positive step from the presence of one
to the presence of the other.) For in this case
the positive ground exists in the subject of the
inference {(and thus falls within the domain of
affirmation) while the invariable relation as an
agreement in absence (the absence of the proban-
dum and the absence of the ground) belongs to the
domain of negation and thus occupies a different
place. Thus the invariable relation occupies one
place (the domain of negation) and the ground as &
property of the subject occupies g different place

(the domain of affirmation). (Hence there is no
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relation between the two to justify an inferential
step.) How then, it may be asked, are kevala-
“woyatireki inferences in vogue? In this way.
‘Here also the real ground is an jnvariable relation
in presence, e.g., the invariable relation between
‘ omniscience ' and ‘ all-creativeness’ in the above
inference. But it is impossible to cite positive
similar instances of this agreement in presence in
response to the demand for an indication of the
actual places where this invariable relation holds.
Hence for accomplishing this end by means of
inference, an invariable relation of absence ac-
quires relevancy (for our purpose). For example,
if in the above instance it 1s asked :—°‘‘ What
proof have we of an invariable relation between
‘all-creativeness’ and ‘omniscience’ ?’°  we
can say at once that °all-creativeness’ must
be pervaded by °omniscience,” for it is
that which is negated by the mnegation which
pervades the negation of ‘omniscience.” When
one thing is so related to another thing that the
negation of the former pervades the negation of
the latter, the former thing is invariably related
to the latter. (Thus if A is so related to B that
the negation of A is pervasive of the negation of
B, i.e., if ‘All not-B is not-A,’ then A isinvariably
related to B, i.e., ‘All A is B.’) This relation is
admitted, e.g., by the person seeking fire,’ as
holding between °smokiness’ and °fireness.’
In the case of the so-called anvayavyatiref:
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inferences supposed to be based on agreements in
presence as well as absence, the agreement in
absence is in reality purposeless and out of place.
The invariable relation in such cases is sufficiently

established by perception, etec., (of the instances of

agreement in presence). (Thus the agreement

in absence is without real usefulness ) Notwith-

standing this 1t may be conceded that the agree-

ment in absence serves some sort of purpose as

indicating in a way that the positive relation of
agreement in presence is not negatived by any

‘instances of the failure of the agreement (i.c., by

any instances to the contrary.)

According to another (Nyaya) classification,
inference is of two kinds, viz., (1) inference for
oneself, and (2) inference for convincing others.
Of these, inference for oneself is the cause of self-
convicfion and the knowledge one gathers for one’s
own self.

An inference for oneself takes place in the
following way. A person in the first place makes
repeated personal observation of the togetherness
of ‘smoke’ and ‘fire’ in the oven and other
places. From such observation he gathers that
there is an invariable relation between ¢ smoke’
and ‘fire’ Having gathered the invariable
relation, when he draws near a ‘ mountain’® and
18 thrown into doubt as to the existence of ‘fire’
in the mountain, he notes the trail of smoke

rising from the mountain and recollects the
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invariable relation between ‘smoke’ and ¢fire’
(which he gathered from repeated previous obser-
_vation). When the recollection takes place (that
‘ where smoke is, fire also is’), and the said
person draws near the mountain (with the ftrailing
smoke), the knowledge at once flashes forth that
‘the mountain yonder has smoke which is an
invariable concomifant of fire.” Thus does he
make an inference for himself. This last step
(i.e., the knowledge that the mountain possesses
‘smoke’ which is invariably related to ‘fire’) is
called paramaréa or inferential reasoning. From
this (reasoning process) arises the knowledge
that ‘the mountain is on fire.” (The above
illustrates inference for oneself.) As regards
inference for others, it is a fully-expressed reason-
ing consisting of five steps which are employed
to convince others as to the way of inferring
‘fire’ from the (observed) presence of ‘smoke.’
The five steps are :—(1) € Yonder mountain is on '
fire,” (2) ‘because it smokes,” (3) ° Whatever
has smoke, is also on fire, just as is the oven,’
(4) ‘So is it with this (mountain yonder),’ (5)
‘ therefore it (the mountain) is so (on fire).” By
all this even a second or third person is assured
of ‘fire’ from the knowledge of the presence
of the established mark or sign thereof (i.e., of
the sign of ‘smoke’). The above five steps are
called respectively (1) Pratijiia, (2) Hetu, (3)
Udaharanam, (4) Upanayah and (6) Nigamanamp.
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Of these pratijid (the statement of the proposition
to be proved) consists in the statement of the
subject of the inference as possessing the proban-
dum as a properfy. (In the above inference),
e.q., the statement ‘ Yonder mountain is on fire’
is the pratijiia. (2) The hetu (the ground of the
inference) is the statement of the mark or sign
with. a suffix indicative of its instrumentality
(towards the conclusion), e.g., the statement
‘because it smokes.” (8) The drstantah is the
concrete case in which the invariable relation.or-
vydapl: is apprehended. It is of two kinds, viz.,
(a) sadharmyadrstintah, and (b) vaidharmya-
drstantah. A concrete example in which an
invariable relation of presence is apprehended
is called a sadharmyadrstantah, e.g., in the in-
ference (of fire) from smoke, the case of the
oven. A concrete case in which an agreement
in absence is apprehended 18 a wvaidharmya-
drgtantah, e.g., in the same inference from
‘sinoke,” the case of the great lake. The
udaharana is the statement of the concrete case
or example as exemplifying or illustrating the
invariable relation of which it is a case in point.
(The udé@harana 1s thus a statement of a case in
point while the drstantah is just the concrete case
and no statement of it as illustrative of the
invariable relation.) It is of two kinds, viz.,
(a) sadharmyodaharanam, and (b) vaidharmyo-
daharanam. A statement of a concrete example
11
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illustrating an agreement 1n presence 1is 3
sddharmyodaharanam, e.g., the statement ¢ What-
ever is smoky, is fiery, just as is the oven.” A
statement of a concrete example illustrating an
agreement in absence is a vaidharmyodaharanam,
e.g., the statement °What is not fiery, is not
smoky, just asis the great lake.” (4) Upanayah
is the statement of the mark, the invariable
relation whereof has been well-established in the
concrete example, as existing in the subject of the
inference. It is also of two kinds according to
the nature of fhe concrete example (which
establishes its invariable relation). ‘ The
mountain yonder har a trailing smoke just as the
oven’ is a case of a s@adharmyopanayah. °‘The
mountain is not devoid of smoke like the lake’
is a case of a wvaidharmyopanayah. (5) Niga-
manam (the conclusion) is the statement of the
subject (as characterised by the probandum) as
proved or demonstrated, e.g., the statement,
‘ Therefore, yonder mountain is on fire.’

All this, we hold, is unsound and untenable. As
there is no scope for the two kinds of vya@pt: or
invariable relation (in inference), so also there is
no scope for the two kinds of udaharana (illustrat-
ing such relation). Besides, the alleged rule as to
the necessity of five steps in inference is an un-
proved assumption. The way in which the sup-
posed necessity of the five steps may be refuted
has been set forth in the Paddhati and the reader
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18 referred thereto for an understanding of the
method of the refutation. This closes our disser-
tation on the nature of inference.

We shall now discuss the fallacies of reason-
ing. The fallacies are of two kinds, viz., (1)
fallacies arising from discrepancy or contradiction
(virodha), and (2) fallacies of inappropriateness
(asamgati). Of these, the fallacies of contradiction
are of three kinds, viz., confradiction in the
pratijiid or proposition to be proved, contradiction
in the hetu or ground, and contradiction in the
drstantah or illustration. Contradiction in the
pratijiia again may be of two kinds, viz., contra-
diction of the pratijfid@ or proposition to be proved
with what is established by the recognised sources
of knowledge, and internal self-contradiction in
the proposition in question. Of these again, con-
tradiction with the evidence of the accepted sources
of knowledge may be of two kinds, v1z., contradic-
tion with the deliverance of a stronger evidence
or proof, and confradiction with the deliverance of
an evidence of equal strength or force. The follow-
ing is an example of a proposition in contradiction
with the deliverance of stronger evidence :—* The
subject-matter of controversy (s.e., the world)
is false ; because it is an object of perception ;
whatever is an object of perception, is false, just
as is the silver that is (falsely) perceived in the
shining mother-of-pearl.” This conclusion is
contradicted by the evidence of perception to
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which objects like the jar, etc., are presented as
real, by the evidence of inference also as it proves
the opposite, viz., ‘ The subject under discussion
(the world) is real, because it yields expected
results, just as admittedly real things do,” and
lastly by the evidence of scriptural testimony
which declares the world to be real. It thus
runs counter to the combined evidence of percep-
tion, inference and authoritative testimony.
Hence it is in contradiction with evidence of
stronger force or strength. As an example of
contradiction with evidence of equal force or
strength we have the following pair of inferences :
—(1) ‘The disputed subject (i.e., the world) is
false ; because it is perceptible ; just as is the silver
perceived in the locus of the mother-of-pearl.”
(2) ¢ The disputed subject (i.e., the world) is real ;
because it is the object of valid knowledge ; just
as is the self.” In these two inferences, the
corresponding invariable relations as also the
presence of the respective grounds in the corres-
ponding subjects being exactly of the same order,
we have here a contradiction between evidences
of equal strength and force. An internally discre-
pant or self-contradictory statement may, again
be of two kinds. It may be an apasiddhinta or
a jati. An apasiddhante is an asserted proposi-
tion that contradicts the accepted beliefs of ome's
own school of thought. Since one has subscribed
{o the tenets of the school to which one has!
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elected oneself, in making a statement confradict-
ing such tenets one is really contradicting oneself.
This is why an apasiddhdnta is regarded as a
form of self-contradiction. A statement of the
existence of God by one belonging to the atheistic
Sankhya School of thought is an example of this
kind of self-contradiction. When one refutes
oneself by the very assertion one makes we have
that form of self-contradiction which is called
jati. For example, one who says ‘ My mother
is childless ’ commits this form of self-contradic-
tion. Virodha or contradiction in the helu or
ground is also of two kinds, viz., svardpasiddhih
and avyaptih. The following is an example of
svarupasiddhih :—° Sound is non-eternal, because
it is visible.” Here visibility is non-existent in
sound, sound being audible (and not visible).
Avyaptih again is of three kinds. We have
avyaptih when the mark or sign (the ground of
the inference) is related to the probandum as well
a8 the absence of the probandum. We have also
avyaplih where the mark or sign is related to the
absence of the probandum without being related
to the probandum. Lastly, we have avyapiih
where the mark or sign is unrelated both to the
probandum and the absence of it. As an example
of the first (of these three) we have the follow-
ing :—* Sound is non-eternal, because it 18 know-
able.” The following is an example of the
second :—‘ Sound is eternal, because it is a
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product of will.” As an example of the third we
have: °‘All that is, is non-eternal, because it
exists.” In this last example, the subject of the
inference being ¢ whatsoever that is’ the hetu
or ground is unrelated both fo the probandum
and the absence thereof. (Since the subject in
this case is ‘all,” i.c., everything actual and
possible, there is nothing outside the subject to
serve the purpose of a probandum or the absence
thereof. Therefore the hetu or ground as a !
property of the subject is without relation to the
probandum as vell as the negation of it. There
being no probandum, there is also no absence of
probandum and thus the hetu or ground is with-
out relation to either.) Contradiction in the
example is of two kinds, iz, contradiction
arising from the example being without relation
to the probandum, and contradiction arising
from the example being without relation to the
ground. The former is illustrated in the follow-
ing :—‘The mind is non-eternal, because it has
shape, just as the atom has’ The second is
illustrated by the same inference if in place of the
words ‘the atom  we substitute the word
“action.” (We shall now deal with the fallacy
of inappropriateness.) An example of the fallacy
of inappropriateness is addressing to an admitted
theist the traditional theistic argument :—° The
earth and the rest have an intelligent author,

because they are effects, just as is a piece of
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cloth.” The inappropriateness consists here in
the absence of any demand for such an inference
(the addressee being a theist and therefore not
standing in need of being convinced). The in-
appropriate is just that for which there is no
real need. This is the definition of the inappro-
priate.

Others (the Nailyayikas) enumerate the fol-
lowing five as the essential characters of the hetu
or ground of a valid inference :—(1) existence in
the subject of the inference as its property or
dharma, (2) existence in the co-ordinates or
similar instances, (3) exclusion from the contra-
ordinates to the inferential subject, i.c., from
dissimilar instances, (4) non-sublation of its visaya
or object, (5) absence of a counter-hetu or
counter-ground leading to a contradictory conclu-
gsion. Of these, all the five characters are attri-
buted to the ‘ground of an anvayavyatirek:
inference. The ground of a kevaldnvayt inference
however should possess only four of these,
there being no confra-ordinate or dissimilar
instance in such inference and so the exclusion of
the ground from the contra-ordinate or dissimilar
instance being impossible in this case. The
ground of the kevalavyatirek: is likewise required
to possess only four characters, there being no
co-ordinate or similar instance in such inference
and therefore existence of the ground in the co-
ordinate or similar instance being out of the
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question in this case. The fallacious hetu or
ground (according to these Natydyikas) 18 a
ground that possesses only some of the above
characters and does not possess the rest. The
fallacious ground is either the astddha, or the
viruddha, or the anaikantika, or the kaldtyaya-
padista, or the satpratipaksa ground or hetu. An
asiddha or unestablished ketu or ground is one that
is devoid either of the character of invariable rela-
tion (to the probandum) or of the character ol
bei—r'lg_:a property of the subject of the inference.
There are three kinds of an asiddha or un-
established hetu, viz., an a@srayasiddhah hetu, a
svarwpasiddhah hetu and a vyapyatvasiddhah hetu.
An adrayasiddhah helu, i.e., a ground with its
asraya or substrate unestablished, is of two kinds,
viz., a ground with an asserted substrate that does
not actually exist, and a ground with an asserted
substrate in which the existence of the pro-
bandum is admitted as an established fact. The
former is illustrated in the following inference :—
‘The sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus,
just as 18 the lotus in the lake.” Here the
substrate of the ground is the sky-lotus, and
a sky-lotus nowhere exists. The second form
is illustrated in the case where the theistic
inference ‘The earth, etc., have an intelligent
author, because they are effects, just as is a
piece of cloth’ is employed for the benefit of a
convinced theist. Here the probandum being
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admitled (before the inference) to be a character
of the subject, there is no subject In which the
existence of the probandum is doubted. Thus
there being no subject to which the probandum
may be (hypothetically) attributed for purpose of
demonstration and proof by means of the in-
ference, the substrate of the hetu or ground is
non-existent for logical purposes. (Here the
subject of the inference is ‘ the earth, ete.,” and
this, ac;ording to the theist, being admittedly the
handiwork of God, the proving of the same by
means of the presence of the ground therein is
superfluous. Thus the hetu bhas no logical func-
tion with reference to the asserted subject, and
this is the same as saying that the asserted
subject is no logical subject, i.c., does not exist
for logical purposes. The svaripdsiddhah hetu or
ground 1s 1illustrated in the following : ¢ Sound is
non-eternal, because it is visible.” Here the
ground is ‘visibility,” and this is non-existent
in sound, sound being audible (and not visible).
The ovyapyatvasiddhah hetu or ground is of two
kinds, viz., a lefu or ground devoid of all relation
to the probandum, and a hetu or ground related
to the probandum only through an extraneous
condition. The former 1is illustrated in the
following :—* All that is, is momentary, because it
exists.” Here as the subject of the inference is
“all’, (and thus comprises everything), there is no
similar instance or co-ordinate to the subject outside

12
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the subject, and therefore the hetu or ground has no
relation to anything outside the subject, i.e., has
po relation to the probandum (there being no
probandum in reality). The latter is illustrated
in the following :—‘ Vedic sacrifice (df animals)
is a cause of sin, because it entails destruction of
life, just as is the killing of a Brahmin.” Here
‘ scriptural prohibifion * is the extraneous condi-
tion through which ° destruction of life’ becomes
* productive of sin.” (On condition that the
‘ destruction of life ’ is also one that is prohibited
by scriptures, 18 it a source of sin. Thus not
‘ destruction of life ’ as such, but such ° destruc-
tion of life’ as is scripturally prohibited, is a
source of sin.) (What, then, is an extraneous
condition or upadhi ?) An updadhi or extraneous
condition is defined as one which pervades the
probandum but does not pervade the ground.
‘ Scriptural prohibition ’ (in the above inference)
i8 an extraneous condition in this sense. Thus
wherever there is productivity of sin, there
scriptural prohibition may or may not be. In
the subject of the above inference, e.q., (i.e., in
sacrifice sanctioned by Vedic prescription) there
18 destruction of life but no scriptural prohibition.
But how, it may be asked, is the presence of an
extraneous condition a defect in reasoning? (In
this way, we reply.) The presence of an extra-
neous condition is a defect as revealing the failure
of the concomitance (on which the inference is
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based) or as showing the inference to lead fo a
contradictory conclusion, t.e., as showing forth
the subject as related not to the probandum
but to the contradictory of it. For the exiraneous
condition, e.g., scriptural prohibition, being non-
pervasive of the ground (viz., animal sacrifice),
may also be excluded from the subject of the
inference (viz., Vedic sacrifice), and being
so excluded may effect the exclusion of the
probandum which it pervades, viz., productivity
of sin. And so it may show forth the ground,
v1z., °animal sacrifice,’ as being related, not to
the probandum, but to the contradictory of the
probandum. (In other words, it proves the
failure of the concomitance between the ground
and the probandum, for as non-pervasive of the
ground, it shows forth the ground as capable of
falling outside its range and thereby as failing to
be related to the probandum which it pervades.)
For the pervading (i.e., the extraneous condition
pervading the probandum) being itself non-
pervasive of, 1.¢., capable of being unrelated to,
the ground, the pervaded (i.c., the probandum
which is pervaded by such extraneous condition)
must also be similarly capable of being unrelated
to the ground. And so the subject of the infer-
ence being shown to be reduced to the position
of the contraordinate to the subject, the ground
asserted to be existing in the subject is shown to
be reduced to the position of a fallacious non-
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invariable ground. Further, the wupdadhi also
shows forth the subject as related to the contra-
dictory of the probandum, i.e., it gives rise to an
inference proving a contradictory conclusion, in
the following way. The upddhi or extraneous
condition, being itself excluded from the subject
of the inference, also effects the exclusion there-
from of the probandum which it pervades. And
thus the absence of the upadhe establishes the
absence of the probandum. Hence we get the
counter-inference establishing a contradictory
conclusion :—°‘ Vedic sacrifice 18 not productive
of sin, because it is not prohibited, just as is
the daily meal.” In this way ‘sacrifice of hfe’
is a vydpyatvdsiddah hetu or ground, being subject
to an extraneous condition (in the matter of 1ts
invariable relation to the probandum). Upadhis
may be of four different kinds. In the first place,
an upddh: may be an extraneous condition per-
vading the probandum without qualification or
restriction. Secondly, an upadhi may pervade the
probandumn as qualified by a property of the
subject of the inference. Thirdly, an upadh: may
be a condition pervading the probandum as quah-
fied by a property of the ground or sidhana. Lastly,
an upadh: may be a condition pervading the pro-
bandum as qualified by a neutral property (i.e., a
property which 1s neither a property of the subject
nor a property of the ground of the inference).
The first of these is illustrated in the inference
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* Yonder mountain is smoky, because it is fiery,’
where the presence of greenwood is the upadhi or
extraneous condition. (Provided the fire 1s green-
wood fire, it is a sign of smoke. Thus ‘ greenwood ’
is the condition of the fire being a sign of smoke.
Now this ‘ greenwood ' is pervasive of the proban-
dum ‘smoke’ without any qualification.) The
second is 1illustrated in the following :—° Air is
perceptible, because it is the substrate of percep-
tible touch.” Here the upddhs is ‘ generated colour
which is pervasive of perceptibility in external
substances. Here ‘being an external substance’
1s a property of the subject of the inference, viz.,
alr. Now ‘generated colour’ (which is the
upadhi) does not pervade the probandumn
(viz., perceptibility) simply without qualification.
In quality, etc., c.g., there is °‘perceptibility’
inspite of the absence of ‘generated colour.’
Hence we have to say °‘perceptibility in sub-
stances.” (° Generated colour’ does not pervade
‘ perceptibility ° as such, but ° perceptibihity in
external substances.” This excludes ‘ perceptibility
of quality, ete.” which is not pervaded by ‘generated
colour.’) But even this does not suffice. The
Atman or self, c¢.g., 1s a perceptible substance,
perceptibility of the Atman as substance 1s not
pervaded by generated colour. And so we
have to say, °perceptibility in external sub-
stances.”  (The Atman 1is not an external
substance. It 1s an infernal substance revealed
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to internal perception.) The third form of
upddhi is illustrated in the following :—*The
child in the mother’s womb ought to be a dark-
coloured one, because it is the child of Maitri.’
Here the wupadhi is ° vegetable diet,” add it
pervades ‘darkness of colour with respect to a
child of Maitrs.” In this case the upadh,
‘vegetable diet,” does not pervade the probandum
without ‘qualification.” In the (unbaked) jar,
¢.g., there is darkness of colour, but there 1s no
‘ vegetable diet.” Therefore we have to say °the
upadhi pervades darkness of colour as relating to
a child of Maitri.” The fourth form 1s 1llustrated
in the following :—°The colour of the atom 1s
perceptible, because it is an object of knowledge,
just as is the jar.” Here the updadhi 1s ° generated
colour,” and it pervades ° perceptibility relating to
external substances.” Now ‘being an external
substance ’ is a neutral property in this case. It
is not a property of the subject (‘the colour of
the atom’). It is also not a property of the
ground (‘knowability ’). Further in this case
we cannot say that °where perceptibility is,
there also generated colour is,” since the con-
comitance fails in the case of °quality’ and the
like. Hence  generated colour’ is not pervasive
of the probandum (i.e., perceptibility) simply
without qualification. @ Hence we say °per-
ceptibility rclating to external substances’. Thus
the meaning is ‘ where perceptibility relating to
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external subsfances is, there generated colour
also is,” and in this respect the upadhi, ‘ generated
colour,” pervades the probandum, ‘ perceptibility ’.
But this upadh:, °generated colour,” does not
pervade the ground, °knowability’. We cannot
say ‘ whatever is knowable, is also characterised
by generated colour,” the concomitance being seen
to fail in the case of the subject of the inference
(the colour of the atom). , (The colour of the
atom is knowable, but if is non-generated colour.)
If we define upadhi merely as a condition that
does not pervade the ground (and leave out the
other part of the definifion, 1.¢., that such condition
must also be pervasive of the probandum), then
in the inference °sound is non-eternal, because
it 18 a2 product of will’ the property of ‘ being a
jar° will be an wupddht, for in a sound which is
a product of will, there 1s absence of the property
of a jar. (But the above inference is free from an
upadht, and therefore our mutilated definition of
upadhi is the cause of the illegitimate assumption
of an wupddht in this case.) Again if we define
upddht simply as a condition that pervades the
probandum (omitting the other part of the defini-
tion that ‘it must be non-pervasive of the ground’),
then in the inference of * fire * from ‘ smoke,’ ¢ the
nature of being a substance’ will be an upadhsi.
(Fire i1s a substance and therefore pervaded
by ‘ the nature of being a substance’.) There-
fore (to avoid the absurdity of supposing an
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upadhi where there is none) we say °‘the upadhi
must also be non-pervasive of the ground.’
- (The mnature of being a substance pervades
‘smoke ' also and thus is not non-pervasive of
the ground.) The wviruddhah hetu, i.e., the
contradictory ground, is one that is pervaded by
the negation of the probandum. KE.g., the ground
in the inference ‘sound 1s eternal, because it 1s a
product of will,” is a contradictory or viruddha
ground. The ground in this inference is ‘being a
product of will,” and ‘being a product of will’ is
pervaded by ‘non-eternality’ which is the negation
of ‘eternality.’ The anaikantikah hetu or ground
1s one that is non-1nvariable (:.e., one which 1s
not invariably related to the probandum). The
anailkkanitka ground is of three kinds, viz., the
sddhdrana or common, the asa@dhdarana or un-
common and the anupasamhar: or inconclusive.
Of these the sddharanah anaikantikah is a ground
that exists also in that which is a negation of the
probandum. (It i1s common to the probandum
and its negation and therefore 1s called sadharana
anaikanitka or common non-invariable.) The
ground in the inference ‘the mountain is on fire,
because it is knowable’ 1s an example of this kind
of a non-invariable ground. The ground in this
case 18 ‘being a knowable’ and this holds good
also of the lake which is devoid of fire. The
uncommon anatkdnttka is a ground that is
excluded from all co-ordinates and contra-ordinates
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to the subject and exists only in the subject.
For example, the ground in the inference ‘the
element of earth is eternal, because it has odour’
is a case of an uncommon non-invariable ground.
Here ‘possession of odour’ which is the ground or
hetu exists only in the subject of the inference,
viz., in the element of earth, and is excluded alike
from all other eternal and non-eternal objects.
The inconclusive anatkantika is a ground which
is bereft alike of 1nstances showing 1its agreement
in presence with the probandum and instances
showing its agreement in absence therewith. For
example, the ground in the inference ‘All that
is, is non-external, because it is knowable’ is a
case of an inconclusive non-invariable ground.
Here the subject of the inference being ‘all that
is’ there is nothing outside the subject to serve as
an illustration of the invariable relation between
the ground and the probandum. The kalatyaya-
nadista hetu or ground is one that seeks to prove
i probandum the negation of which is established
by valid evidence to be the property of the subject.
It is also called the badhita hetu, the sublated or
disproved ground. The ground or hetu i1n the
following inference is a case in point :—‘Fire is
devoid of heat, because it 18 knowable.’ Here
the probandum 1is ‘absence of heat’ but the
negation of this probandum, viz., ‘heat,’ is proved
by tactual perception to be the property of fire
which is the subject of the inference. The

13
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satpratipaksa hetu or ground i8 one which has a
counter-ground opposed to it proving the negation
of the probandum (in the subject of the inference).
For example, the ground of the inference °‘sound
is eternal, because it is audible, just as1s the
class-character or generic nature of sounds’ 1s
countered and stopped from functioning by the
ground of the inference ‘sound is non-eternal,
because it is an effect, just as is the jar’ A

countered or hindered ground is also called a
prakaranasamak hetu.

Just as we have the fallacious ground or
pseudo-ground (in various forms) so also we have
the fallacies of the example or uddharana, i.e.,
fallacious examples or pseudo-examples (uddharand-
bhasdh). There are many different kinds of the
fallacious example. For example, with reference
to examples illustrating relations of agreement in
presence, we have first the case of a fallacioys
example which is bereft of relation to the
probandum. Thus in the inference ‘the mind s
non-eternal, because it has shape; whatever has
shape, 1s non-eternal; just as is the atom,’ the
‘atom’ which is cited as 1llustrating the agree-
ment 1n presence i1s a pseudo-example in this sense.
For the atom is devoid of ‘non-eternality’ and so
is devoid of relation to the probandum. Secondly,
we may also have pseudo-examples that are bereft
of relation to the ground. In the same inference
if we say ‘just as is action’ (in place of  just
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as is the atom’) we shall have a psendo-example
bereft of relation to the ground, for action, though
non-eternal, 18 yet devoid of °¢shape.” And
thirdly, we may also have fallacious examples
which are bereft of relation both to the ground
and the probandum, e.g., in the same inference,
if we say ‘just as is ether’ (in place of ® just
as 18 the atom’) we shall have a pseudo-example
devoid of relation to the ground as well as the
probandum. (HEther is devoid of shape and is
devoid of non-eternality.) In the case of examples
illustrating relations of agreement in absence, we
may also have pseudo-examples devoid of relation
to the absence of the probandum. For example, in
the same inference if we say ° just as 1s action (by
agreement in absence).’ (Action is non-eternal
and therefore is devoid of relation o the negation
or absence of non-eternality.) Secondly, we may
also have 1n such cases fallacious examples in the
form of examples bereff of relation to the absence of
the ground. For example in the same inference, if
we say ° what is not non-eternal, is not an object
with a shape, just as 1is the atom.” And
lastly, we may have also fallacious examples
bereft of relation both to the absence of the
ground and the absence of the probandum. For
example, 1n the same inference, if we say
‘just as is the jar.” (The jar is non-eternal
and therefore bereft of relation fo the negation
of non-eternality. The jar further has a shape
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and is therefore bereft of relation to the negation
of shape.)

All these (i.e., the Nyaya fallacies so far set
forth) we reject as untenable. Why ? Because
some of these so-called fallacies are not fallacies
strictly speaking, while the rest are comprehended
in ‘ conflicting evidence ’ and the other fallacies we
have explained above.

The manner in which some of these so-called
fallacies may be proved to be logically flawless as
also the manner in which the rest may be shown
to be comprehended in our enumerations of the
fallacies are fully set forth in the Paddhati to
which the reader is referred for an understanding
thereof. We refrain from going over the same
ground here for fear of prolixity. Thus every-
thing (relating to inference) has been correctly
and intelligibly set forth. This closes the chapter
on Anumana of the Pramdnacandrikd which
follows the track shown by the reverend feet of
Sri Jayatirtha. Let our heads bend in honour to
the sage Vedavyasa and let us close with an in-
vocation of the name of Hari and the incantation
of Om.

We now proceed to discuss the nature of
Authority or 4gama as a source of knowledge.
Any verbal communication free from defects is
Agama. The qualification ‘free from defects’
(in the above definition) distinguishes agama from
the mere (deceptive) appearance thereof, while
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the words ‘verbal communication’ differentiate it
from perception and other sources of knowledge.
What, then, are the defects of a verbal
communication? The defects of a verbal commu-
nication are :—(1) unintelligibility, (2) conveying
of the opposite of the true or correct information,
(3) conveying of what is already known, (4) con-
veying of useless information (for which nobody
cares), (5) conveying of information not derived
or sought for by the person to whom 1t 1s con-
veyed, (6) conveying of a command or injunction
to accomplish the impossible, (7) conveying of
advice of a more difficult means when easier means
are well within reach, etc. Of these (1) unintelii-
gibility 18 of two kinds, rtz., («) unintelligibility
due to want of significant words, and (b) un-
intelligibility due to want of intelligible relation
(between the words of a verbal communication).
Examples of the former are :—‘Because ka-ca-la-
ta-pa’s are ja-ba-ga-da-ha’ (cf. abracadabra).
Examples of the latter are:—‘The cow is a
horse,” ‘Man is an elephant,” ‘The bowl is the
cumin seed,” ‘ The ten apples are five cakes.” (2)
Conveying the opposite of what is true is illus-
trated in the following :—*‘The world is unreal,’
‘The Sudras have the right of access to the
Vedas,” ‘The Brahmins have no such right,’ etc.
(3) Examples of conveying what is already known
are :—‘ The sun rises in the east, and sets in the
west,” ¢ Molasses are sweet,” ‘The Nimba fruit is
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bitter,” etc. The objection that ‘conveying the
known cannot be a defect as it adds to the force
of the evidence that is already available (and thus
strengthens our knowledge), misses the real point
at issue. Later evidence strengthens our know-
ledge only where earlier evidence has failed to
remove uncertainty and produce complete certitude
in regard to that about which we were 1n doubt.
(Hence where no uncertainty exists, the attempt at
further enlightenment by means of verbal commu-
nication is waste of energy.) (4) Examples of
stupid, pointless communications (for which
nobody cares) are:—‘How many teeth has the
crow ?’  ‘What is the weight of the sheep’s
egg ?’ ‘How many threads of hair are there
in the blanket ?’ ° What is the news of the province
of Cola? ’ (Cola being the name of the place where
the questioner himself lives), etc. (5) Examples
of communications which are of no use to the
persons to whom they are conveyed are :—‘Advice
of business and trade fo one who has subdued
the desires of the world,” etc. (6) Examples of
communications enjoining the accomplishment of
the impossible are :—‘ When alluding to a person
who is dead and gone, one proceeds to describe an
elixir that will bring the dead back fo life and
that may be found in the north of a certain hill
called Mrtiharamahidhara,” ete. (7) Examples
advising more difficult and less accessible rcmedies
where easier ones are at hand are :—‘ To ask a
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man to cut down something with an axe which
he can easily remove by his finger-nails,” ‘ To
advise a thirsty man on the Ganges banks fo sink
a well for quelling his thirst,’ etc.

A’ verbal communication is made up of words
and sentences. A word is a combination of
letters with a case-ending. The words ° with
a case-ending’ (in the above definition) exclude
non-sense combinations of letters like ja-ba-
ga-da-da (which are devoid of case-endings). A
senfence is & combination of words characterised
by mutual expectation, suitability of relation, and
proximity (in time). Hxpectafion is that relation
of one word of a sénfence to another (or others)
‘of the same sentence without which the relation
‘expressed by the sentence will not be apprehended,
‘e.g., in the sentence °Bring the jar,” the verb
(‘bring’) without the object (‘jar’) will not
“produce the apprehension of the relation of a
verb to its object, and so the verb ¢ bring’ has the
relation of expectation to the object ‘jar’. Or we
may say, expectation is the fulfilling (on the part
of the subsequest word) of the intent or expecta-
tion which is generated by the word preceding it
(in a sentence). Therefore, ‘The cow is a
horse,” ‘Man 1is an elephant,’ etc., are not
sentences, for in these the words do not expect,
i.¢., enter into relation to, one another. Though
‘ expectation ’ is, strictly speaking, a property of
consciousness, yet objects (denoted by words),
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as producing in the hearers of their respective
names an expectation of these objects in mutual
relation, are also said to °expect’ one another.
And as words (the names of objects) denote such
objects (with mutual expectation), words also are
said to have ‘ expectation.’

By suitability or fitness of relation (between
the words of a sentence) is meant the absence in
the cognised relation (between the said words) of
any clash with valid evidence. Thus in the words
‘ moistening by water,” the relation of effect and
cause which is asserted between the act of
‘ moistening ’ and the agency of ‘ water’ remains
uncontradicted by valid evidence. Here the com-
patibility of the relation between ° moistening’
and the agency of ‘ water * constitutes the sujtabi-
lity or fitness of the relation between them. For
this reason the words, ‘He is moistening by
means of fire,” do not constitute a real sentence,
there being no suitability of relation in this case.
Between ‘fire’ and the act of moistening
there is no question of a mutual agreement or
compatibility of relation.

By proximity (in time) 1s meant the express-
ing of the words (in a sentence) without any
jong pause or interval of time between the dif-
ferent words. Thus the words, ‘ Bring the cow,’
uttered without any long ‘break or interval of
time ketween them, have this character of
proximity (in time). For this reason, the words,
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‘ Bring the cow,’ uttered separately, each after an
hour or thereabout after the previous one, will
not constitute a sentence, for they lack the
character of sufficient (temporal) proximity (to
produce a unity of meaning).

In verbal communication as a source of
knowledge, the sentence is the instrumental
cause, the recollection of the meanings of
the constituent words, the intervening process,
and the knowledge of the meaning of the
sentence, the result (of the process).
Verbal communication also (like inference)
conveys knowledge only of such correctly com-
municated objects as are accompanied by the
knowledge of the meanings of the constituent
words of the communication. In this respect it
is unlike perception (as an instrument of know-
ledge) which makes things known by its
bare existence (without being itself known
or apprehended), for an authoritative commu-
nication like 1inference depends on a known
instrumental cause (¢.e., the knowledge of the
meanings of 1ts constituent words). Otherwise
the absurdity will follow that an authoritative
knowledge will have to be admitted where a
verbal declaration (of a truth), though existing
in itself, has not been actually heard by a parti-
cular person, or, even though heard by him,
has not been understood because of lack of know-
ledge of the meanings of the constituent words,

14:
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(We now proceed to discuss how words mean
their respective objects.) Some hold that words
like ¢ the cow,” etc., mean only class-characters,
these being the first to be presented as attributes
(as soon as the words are heard). The individuals
are reached (mediately) through these class-
characters which drag them behind themselves.
Others hold that words mean the individuals
as specified by their corresponding class-charac-
ters. According to this view, a class-name is
subject to the conditions which regulate the use
of words. Thus all wordssuch as ‘ether,’ etc.,
mean specified individuals, these alone being the
determining conditions of the use of words.
Others hold that words like © the jar,’ etc., mean
elass-characters; proper names like ¢ Devadatta,’
etc., mean individuals ; words like ° possession of
the dewlap’ mean shape or make; while words
like € the cow,’ etc., mean all the three. The real
fact, however, is that the meaning of a word is
just that object which_is immediately presented
to consciousness as soon as the word is heard.
In the apprehension of the meaning of a word
similarity acts as connecting or mediating link.
Thus since the word ‘jar’ calls forth the idea
both of *individual jars’ and ‘the class-character
oMg word must be supposed to be capable
of meaning both the °class-character’ and ‘ the
individuals.” Again, since the word ° white ' calls
forth the 1dea of the quality of white colour as
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well as the substrate of the quality (the white
thing), it must be supposed to mean both ¢ the
quality’ and °the substrate.” Similarly, the Word
gone means both the action of ° having gone’
and  the agent of the action,” the word °stick-
in-hand’ means both the ‘stick’ and ‘the
person, Devadatta, who holds it in his hand,’ etc.
Or, we may say, words like ‘cow’ etc., being
nouns or substantives, must denote individuals,
while words like ‘ bring,’ etc., should mean attri-
butes or adjectives. In combinations of words
such as ‘bring the cow,” the act of bringing
being made possible through an individual
agent of the act, the meaning should be conceived
as consisting in the individual (in the individual
agent of the act).

(The question now has to be discussed, how
we acquire a knowledge of the meanings of
words.) Our view is that we learn the meanings
of words from the signs made with the fingers
(by our elders while uttering the words). Thus
the child sitting on the person of its father or
mother begins to learn the meanings of words
when the said father or mother tries to rouse it
from a state of inattention and to draw its atten-
tion towards himself or herself and to the
words which he or she may utter, by making
signs with the fingers, or by producing a
soft sound by striking one finger-tip against
another. In this way the child is taught the
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meanings of such sentences as °Child, that
is your mother,” ‘that, your father,” * that,
your brother,” ‘the man is eating the plantain
fruit,’ etc. Thus by the said signs the child
gradually learns that the said words are related
in a general way to the said objects pointed
out by these gestures and that the relation
is the relation of meaning or signifying these
objects. Later on when such words as ‘This is
your sister,” ‘That 1is your friend,” ‘He 1s
eating a cake,” etc., are uttered in his presence,
and he begins fo note the different contexts in
which these different words are uttered, he
learns, through the differences of the contexts,
to distinguish the specific meanings that attach
to particular words, e.g., that the word ‘ mother’
attaches fo ‘the female parent,” etc. Others
however opine that the meanings of words are
learnt from the behaviour of the seniors or elders.
Thus the inquisitive child, when he hears a senior
say to a junior, ‘ Bring the cow,” and notes that
immediately afterwords the junior is prompted
to the act of bringing the cow, concludes by
agreement and difference that the action of the
junior 1s prompted by the knowledge produced
by the words of the senior. And so assuring
himself, when he hears other sentences spoken
in other contexts such as ‘Bring the horse,’
‘Secure the cow with a rope,’ ete., he gathers
from the divergent contexts that the word
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‘cow ' means one particular kind of animal, the
word ¢ horse,’ animal of a different kind, etc. But
this view is not tenable. The quickly-forgetful
child cannot possibly retain the consciousness of
the 'word he hears till the actual bringing of the
object desired.

A word bas two kinds of function or vrtti, viz.,
(1) primary (mukhyd) and (2) non-primary or
secondary (amukhya). The direct or primary
function of a word is 1its $akii or power of
referring to, or meaning, a particular object.
Sakti is defined as that relation between a word
and an object which 1s conducive to the recollec-
tion of the object (as soon as the word 1s heard).
Samaya, sangati, sanketa, vécaka, etc., are used
as synonyms of $akti. This éakti is of three
kinds, viz., yogah, ridhik and yogarudhik. Of
these, the power to refer to an object by virtue
of the powers of the constituent parts of the
word 1s yogah. The power of meaning which
belongs to a word as a whole irrespective of the
powers of 1ts constituent parts is radhik. Lastly,
the power of meaning which is derived from
both (i.c.,’hoth from the word as a whole and
the meanings of the constituent parts) is yoga-
ridhith. Of these, some words mean their
respective objects through the meanings of its
constituent parts only, such as the words pathaka
(reader), pacaka (cook), dandi (the man with a
a stick in hand), kusdals (the coiling thing), etc.
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Some words, again, mean their respective objects
by the powers inherent in the words as a whole
irrespective of the powers of the constituents.
Such are words like ghata (jar), pata (piece of
cloth), etc. Lastly, some words mean objects
through their powers as a whole as reinforced by
the powers of the constituents such as the word
pankaja (the lotus), etc. In this manner all
other words with primary meanings, such as the
mahayogah, etc., should be understood (as signi-
fying their objects).

The non-primary -or secondary function of a
word is called Laksanad or Implication. Implica-
tion is a kind of relation to the object of a word’s
$akti or power of meaning. There are two kinds
of Implication, viz., (1) Implication which is in-
dependent of relation to the direct meaning
(Jahallaksand), and (2) Implication in which
the direct meaning also enters as a factor
(ajahallokgand). °*The milkman lives in the
Ganges’ illustrates the former. (Here °the
Ganges’ means not the river, but the banks of
the river Ganges.) ‘Men with umbrellas are
going’ illustrates the latter. (Here chatrinak,
i.e., ‘men with umbrellas,” means °‘ pedestrians.’)
According to another classification, Implication
18 of the following two kinds, viz., (1) Implica-
tion in which the implied meaning 1is in-
dependent of any special end or purpose to be
subserved, and (2) Implication depending on
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some purpose that is subserved. °Travellers are
going’ is an example of the former. (Here
‘margah,’ literally ‘roads,” means °travellers’
by implication.) Here the traversing of the
roads by travellers being observed to happen
without any special end or purpose to be served,
such implication is also called radhalaksand.
‘The milkman lives in the Ganges’ is an example
of the latter. (Here ‘the Ganges’ means ¢ the
banks of the Ganges.’) In this case °living near
the Ganges’ being prompted by considerations
of sanctity and the like, the implication is called
kevalalaksana. 'The inapplicability or failure of
the primary meaning 18 the real cause of an
implication. In a similar way should be con-
ceived other non-primary functions of words such
as the gauni (the deferred), ete.

Agama, i.e., an authoritative verbal communi-
cation is of two kinds, v1z., (1) communication
having a personal source, and (2) communication
devoid of a personal source. The Rg-veda and
other orthodox scriptures are the impersonal
Agamas, or Agamas without a personal source.
Valid personal communications are those recorded
in the Mahabbarata and other sacred works.
Thus, it is said, ‘‘ Scriptures are of two kinds,
viz., (1) the eternal, and (2) the non-eternal.
Such, for example, are the Vedas beginning with
Rg-veda, the Mahabhdrata, the Paficaratra, the
original Ramayana, and the Pur@nas. All these
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as also all those that follow in‘the wake of these
are to be regarded as the (authoritative) sacred
‘scriptures. Those that are other than these,
O Jandrdana, they are heretical and should nof
be regarded as authoritative scriptures, etc.’

But it may be said: °‘The Vedas have a
personal source, because they consist of collections
of sentences, just as are the verses of Kalidasa
and the rest.” Our reply is, this conclusion does
not follow, the inference in question being
vitiated by the presence of an extraneous condi-
tion. The extraneous condition is ‘a personal
origin established by tradition.” In other words,
‘a collection of sentences’ (which is the ground
of the inference) 1s 1n 1itself no proof of a personal
origin. It is a sign thereof only on the condi-
tion that such personal origin 1s established by
tradition.

But it may be said : ‘ The Vedas are devoid of
evidential value and validity, because despite the
due accomplishment of the Vedic prescriptions
the promised fruits are not realised, just as
arc the hopes generated by the utterances of
deceitful people.” Our reply is, this is not the
case, because the above inference contradicts the
{ollowing valid reasoning :—‘The Vedas .are
authoritative, because they consist of impersonal
prescriptions, t.e., of sentences without a personal
origin, just as are the lunatic’s ravings by agree-
ment in absence.’ (The lunatic’s ravings are
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non-authoritative, and they are not without a
personal source. And thus they illustrate the
agreement in absence ° what is not authorita-
tive is also not without a personal source.’)
It cannot be said that this inference entails
the fallacy of an asiddha hetu or unestablished
ground.  For $rutr (authoritative scripture)
declares that the sentences of the Vedas
(i.e., the Vedic prescriptions) are eternal verities.
(Thus the eternity, <.e., lack of a personal
origin, in respect of the Vedic senfences,
is not asiddha or unestablished.) Smrit (i.e.,
the secondary scripfures derived from the
primary scriptures) also declares that the Vedic
sentences are without beginning and without
end, are eternal or timeless, have inherent
authority and are self-existent. Nor is non-
fruitfulness or non-efficacy of Vedic prescriptions
a proof of invalidity (of the Vedas), for the pres-
criptions being seen to bear the promised fruits
only in the properly qualified agents accomplish-
ing them, the non-perception of the fruits in
other cases mus’, be attributed to the inherent
disqualifications of the agents.

But it may be said: ‘Agamae is not valid
evidence, bacause it does not prove anything, just
as a deceitfvl ubterance.” Thus the visays or
object to be proved by valid evidence is of two
kinds, viz., (1) the immediate, and (2) the
remote or mediate. Of these, the immediate isg

15
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the object evidenced by perception. There is no
other object, besides these two, which can serve
.as an object to be established by the evidence of
A gama or authoritative communication. If you
say that Agama causes the knowledge di the
mediate, then as, in your view, nothing is valid
independent evidence which causes the knowledge
of the already known, and 4 gama has application
only to objects proved by other forms of evidence,
so all Zgamas will be shorn of evidenfial value as
wanting in any distinctive objects to be proved
thereby. All this, we reply, is wrong. Just as
the evidential value of visual perception in regard
to objects distinct from the objects of hearing
cannot be denied inspite of the fact that
visual perception proves only immediate objects
just as hearing does, sc also the evidence of
Agama in regard to objects distinct from the
objects of inference, e¢.g., in regard to such
special objects as heavenly happiness, liberation,
etc. (which are not objects of inference), is
unimpeachable despite the fact that Agama is
indistinguishable from inference iIn the matfer
of the mediateness of the objects it proves. It
cannot be said that ‘heavenly happiness,’
‘ liberation,’ etc., are objects of inf'erential proof,
and so Agama is devoid of any spec’al objects to
be established by its evidence. For if you say
this, we shall say contrarywise that Agsma as
being evidence of mediate - objecté.f (such ag
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‘ heavenly happiness,” etc.) 1is a valid source
of knowledge, while inference, being devoid of
proper special objects (i.e., objects not charac-
terised by the mediateness that characterises the
objects proved by Agama) is devoid of evidential
authority.

The Vaidesikas hold that Agama is included
in (i.e., is a variety of) inference. But this
view is wrong, for even in the absence of the
recollection of invariable concomitance and the
like, there is realisation of the meaning of a
verbal communication, this being a matter of
common experience.

Bhaskara and his followers hold that Agame
without a personal source is independent evidence,
but Agama having a personal origin is a variety
of inference. This also is a wrong view. For the
sum of conditions for the comprehension of the
import of sentences, viz., expectancy, suitability
of mutual relation between the constituent words,
etc., being identical in both (i.e., both Personal
and Impersonal Agama), there is no valid ground
for assuming any special character attaching fo
only one of these.

Thus have we described all the three forms
of evidence or Preamdma. Anything other fthan
these (three) is not a pramana or valid source of
knowledge.

But it may be said: there is another form
of evidence distinct from the above three, viz.,
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Arthapatti or Presumption. When a thing or
event is seen to be inexplicable except on the
"assumption of something else and when on the
basis of our observation of this otherwise inexph-
cable thing we are led to presume that which is
necessary to account for it, we proceed according
to the method of Arthapatii or Presumption as
a source of knowledge. Thus when we learn
by perception or reliable testimony that Caitra
is alive and yet 1s not in the house, we at once
presume that he must be somewhere outside, for
absence inside of one who is alive is not
explicable except on the assumption of his
existence outside. Hence the proof here of outside
existence consists in the Arthapatti or Presump-
tion which is created therefor by the otherwise
inexplicable fact of inside non-existence of one
who is alive. This process is distinct from the
processes of perception and the rest, for outside-
existence is not an object of perception and the
rest.

This, we hold, 1s not the case, for the so-
called presumption 1is only an inference (in
disguise). (The inference is as follows:—)
* Caitra must exist outside, because, though alive,
he 18 absent inside; whoever 1is alive, and
does not exist 1n a certain place, must exist in
some other place, just as I myself do.” This
inference being quite competent to produce the
knowledge of the oufside existence, what is the
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use of assuming a separate source of knowledgé
such as Presumption? In this inference the
words ‘though living’ preclude the case of the
dead (who are non-existent because not alive).
Simi.larly, the substantive (qualified by the
adjective ‘though alive’), i.e., °absence inside,’
precludes the case of Devadatta and the like
who are existent within the house.

But 1t may be said : there is another separate
source of knowledge, viz., comparison. Compari-
son (Upamana) is the cognition of an object as
characterised by likeness to another, e.g., of likeness
to the cow as produced by the recollection of a
comparative statement as an auxiliary condition.
Thus a person ignorant of the meaning of the
word ‘gavaya’ first learns from a forester that
‘gavaya’ means ‘an animal resembling a cow.’
Thereafter when later on he comes across in a
forest an animal looking like a cow, he recollects
the previous advice of the forester that ¢ gavaya
18 an animal like a cow.” Thereon the knowledge
dawns on him ‘ That animal (resembling the cow)
must be what is meant by the word gavaya.’
As this knowledge is not caused by perception
and the rest, the process (which generates the
knowledge) is regarded as an independent source
of knowledge called Upamana or comparison.

This, we hold, is not the case, for (the so-
called) comparison is really comprised in in-
ference.  The inference in such cases is as
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follows :—‘ The subject of the enquiry is the
meaning of the word gavaya, because, not
being a cow, it possesses resemblance to a cow,
just as 18 the jar by agreement in absence.’
(What is not the meaning of gavaya, 1is also not
that which, not being a cow, bears resemblance
to the cow, just as is the jar which is not the
meaning of gavaya and is also not that which,
not being a cow, bears resemblance to the
cow.) To preclude illegitimate application to a
second cow resembling a first cow, the words
‘not being a cow’ have been included, and fo
preclude illegitimate application to the jar and
the rest, the substantive °‘that which bears
resemblance to the cow’ has been included.

But it may be said: there is yet another
separate source of knowledge, v:z., negation or
Abhdva. This must be admitted in order fo
account for the cognition of negation. Thus
non-apprehension (i.e., negation or absence of
apprehension) of the jar and the rest assures
us of the absence or negation of the jar, ete.
This non-apprehension is just the negation or
absence of apprehension. The non-apprehension
being apprehended or realised in consclousness,
the negation, i.e., the absence, of the jar, etc.,
i8 also cognised or apprehended.

This is not the case, we say; for this so-
called negation as a source of knowledge is in
reality comprehended in one or other of the
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Pramanas we have explained above. Thus,
according fto our view, that which causes the
knowledge of negation (in a particular case) is
the Pramdaga or evidence of the negation in that
cage.' For example, the evidence in regard to the
present non-existence of the Kauravas is the
testimony of the Mahabharata. In the case of
Devadatta’s lack of vision we have the following
inference as proof or evidence of the lack or
negation :—‘ The subject of controversy (Deva-
datta) is devoid of vision, because he is ignorant
of the nature of colours.,” Similarly, the absence
of pleasure, efc., is evidenced by the immediate
intuition of the witnessing infelligence. The
realisation of the non-existence of a jar before
oneself results from a quickly-produced percep-
tion. It is not an effect of non-apprehension
oply, for it has the nature of an immediate
positive experience. @ No doubt, a proximate
non-apprehension 1is also an indispensable
condition. But the mere fact of a proximate
non-apprehension as an indispensable condition
does not constitute the latter an independent
gource of knowledge, for in that case by a similar
line of reasoning one may say that in the cogni-
tion of positive reality the non-apprehension of
its negation is the real evidence or proof.
Where in the midst of darkness we cognise the
absence of a jar and the like by means of ex-
ploring with the hands, the non-apprehension
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guo non-apprehension is not the real cause of
our knowledge of the negation or absence. The
non-apprehension is a cause here only as it is
treated as a sign or mark serving as the ground
of an inference. The inference in such cases is
as follows :—‘The jar does not exist here, for,
though fit to be perceived, it is not actually
observed here, just as an elephant.” DBut it may
be said : a negation or absence being admittedly
incapable of positively stimulating the sensibili-
ties, we cannot sensibly falk of negation being
perceived by the senses., QOur reply is: this is
not the case as there is no bar fo a negation
being in contact with the sensibilites just as there
i8 none with respect to a positive entity.

But it may be said: we bave mathematical
or quantitative reasonings (sambhava) and these
should constitute a separate source of knowledge.
Thus when the cognition of the greater leads to
the cognition of the less we have sambhava or
quantitative reasoning. For example, the
knowledge that there is one hundred yields or
establishes the knowledge that there is fifty-five.

To this our reply is : quantitative reasoning is
only a variciy of inference. The inference here
is as follows: ‘Devadatta must own fifty-five,
because he owns one-hundred, just as I myself
do.’

There 1s another kind of knowing, viz., know-
ing by the method of exhaustion. Thus when
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words, validity being an intrinsic or inherent
character of a cognition in respect of its being.
known as such means that that which apprehends
the cognition also apprehends the validity of
cognition. . |
The extrinsicality of invalidity i
of two kinds, viz., (1) extrmsmal
of the "bngln of the 1nvalld1t £
trinsicality in respect of ijf¥
consclousness as such.
or adventitiousness m
that fthe 1nva.hd1ty
tbn those™ whiol
Again, extrinsicalife
being known as suc
18 cognised by an agenc
which cognises or appreher
Thus everything has been st
place.
The Sankhya philosophers how P A
both validity and invalidity are iff§ 5'
in respect of their origin and their bel ‘
as such. The Naiyayikas, on the coN§§
hold that both are extringic.  And they’
in this connection that a cognition itself
caused by the sense-organs, etc., while the
validity of the cognition is caused by the presence
of certain specially efficacious qualities in the
usual causes of a cognition. Similarly, the
invalidity of the cognition is due fo the presence
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» certain special defects or deficiencies in the
s Oof & cognition. And so also (n the
of being known) & cognition itgelf 18
. nmediately by :nternal perception by the
the validity of @ cognitién 18
]y by interence from the mark or
or unsuccessful practical re-
] condition (according to
.« an efficacious quality
oneral condition of
dofect or deficiency
, again, 8ay:
ity is extrinsic.
Jnition and its
E-organs and the
generated by the
with certain defects
Similarly, both the
Gty "’ﬁ“ v are cognised immediate-
- "" ng  intelligence. But the
W is cognised only as cognition
fing intelligence. The invalidity
Fn mediately by inference from the
P actical unfruitfulness or failure.
Bt it may be said: the position taken by
e author here is not tenable. The author’s view
b the agency which cognises the cognifion also
cognises the validity thereof. Further the power
of the instruments of cognition to produce the
cognition becomes the power to produce its
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by eliminating other possible alternafives one
after another we arrive at the last or remaining

alternative, our knowledge of the fruth of this‘i

last alternative is gained by the method of exhaus-
tion.' It is of two kinds, viz., (1) that whid
proceeds by the method of affirmation, ag
that which proceeds by the method of
or exclusion. The former is illustrg
following :—When we know that th
before us are Caitra and Maiirg
ledge, ‘this one of the §wo
entails the knowledge,  the
The second is illustrated™

When we know that iy
are Caitra and Maitro, v\
one (of the two) is not 4 '
ledge,  this, then, mustbe a
This also, we hold, is"CasEs

knowledge. The inference is W&

disputed subject is Maitra, beca TS
Caitra or Maitra, he is not Cait: @ (R
as 18 Caitra (by agreement in a7
other words he who is not Masitra, 1V
who, being either Caitra or Maitra, is not
just as is Caitra, who 1s not Maitra and ®
not he who, being either Caitra or Maitra, is 13
Caitra.) Here to preclude the illegitimate exten-
sion of the hetu to the cases of the jar, etfc., the
words ‘ being either Caitra or Maitra’ have been

included.
16
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Upakrama, etc., are also forms of inference,
or they produce an inferential knowledge of the
port of sentences. An unbroken continuum of
on without any known originator thereof is
Tradition. For example, the hekrsay,
o¢ lives a demon’ (is a case of aitihya),
t verbal testimony (and should not
dent source of knowledge). So
omens and signs (Sakuna),
(sture langnage (cesid)
\wledge are included
2 three we have
e We shall
by itself, The
two kinds, 2.,
. origin (utpatis),
Wespect of verification
Y. Of these, intrinsi-
WPorigin means that the
MR the same conditions as
t On iteelf of which the validity
aracter In other words, validity
. rmsm or essential character of a
dn the matter of its origin means that
s which produce a cognition are also
gruses which produce the validity of the cogni-
By intrinsicality in respect of verification
1 knowledge is meant that the validity is appre-
bhended by the same agency as is the cognition
jteelf of which it is a logical character. In other
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invalidity when aided by the special causes of
invalidity. The power thus becomes as it were
a different power through the influence of the
defects in the matter of producing invalidity.
Morcover, the cognition of these instruments
takes place through a different agency, for the
sepse-organs, etc., are themselves cognised,each
by its own pramana or suitable knowing process
(e.g., the sense-organs are cognised by inference
from the results which their acfions produce). A%
the same time their conduciveness to the production
of valid knowledge is also cognised by inference
(i.e., by another inference from the meark of
practical fruitfulness). But why should this be
so? (i.e., Why should you suppose that the
agency which cognises a cognition also cognises
its validity, but the fitness of the sensibilities to
produce a valid cognition is not cognised by the
same agency, i.e., the inference that cognises.the
sensibilities themselves?) What is the bar to the
supposition that the validity is cognised by an
agency other than that which cognises the cognition
(just as the fitness of the sensibilities is cognised
by an inference different from that which cognises
the sensibilities themselves) ?

Our reply to this is: this cannot be admitted,
because any such admission will entail an infinite
regress. Thus we say: the validity of a valid
cognition must itself be cognised as such by
some valid cognition, otherwise there will be no
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valid cognition anywhere. And such validity
cannot possibly be cognised by any agency other
than that which cognises the cognition 1tself.
In the event of any other agency apprehending
the validity, the validity of this apprehension will
itself have to be apprehended by another (i.c., a
third) apprehension, thus leading to an
infinite regress. And if to avoid the infinite
regress we say that the second cognition
apprehending the validity of the primary cogni-
tion is self-validating or self-evident, then so
may also be the primary cognition. There-
fore by the method of elimination of other
possible alternatives, the intrinsicality of validity
is established as the onE position that remains
unshaken. It cannot be said that the objection
of an infinite regress holds equally in respect
of our view that the validity is imme-
diately cognised by the witnessing Intelli--
gence, for the witnessing Intelligence (in our
view) is self-revealing and as such reveals
both itself and its validity. But why not
assume the same with regard to cognition
also? Because, we reply, cognition being
a state or function of the internal organ is non-
intelligent and as such is incapable of self.
illumination or self-revelation. The validity of
the instruments should be understood on the
lines of the Paddhati. Thus is everything beauti-
fully explained.
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This brings the chapter on Agama in the
Pramanacandrikd by SrimacchalariSesicarya to a
close.

May the sage Sr1 Vedavyasa be pleased.
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* ¥For the use of the word wg#¥ in masculine, compare—
WEIRTHEHT: RISTAFATT $ WA |
WIS 7 § AR wee: vgwfa
Sarasvalikanthabharana, ch., §l. 70.
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i | QR UMY | WA YRewat |




138 MADHVA LOGIC

frdafoat g feaBa ) wolut sqeawRe | wnd
g wrewgeatrefaf | shers fawst wfaod
e wgfd Temdwrafafa Adfram: | azwy, fe-
SUONARTRIES e | Saveife-
ATEN AT T DT T ATETHACE-
WRATIHATES ATNAAN TRURAERNY | AuTaNH-
AR | wAfaeR av duar Sifasnta; |
weafag®  gertsfaenty: | FuTANTReR
drnfearadsfaantic | g wmancafagm™ waw@r-
erafeanfal | wfd 8% W) w@ W T
WA qeTEY AWy afermanfagd was s
WY AGHA GreAfafa | TUT QOO FIC | WA
n grefgnenflfayfamenfaanta  sme
AfEan YW | wwefawa afa arafaags-
afer amoas | wTa AT | aEncd fefa |
gqgrad fafewad @ ofofead sfa
FEMCY ATUSTHRCRH | T oiTa: wafe:, Tqfawy
wew | wafcwtfaa wfa gemcd afefaasmoe | 2o
seerfed oA, TwIfed ¥ wew | da¥ SWETw-
ward aefaufad aq armfagm wafa )

vgnaw fafed wowq  wawee wnmwafa )
MRAENT A A AT (AT S RN |
WITEAAAT AR AT M AN | |raear-
Tordfaeg vom € | IOt | SeTe-
& aerrwwny fafte) e fafaar e




PRAMANACANDRIKA 139

AX AR AW | TIRA FrewEnTT 1A |
v wewatafal | wewe Wi e e
fglafen nad FEfedfranfamaa  fetEfa
vpndenafaanfarum sfegfufal vy o
FCUMART: | TN TEAFOEIT Wi | et
fERT e CORITEA ARG | AeaRre-
TARATACTATC | JAT QTR TREANT: |
| KR AU | AT ST |
dWEC GeW! 0 0OW9 [ SRAnereEfeeeEn
“sgey xhed v awfriamdEn et
sfanengefafed weuframwy)  wiearacam-
wrafaawar  wwqddn et et
gaafaegeq | @ W fadw s et anfaw)
wfeafefamiier) aa maeasifen ardterad) aw
fawar, wiwEsd A%AL FERA WEGWERET T
TUE WIGETET: AR SFATRTIH ST | § ¥ €S-

aﬁﬁmﬁwnmﬂsﬁmml
gg WNaRa: | aur fe AAsd ard wifa ofa vy
Moo STwwd ¥ @ wieeiEa: qeaTgea |
norer wfedRl weE oF ewen et exaes |

TR | STERHEEE e Aeqeng | Wi



140 MADHVA TOGIC

gaRuE!, SUERIRITENHTEaTAAg | % fay-
WA, SIfeaETy | Aarfy AW @AY wHA-
qefeMeEFm) A W9, WRIgEneEafgaan |
AWIE T TRTARURT. § 91 | 99 Y WAL
FRNENREETE 9275 YA R, 7)) Sxaewawe-
qifeEnT | wTre: quEREERaTIETERaR] | o
afeza@ afd rawd qa\R aevawfafa zene w-
AUAEAE | TA FENRAEAE  AARAeAw ata
mfFmf@ | U8 SMEUEEr | aweEn
waad fae)  weafrlio sues: Rafaaw
fawam ) wdwt wefEara sAsafufead sresmer-
0N A | Ay anfeafumaad e fawa o
sfyfiferivwudan wmt affawan T st
hEd | FEAEREET Wiak@w ) @ d@
givauee | gaT Seiearet Qe w1 aW
@ AW wNEA: | W wiagrwan WA
T AW [EAEH AR e Qe |
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